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Erik Yesayan 
1000 N. Central Ave., #300 
Glendale, CA 91202 
eyesayan@pattern.la 
(818) 269-6622 
 

Monday, May 26, 2025 

 

Board of Supervisors 
Los Angeles County 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 
Re: Letter of Support for Appeal – Project No. R2020-00709-(5); Plan Amendment No. 
RPPL2020004464, Zone Change No. RPPL2020004465, Conditional Use Permit No. 
RPPL2020004466, Parking Permit No. RPPL2020004467, and Environmental 
Assessment No. RPPL2020004468 

 
Dear Honorable Supervisors, 

 
I am writing to express my support for the appeal of the above-referenced project. As a 
professional in the field of urban planning with extensive experience navigating land use 
issues throughout Los Angeles County, I believe this project represents a responsible and 
thoughtful approach to balancing development with the County’s environmental and 
community priorities. 

The project proposes a single-family residence that remains entirely within the maximum 
building site area of 10,000 square feet, as permitted under the Santa Monica Mountains 
Local Coastal Program (SMM LCP) and Title 22 of the County Code. It achieves this while 
preserving substantial open space on a 36-acre lot and adhering to key goals such as 
viewshed protection, minimizing grading (limited to 4,000 cubic yards of cut and fill), and 
protecting sensitive hillside resources. 

Importantly, the proposed home is sited in a way that minimizes impacts to scenic 
corridors and avoids encroachment into significant natural resource areas. The applicant 
has demonstrated a clear commitment to fitting sensitively into the surrounding 
environment — a goal that the SMM LCP and County’s General Plan both strongly 
encourage. 

Denying this appeal would create an impractical barrier for development in this region, 
making it virtually impossible for property owners to utilize their land even when they 
comply with the County’s carefully established standards. This project reflects the very 

mailto:eyesayan@pattern.la


type of careful, environmentally conscious development the County envisions — and it 
should be supported. 

For these reasons, I respectfully urge the Board to grant the appeal and allow this well-
considered project to proceed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Erik Yesayan 

Principal of Pattern Planning & Development, Inc. 



May 22, 2025 

RE: Hearing on Appeal of Project No. R2014-00461-(3) for the Construction of a 
SingleFamily Residence in the Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area 

 

To the Honorable Board of Supervisors, 

 

I am writing in regard to Agenda Item No. 4, Project No. R2014-00461-(3), which is  

scheduled to be heard before your Board on Tuesday, May 27th. 

 

On February 20, 2014—eight months prior to the certification of the Santa Monica  

Mountains Local Coastal Program (LCP) in October 2014—the subject application was  

submitted to the Department of Regional Planning. The proposal included the construction  

of a single-family residence, improvements to an existing access road, and associated  

grading. 

 

What followed was an extensive and rigorous review process: five iterations of the project  

design; a detailed analysis of an alternative building site at the direction of Planning staff;  

substantial revisions to plans and technical studies; three Environmental Review Board  

(ERB) hearings; and two Regional Planning Commission hearings, the most recent in  

October 2024. In total, this represents more than ten and a half years of exhaustive review  

and refinement. 

 

Throughout this process, the applicant complied with all requests from Planning staff— 

including relocating the proposed residence to the site identified by the ERB as optimal.  

Despite these efforts, the project was ultimately denied, primarily due to fuel modification  

impacts within H1 habitat areas. 



 

Staff’s Board Letter suggests the applicant could have worked with staff to identify a  

project scope that would be recommended for approval. However, staff made clear from  

the outset that they would not support any project resulting in impacts to H1. As ERB staff  

have acknowledged, impacts to H1 habitat on this property are unavoidable, regardless of  

where the residence is located. The applicant has taken every feasible measure to  

minimize those impacts, while also adhering to the broader goals and policies of the LCP.  

The underlying basis for denial appears to be an implicit position that no development  

should occur on this property at all. 

 

A letter submitted to Planning staff—supported by technical studies, appraisals, and cost  

analyses—demonstrates that the County-proposed alternative site is economically  

infeasible. Development at that location would exceed the appraised value of the home  

and property by $2 to $5 million, depending on the size of the home. Limiting development  

to that site would result in a regulatory taking. Moreover, construction in that location  

would require additional grading, result in greater disruption to the landform, increase  

visual impacts from Kanan Dume Road (a designated Scenic Highway), and still not avoid  

impacts to H1 habitat. 

 

There is clear precedent for approving projects with unavoidable fuel modification impacts  

within H1, so long as the primary development is located outside H1 and the project  

remains consistent with the LCP as a whole. This approach has been consistently  

supported by the Coastal Commission. A denial based solely on fuel modification within  

H1 would set a dangerous precedent—effectively prohibiting hundreds of similarly situated  

property owners from ever building on their land, and exposing the County to further  

regulatory takings claims. 



 

In addition, Staff’s Board Letter references the visibility of story poles from the project site.  

Please see the attached packet, which documents that the story poles are not visible from  

Kanan Dume Road. These photos were taken when the house was originally proposed at 35  

feet in height. The design has since been revised and reduced to 18 feet, making the  

structure even less visible from public viewpoints. 

 

After more than a decade of effort, the property owners—who had long envisioned retiring  

on this lot with their children and grandchildren—are now unable to proceed due to  

declining health and depleted financial resources. 

 

Attached is a comprehensive packet that outlines the history of the project, the extensive  

studies and revisions undertaken, and the merits of the current proposal. We respectfully  

urge the Board to consider these facts and the broader implications of this decision. 

 

Sincerely, 

Don Schmitz, AICP 

President, Schmitz and Associates 

 

 



3300 Kanan Dume Road
APN: 4465-002-023

Project Number R2014-00461-(3)
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• Feb. 2014: Project originally submitted as Plot 
Plan App (eight months prior to the County’s 

certification of the LCP in Oct of 2014). 

• May 2017: First ERB Hearing

• July 2017: Second ERB Hearing

• Aug. 2017: Third ERB Hearing

• Oct. 17, 2018: Original RPC Hearing

• Oct. 16, 2024: Current RPC Hearing 

Project Timeline



Subject Property

ERB-Suggested SFR

Previous location of 
proposed SFRDRP-Suggested 

Location
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4

1967 USGS Map

Existing Access Road 
Traversing Property
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Historical Photograph (1969)

Existing Access Road 
Traversing Property

Existing Access Road Pre-Dates the Construction of Kanan Dume Rd.



6Existing Paved Road



Legal Description & Physical Access
-028 Grant of Road and Utility Easement to -023

APN 4465-002-028

Kanan Dume Rd.

APN 4465-002-023

(Subject Property)
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Access Easements to Subject + Adjacent Properties



Access

9

A large area of the northerly portion of the property is comprised of 
County Right-of-Way (Kanan Rd.) Slope and Drainage Easement.

Slope and Drainage 
Easements



Access The slopes along 
the Northern lot 
boundary are far 
too steep (0.5:1 – 

1.4:1)
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Access Road - Oak Trees

• The existing, partially paved 
access road is located through 
Oak Woodlands.

• Encroachments are unavoidable 
impacts for which mitigation has 
been proposed by the applicant 
consistent with the County 
requirements.
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Access Road – 2013 Appeal to LA County FD

Re: Appeal for approval of a 20’ wide 

access road narrowed to 15’ in key lengths 

necessary to avoid impacting Oaks to the 
maximum extent feasible. 
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Access Road – 2013 Appeal to LA County FD

The applicant’s appeal was initially denied 
as FD mandated driveway width be 

improved to a min. of 20’.
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Access Road – 2013 Appeal to LA County FD

Prior to appeal approval, the FD improvements 
would require the removal of 27 Oaks 

The current design only calls for                    
one (1) removal

15’ Driveway 

(Segments)

20’ Driveway 20’ Driveway 

Reoriented to avoid 
Oak Tree removals
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Access – FD AIC Obtained Nov. 20, 2013

16



Oak Tree Mitigation
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Oak Trees

The project will allow for 
the retention of 99.9% (191) 

of the Oak trees on site

Source: Oak Tree Report prepared by Lisa Smith (Registered Arborist) on April 3, 2017
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Oak Trees - Access Road

…to result in adverse impacts to native habitats. Some 

oak trees may require minor trimming to achieve the 
vertical clearance required by the Fire Department. 
Provided this work is conducted in accordance with 
the county’s Oak Protection policies and completed 

outside of the breeding bird season, no adverse 
impact is expected to these oak trees. 

Biological Analysis, Pg. 15
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Oak Tree Mitigation 

Source: Oak Tree Report prepared by Lisa Smith (Registered Arborist) on April 3, 2017
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Post-Woolsey Fire Tree Analysis 
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Post-Woolsey Fire Tree Analysis 



Site Constraints &                        
Planning Considerations
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"The design of the structure does not conform to the topography of the Project Site…”
       -RPC Hearing Package
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Site Constraints &                        
Planning Considerations
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Site Constraints &                        
Planning Considerations

-RPC Report



Project Iterations
#1 – Original Design 

#2

#3 #4 

9,278 sq. ft. SFR 9,278 sq. ft. SFR

9,278 sq. ft. SFR

7,600 sq. ft. SFR
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Current Iteration  

6,442 sq. ft. SFR



Project Iterations
#1 – Original Design 

#2

#3 #4 

9,278 sq. ft. SFR 9,278 sq. ft. SFR

9,278 sq. ft. SFR

7,600 sq. ft. SFR
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Current Iteration  

6,442 sq. ft. SFR

“No matter what you do with this site and this set of 

facts, it’s not going to avoid H1 impacts…..you 

have gotten a lot of credit for putting the house 
where it should be.” 

– Travis Longcore, August 2017 ERB Hearing 



Proposed SFR is sited at the bottom of a steep canyon 
well below Kanan Dume Rd. and will NOT be visible from 
any scenic highway, scenic area or from any nearby trails.  

Visual Resources
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Southbound 
Kana Dume 

Road



Proposed SFR        
approx. 370’ down slope
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Proposed SFR        
approx. 370’ down slope
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Proposed SFR        
approx. 370’ down slope
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32

Looking East on KananSFR NOT VISIBLE
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Story Poles Erected for Originally Proposed 35’ SFR

SFR now proposed at 18’ 



Visual Resources
The driveway is located down slope from Kanan Dume Road; 
therefore, driveway/grading will NOT be visible from any scenic 
highway, viewing area, or trails.
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Subject Property

Development footprint: 9,469 sq. ft. = .03% of property
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39

SFR at County-Suggested Location

Looking North on Kanan
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SFR at County-Suggested Location

Looking North on Kanan
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SFR at County-Suggested Location

Looking North on Kanan



Proposed VS. DRP-Suggested Location
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County-Suggested Location



Fuel Modification
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44



Fuel Modification Zones

45



Fuel Modification Zones
LIP Section 22.44.1810 Description of Habitat Categories. 
E. The areas occupied by existing, legally established structures, 
agricultural uses, and confined animal facilities do not meet the criteria of 
the H1 or H2 Habitat categories. Additionally, the fuel modification areas 
required by the County Fire Department for existing, lawfully established 
structures do not meet the criteria of the H1 or H2 habitat categories, with 
the exception of the areas subject to the minimal fuel modification measures 
that are required in riparian or woodland habitats (e.g., removal of 
deadwood). In the latter areas, the habitat maintains its biological 
significance, rarity, and sensitivity and shall be accorded all the protection 
provided for the H1 habitat category in the LCP.

46

In the latter areas, the habitat maintains its biological
significance, rarity, and sensitivity and shall be accorded all

the protection provided for the H1 habitat category
in the LCP.



Fuel Modification Zones
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“Fuel modification of understory is not counted as 

encroachment of oak woodland….”

Source: Shanna Farley-Judkins, Regional Planning 
Assistant II, Coastal Permits Section Regional Planning; 
March 28, 2017



Fuel Modification Zones
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• “…You will never get to a point where you avoid H1 

with the defensible space line.”

• “Impacts to H1 are unavoidable.” 

• “…project has taken all suggestions possible…”

-ERB comments from August 2017 ERB Hearing



Fuel Modification Zones
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“No matter what you do with this site and this set of 

facts, it’s not going to avoid H1 impacts…..you 

have gotten a lot of credit for putting the house 
where it should be.” 

– Travis Longcore, August 2017 ERB Hearing 



DRP Suggested Location
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Existing 100’ FM from 

neighboring “structure” 

Required 200’ FM from 

DRP-Suggested 
Location

Oak 
Woodland

H2

H1 Oak 
Woodland



DRP Suggested Location

Approx. area of County Slope Easement 
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DRP-Suggest Location

“The extreme steepness 

of the slope at the 
Alternative House 
Location is a significant 
issue due to the high 
propensity for erosion, 
sedimentation and 
landslide that 
construction could 
precipitate.”

SWCA’s 8/6/18 Bio Analysis of 

Alternative House Location 



DRP Suggested Location

Approx. area of County Slope Easement 
52

DRP-Suggest Location

“The extreme steepness 

of the slope at the 
Alternative House 
Location is a significant 
issue due to the high 
propensity for erosion, 
sedimentation and 
landslide that 
construction could 
precipitate.”

SWCA’s 8/6/18 Bio Analysis of 

Alternative House Location 



Coastal Commission’s Adopted Findings 
Allowing Fuel Modification in H1 Habitat
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CDP Application Numbers: 
4-13-1397, 4-14-0100, 4-14-
0201, 4-14-0202, 4-14-0621

Project Locations: 
3215, 3217, 3221, 3219 Serra 
Road & 3240 Cross Creek Rd.

Project Description: 
5 new SFRs ranging from 4,283 
sq. ft. to 8,894 sq. ft. in size, and 
associated development on five 

adjoining lots.

Coastal Commission’s Adopted Findings 
Allowing Fuel Modification in H1 Habitat
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On February 18, 2015, the CCC approved five CDPs 
for five new single-family homes ranging from 4,283 

sq. ft. to 8,894 sq. ft. in size, including associated 
development on five adjoining lots.

Coastal Commission’s Adopted Findings 
Allowing Fuel Modification in H1 Habitat
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Excerpts from January 29, 2015 Staff Report: 

“….although the proposed residences will be located in 
an area designated as H3, fuel modification will adversely 
impact the surrounding H1, H2, and H2-High Scrutiny 
habitat, as such, consistent with the Santa Monica 
Mountains LCP, the Commission has required habitat 
impact mitigation.”

        -Pg. 3
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Excerpts from January 29, 2015 Staff Report: 

“The construction of residential development, including 

vegetation removal for both the development area as well 
as required fuel modification, grading, construction of a 
residence and accessory structures, and the use of the 
development by residents will result in unavoidable loss of 
ESHA.”

        -Pg. 41
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Conclusion: Coastal’s construction of the LCP governs the 

County’s construction of that document. 

The clear precedent is that in applying the LCP, the Coastal 
Commission has approved development on property located 
outside of H1, that would result in fuel modification within H1, 

and adopted findings that the Fuel Modification in the H1 areas 
is consistent with the LCP.



Conclusion: Existing Access Road

515 Mitigation Oaks



Conclusion: No Visual Impacts 



Conclusion: Fuel Mod Impacts into H1

“No matter what you do with this site and this set of facts, it’s not going to 

avoid H1 impacts…..you have gotten a lot of credit for putting the house 

where it should be.” 
– Travis Longcore, August 2017 ERB Hearing 



Conclusion: Fuel Mod Impacts into H1

“…You will never get to a point where you avoid H1 with the defensible space line.”

“Impacts to H1 are unavoidable.” 

“…project has taken all suggestions possible…”

-Comments from Aug. 2017 ERB Hearing



Conclusion: Fuel Mod Impacts into H1

“In my professional judgement, implementation of defensible space in H1 Habitat 
Coast Live Oaks, which will be required by LACO Fire, will have negligible delirious 
impacts to the Coast Live Oak strands on the property….and if completely 

judiciously may improve habitat values for the Oaks due to current and forecast 
droughts…” Dr. Dicus, Fire Ecologist



Plans, Reports, Technical Studies 

• Architectural Plans: Five plan iterations.
• Grading and Drainage Plans: Six plan iterations – one for each SFR design and additionally, the applicant 

submitted two appeals to the LACO FD for the approval of a 20’ wide access road narrowed to 15’ in key 
lengths to avoid impact/removal of Oaks.

• Landscape and Fuel Mod Plans: Four iterations, including series of updates pursuant to comments by 
County Biologist.

• Bio Report/Resource Mapping: Bio Report, Spring Survey, several updates to the same (per County 
Biologist request), including updates to mapping for project iterations, post-Woolsey Fire mapping and 
analysis, including analysis for DRP-suggested alternative location. 

• Oak Tree Report: Series of report updates, including post-Woolsey Fire mapping and analysis.
• Oak Tree Survey
• Native Tree Report
• Septic System Plot Plan/Report
• Geology: Series of updates, including evaluation of DRP-suggested alternative-building site. 
• Hydrogeology: Hydrogeologic Evaluation of proposed groundwater wells.
• Archeology Report
• Fire Ecology Report 
• Story Pole Erection

• Feb. 2014: Project originally submitted as Plot Plan App (eight months prior to the 
County’s certification of the LCP) 

• May 2017, July 2017, August 2017 ERB Hearings
• Oct. 17, 2018: Original RPC Hearing



Thank You
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