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PROJECT PROPOSAL

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289 is a proposed subdivision of land to create six
single-family lots, one open space lot and one private street lot on 34.43 gross acres (33.6
net acres) in the Malibu Coastal Zone and the Third Supervisorial District of Los Angeles
County. Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) Case No. 94-165 is a request to ensure
compliance with non-urban hillside management performance review criteria. Oak Tree
Permit (“OTP”) Case No. 200700011 is a request for the removal of five Oak trees (none
heritage) located on the subject property.

MAY 20, 2009 REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

On May 20, 2009, your Commission heard a presentation from staff and the applicant’s
representative, as well as opposing testimony from local residents and the adjacent
landowner’s attorney. In considering the opposing testimony and rebuttal testimony given
by the applicant’s representative, your Commission voted 3-0-1 (Valadez absent, Bellamy
abstaining) to continue the case in order to address the driveway access issue to the
south of the subject property.
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The property owner to the south owns an ingress/egress and utility easement on the
subject property thatis currently used by both parties. The adjacent property owner argues
that the change in access for the proposed subdivision will interfere with the existing
driveway configuration, making the easement “useless”. The applicant’s representative
rebutted that the proposed improvements will widen the driveway and improve the line of
sight distance from Latigo Canyon Road, making the access safer for all users of the
easement.

After hearing all testimony, your Commission discussed the project issues and decided that
the case should be continued to “assess the access issue to the south.” Your Commission
indicated that it is generally supportive of the project but that staff should “come back with
additional analysis” of modified access alternatives.

On May 20, 2009, your Commission continued the public hearing until August 5, 2009 so
that concerns related to access for the property owner to the south can be addressed.

JUNE 17, 2009 STAFF MEETING WITH THE APPLICANT

On June 17, 2009, staff from Regional Planning, Public Works and Fire met with the
applicant’s representative to discuss the project access alternatives. Three access
alternatives were presented to staff, reviewed and discussed at the meeting. The three
alternatives are briefly described below:

» Alternative 1 (improve the existing access driveway): This alternative proposes to
utilize the existing driveway configuration and improve it so that it meets Fire
standards. This would involve widening the driveway from its current variable paved
width of 12-14 feet to a minimum of 28 feet wide for the entire driveway length.

This option was considered infeasible by staff due to the inadequate line-of-sight
distance from Latigo Canyon Road and the substantial additional grading required.

o Alternative 2 (improve Baller Road): This alternative proposes to widen Baller Road,
an existing 12-foot wide paved utility access easement on the northerly portion of
the subject property. This option would allow the driveway configuration within
existing access easement to remain unchanged.

Staff considered this option inappropriate, due to the fact that it would require a
major redesign of the project in order to relocate building pad sites along Baller
Road. Further, the improvement of Baller Road would require widening the road to
a minimum of 28 feet, causing a significant increase in the amount of project
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grading and use of retaining walls along a visible ridgeline with a wall length of
1,275 feet and a maximum height of 22 feet.

o Alternative 3 (modify the proposed access to provide a 32-foot turn radius): This
last alternative proposes to modify the applicant’s private street design currently
depicted on the Exhibit “A”. The modification involves a widening of a portion the
proposed private street an additional 16 feet (creating a curved “bulb”) to provide a
full 32-foot turn radius. This would allow the adjacent landowner to turn his vehicles
immediately in front of his property instead of driving onto the subject property and
utilizing the proposed cul-de-sac as a turn-around point. Project grading to provide
the additional turning area will increase by approximately 400 cubic yards.

Staff supports this design alternative, as it minimizes the adjacent landowner’s
inconvenience of using the modified access within the existing easement, is safer
for residents and the public, does not cause a major redesign of the project, and
proposes the least significant increase in environmental impacts.

A more detailed explanation of each of the above alternatives is provided by the applicant
in a cover letter dated July 8, 2009 (attached).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the following:

1. That the project be modified to incorporate the third access design alternative
(modify proposed private street for a full 32-foot turn radius); and

2. That the Regional Planning Commission continue the public hearing for a period of
90 days to a date certain so that the project can be revised through the Subdivision
Committee and staff can prepare revised draft findings and conditions.

Suggested Motion: "I move that the Regional Planning Commission continue the
public hearing to so that the project can be revised to
incorporate Access Design Alternative No. 3.”

SMT:jds
7/23/09

Attachments: Alternative Access Exhibit Nos. 1, 2 and 3
Additional Correspondence received since May 20, 2009




July 23, 2009

Via Hand Delivery

Regional Planning Commission

c/o Jodie Sackett

LA County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1360

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 34289

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

We are writing to you on behalf of our client, Dr. Reddy, regarding the above-referenced project. It is
our understanding that the scope of the upcoming continued hearing to take place on August 5, 2009
will be limited to the particular directive issued to us at the May 20, 2009 hearing by the Regional
Planning Commission (“Commission”). Specifically, the Commission directed that the Regional
Planning Staff and the applicant further assess alternative access locations and design options to the
project site from Latigo Canyon Road, in order to further address the southerly neighbor’s (Doyle’s)
concerns about access.

This was further confirmed in the May 20, 2009 meeting minutes approved on June 10, 2009 which
stated that “the public hearing be continued to Wednesday, August 5, 2009, to allow staff and the
applicant to further study alternative access locations to the project site from Latigo Canyon Road, in
order to reduce impacts, impediments to the use of an existing access easement for the adjacent
property to the south.” In response to the Commission’s directive, the applicant commissioned the
project civil engineer to prepare alternatives analyses and said alternatives were reviewed and
assessed by and with applicable County Planning Department, Public Works and Fire Department
staff.

As a result, please be advised that our presentation to the Commission will be focused primarily on
the above described scope with regard to the access alternatives explored and reviewed with County
staff. If our understanding of any of the matters described above is incorrect, please let us know as
soon as possible. Should you have any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (818) 338-3636 or dshen@schmitzandassociates.net. Thank you for your time and
attention to this matter.

ITZ&A SOCIATES] INC.

en Tripp
Regional Manager

ScHMITZ & ASSOCIATES. INC.

PROVIDERS OF LAND USE PLANNING
FOR A BETTER COMMUNITY



CcC:

Dr. Reddy
Sorin Alexanian, Department of Regional Planning

" Jodie Sackett, Department of Regional Planning

Fred Ganes, Esq., Gaines & Stacey



Via Hand Delivery

July 08, 2009
Regional Planning Commission
c/o Jodie Sackett
LA County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1360
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 34289

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

On 05/20/2009, the Regional Planning Commission directed that Regional Planning Staff and the
applicant for the above mentioned project further assess alternative access locations to the project site
from Latigo Canyon Road in order to satisfy the neighbor to the south’s (Doyle’s) concerns about
access. Said efforts included further analysis of the alternatives and the commissioning of additional
grading plans specifically with the aim of reducing impacts and impediments to the use of the existing
access easement by Doyle.

Three alternatives were prepared by the project civil engineers and analyzed both by our offices and
County Staff including Fire Department, Public Works and Regional Planning. The alternatives are as
follows:

Alternative 1. Improving the Existing Access Driveway

Improving and utilizing the existing driveway was explored as an option as this option would maintain
Doyle’s access in its current configuration with the driveway brought up to Fire Department
compliance. However improving the existing driveway (Alternative Access Road — 1) by preserving
its current location and point of intersection with Latigo Canyon Road was also deemed to be
infeasible due to the visual impacts generated by the improvement and the substandard lines-of-sight
that exist both to the north and south on Latigo Canyon Road and the substantial amounts of grading
of the hillside that would be required to achieve the required lines-of-sight.

Widening the existing 12-14” wide driveway to 28’ to bring it to Fire Department standards would
result in almost doubling the height of the currently proposed retaining wall to a maximum height of
23’ which would cause significant visual impacts along Latigo Canyon Road. Grading for the road
improvement alone would require an additional 6,150 cubic yards of cut. The existing lines-of-sight to
both the north and south with the currently existing driveway are substandard by close to 200’ to the
north and over 100’ to the south. A significant amount of grading would be required to obtain the
required 310 line-of-sight required by LA County for Latigo Canyon Road. Utilization of a 1:1 slope
for the hillside to the north (which is a best-case scenario, as a 2:1 is more likely and as such would
necessitate more grading) would require an additional 6,000 cubic yards of cut, bringing the total
additional grading required for Alternative Access Road — 1 to over 12,000 cubic yards (and most
likely more with the use of a 2:1 slope).

ScHMITZ & ASSOCIATES. INC.

Y QFFICE

PROVIDERS OF LAND USE PLANNING
FOR A BETTER COMMUNITY

Lnil/}



Alternative 2: Improving Baller Road

Utilizing Baller Road was the second alternative assessed as it would allow Doyle’s access to remain
‘as-is’ (note, however, that would still result in Doyle’s access remaining non-compliant with Fire
Department and Public Works’ standards and maintain the dangerous lines-of-sight at the driveway’s
intersection with Latigo Canyon). Improving Baller Road (Alternative Access Road — 2) would
require widening the road to 28’ to bring it up to Fire Department standards. This was deemed
infeasible with the unreasonable resource impacts the widening would have yielded due to an increase
in approximately 6,000 cubic yards of grading for Baller Road alone. The widening would also
require a 1,275’ long retaining wall with a maximum height of 22” along Baller which would be
highly visible from Latigo Canyon Road and have significant visual impacts.

Past Baller Road, the 20” wide connector road to the cul-de-sac would also require widening to 28’ to
bring it to Fire Department standards. Though the grading requirements for this extension have not
been precisely determined, given the elevation change from the ridge to the lowest building pad being
approximately 180° and the access road requirement of no steeper than 15-20%, a 900°-1,200” long
road would be required. This road in turn would require a significant increase in grading and retaining
walls with the potential to cause significant visual impacts. Eliminating or reducing the connector road
would require a reconfiguration of the cul-de-sac and building pads which would involve a significant
project redesign and would still result in a project that has significantly more resource impacts than the
current project design has.

Alternative 3: Modification of proposed driveway to provide a 32’ turning radius

Alternative 3 proposes a modification of the originally proposed access road to provide a 32’ turning
radius into Doyle’s property instead of the previously proposed 26’ turning radius. Alternative Access
Road-3 provides Doyle with unfettered access to his property by providing two 32’ turning radii both
into his property and further south to his other two lots that have legal access via the easement on the
subject property.

The 32’ turning radii will allow access of a Fire Department pumper truck up to 30 in length and thus
should provide more than adequate vehicular access for Doyle’s residential use. The preferred
alternative also does not require significant project redesign with regard to building pad locations, etc.
and maintains the minimal resource impacts of the project design. Project grading will increase by 400
cubic yards of cut from the previous figure of 19,250 cubic yards and as such will not have a
significant impact. Both Doyle’s and the public’s safety will be increased both by ensuring a Fire
Department compliant access to Doyle’s property and bringing the lines-of-sight for access onto
Latigo Canyon to County standards.




On 06/17/2009, Schmitz and Associates met with Jodie Sackett (DRP), Andy Narag (Public Works)
and Juan Padilla (Fire Department) to review the three alternatives prepared. Upon taking into account
the impacts each of the alternatives would have with regard to safety, additional grading, heights of
retaining walls, etc., it was determined by all that “Alternative Access Road — 3” was the most feasible
and preferred option. This was primarily because “Alternative Access Road-3” will result in no
impacts or impediments to Doyle’s access of his property while at the same time proposing a minimal
change in grading and associated impacts to both natural and visual resources. “Alternative Access-3”
additionally mitigates the dangerous lines-of-sight currently in place at the driveway/Latigo
intersection and will bring Doyle’s currently substandard access up to Fire Department and Public
Works compliancy.

The preferred access alternative was provided to Doyle and his representatives on 06/19/2009 for
comment. This brought the number of outreach efforts made by Schmitz and Associates. and the
property owner’s legal counsel Gaines & Stacey, LLP to a total of fourteen (14) correspondences,
eleven (11) phone calls and four (4) site visits or meetings with Doyle since March 2008 in an effort to
reach an agreeable compromise. Doyle responded on 06/24/2009 (his first response to outreach efforts
since a 01/05/2009 site visit) via his representatives at Fletcher, White & Adair and raised issues with
alleged improvements on Mr. Doyle’s property and asserting a legal right to utilize the existing
driveway as access to his property amongst others. Schmitz and Associate’s clarified to Doyle on
07/07/2009 that no improvements are proposed on his property. Gaines & Stacey responded to Doyle
on 07/02/2009 confirming that Doyle will continue to be able to utilize his easement for access via the
improved driveway and thus his property rights will not be impeded. Copies of the correspondences
and exhibits sent to Doyle from Schmitz & Associates and Gaines & Stacey respectively have been
enclosed for your reference.

The property owner Dr. Reddy and his project consultants have gone to great lengths to design a
sensitive, code-compliant project and to explore and propose an access alternative which not only
results in minimal impacts to natural resources but will have minimum impacts to Doyle. “Alternative
Access-3” provides the best balance between these objectives for project design. While Doyle may
face some temporary inconvenience associated with construction (which will be mitigated as required
by the County in the Mitigation Monitoring Program and relevant County-imposed project
conditions), Doyle’s unimpeded access to his property will remain and, in actuality, be improved
beyond that what exists today.



Should you have any questions regarding the enclosed materials, please do not hesitate to contact me
at (818) 338-3636 or ngunasekera@schmitzandassociates.net. Thank you for your time and attention
to this matter.

Sincerely,
SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Naren Gunasekera
Associate Planner 11

Enclosures:

1. Full size plans for the three (3) Access Alternatives prepared by Whitson Engineers

2. 06/18/2009 Correspondence & preferred Access Alternative to Doyle (Schmitz &
Associates)

3. 06/18/2009 Correspondence to Regional Planning Commission (Gaines & Stacey)

4. 06/22/2009 Correspondence & Exhibits to Regional Planning Commission (Schmitz &
Associates)

5. 06/24/2009 Correspondence from Fletcher, White & Adair commenting on preferred
Access Alternative

6. 07/02/2009 Correspondence to Doyle (Gaines & Stacey)

7. 07/07/2009 Correspondence & Exhibits to Doyle (Schmitz & Associates)
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Exhibit A: No improvements are proposed on Mike Doyle’s Property with Alternative

Access Road-3
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Exhibit B: Doyle’s access point will have an average grade of 1-2%
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FRED GAINES

SHERMAN L. STACEY

Law OFFICES OF
. 3 818)933-0200

LISA A. WEINBERG . (GAINES & STACEY LLP T:,\ngmqe'z(%))gaa-ozzz

REBECCA A. THOMPSON INTERNET: WWW.GAINESLAW.COM

NANCI SESSIONS-STAGEY 16633 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 1220

KIMBERLY A. RIBLE ENCINO, CA 91436-1872

ALICIA B. BARTLEY

* a prafessional corporation
July 2, 2009

John R. Fletcher, Esq,

Fletcher, White & Adair

28925 Pacific Coast Highway, Second Floor

Malibu, CA 90265

Re: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)
¢ Conditional Use Permit Case No, 94-165-(3)
o Oak Tree Permit Case No. 2007-00011-(3)
. Environmental Assessment Case No. 2008-00132-(3)

Dear Mr. Fletcher:

As you know, this office represents Chilumula R. Reddy (“Reddy”) with respect to his property
located at Latigo Canyon Road, approximately 450 feet north of W. Ocean View Drive in the Malibu
Zoned District (the “Reddy Property”) and the above-referenced pending applications. This letter
specifically responds to legal issues raised in your June 24, 2009 correspondence, sent on behalf of
your client, Mike Doyle (“Doyle” or “your client”), to Don Schmitz, -

A.)  Doyle’s Property Right is the Easement, Not the Driveway,

Your June 24, 2009 letter incorrectly desctibes your client’s easement. As you know, vehicular
access to the Doyle property is via a nonexclusive express easement located on and across the Reddy
Property. The applicable Grant Deed, recorded in the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office on
August 7, 1985 at Document No. 85-911324, describes the applicable nonexclusive easement as

follows;

“An easement consisting of a paved driveway and the paved parking areas for
ingress, egress, parking and water lines appurtenant to Lots 128, 129 and 130, of
Tract 9289, as per map thereof recorded in Book 133, Pages 70, 71 of Maps, in the
Office of the County Recorder of said County, for the purpose of providing ingress
to, egress from and parking for the dominant tenement, in perpetuity... “ (the “Doyle

Easement”)




John R. Fletcher, Esq.
July 2, 2009
Page 2

Inyour letter, you state that “Mr. Doyle has a vested, recorded property right to access his property
utilizing the existing driveway.” That is not true. In fact, a more accurate statement would be that
Doyle has a property right to access his property via the Doyle Easement. A great majority of the
proposed realigned driveway, as you've seen, is located within the metes and bounds legal
description of the Doyle Easement. As such, even though your client would no longer be accessing
his property via the existing driveway, he will continue to access his property via the Doyle
Easement. Doyle, as the grantee of an express ingress/egress easement, does not have the right to
use the full width (or, in this case, the existing driveway) of the grant when it is not required for
access. Here, the existing driveway will not be “required” for access given that new and improved
access will be provided to your client’s property.

B.)  Proposed Alternative Access Road-3 is Not a “Taking” of Doyle’s Property.

Your June 24, 2009 letter also incorrectly states that “proposed Alternative Access Road-3 is a
“taking” of Mr. Doyle’s property and his property rights.” A “taking” is defined as when a
government action directly interferes with or substantially disturbs the owner’s use and enjoyment
of the property. Here, the County of Los Angeles (the “County™) is not denying Doyle viable use
of his property and Doyle will suffer no damages; the County is placing a condition of approval on
the Reddy Property, and whether Reddy can meet that condition is a private matter for Reddy and
Doyle to determine. Your argument that Doyle’s access will allegedly be impaired as a result of the
proposed driveway realignment, a majority of which will continue to remain within the Doyle
Easement, does not fall within the purview of California’s legal authotity on government takings.

C.) The Only Burden Dovle Faces as 2 Result of Driveway Realignment is

Temporary Inconvenience.

Notwithstanding inevitable inconvenience that comes along with construction of any kind, Reddy
will make all reasonable efforts to minimize any negative impacts to Doyle during the driveway
realignment process. The only “burden” that Doyle may suffer is temporary inconvenience during
the road construction process. Ultimately, your client’s access will not be compromised by the
driveway realignment and there will be no unreasonable interference with Doyle’s use of the Doyle
Easement. The County requirements, both in the subject Mitigated Negative Declaration and
proposed conditions of project approval, ensure that Reddy takes adequate measures to address
inconveniences suffered by Doyle during project constructior.
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July 2, 2009
Page 3

As always, please do not hesitate to contact me at any time with any questions or comments you may
have.

Sincerely,

GAINES & STACEY LLP

By “.J/‘U;OL Sﬁzu/m?-a)
FRED GAINES

ce: Jodie Sackett, County Department of Regional Planning




LAW OFFICES OF

FLETCHER, WHITE & ADAIR
28925 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
SECOND FLOOR
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
TELEPHONE (310) 457-4100
FAX (310) 457-4000

Sender’s E-Mail:
ifletcher@fwalaw.com

June 24, 2009

Don Schmitz

SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES

29350 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 112
Malibu, CA 90265

Re:  Access Alternatives for Doyle Property
Dear Mr. Schmitz:

I met with Mr. Doyle this afternoon to review and scrutinize your letter dated, June 18,
2009, as well as the Proposed Alternative Access Road -3, and Exhibit A,

The modifications depicted in Alternative Access Road -3, do not markedly change what
was previously proposed by the developer and therefore it fails to address the issues
raised by Mr. Doyle. It appears that a large portion of his wall and his pilasters have to
be destroyed for you to create a 32° turning radius, most of which is on his property. He
will be exiting his property with a 17 foot drop off in front of him. The majority of the
change is that you have modified Mr. Doyle’s property to create the first of the two 32
turning radii.

No steps have been taken to address the issue of the connection between Baller Road and
the proposed road. Traffic past Mr. Doyle’s house will increase and while at one time
you indicated that a connection between Baller Road and the proposed road would be
prevented, it is now part of your plans as a fait accompli.

As a bottom line, Mr. Doyle has a vested, recorded property right to access his property
utilizing the existing driveway. Your proposal might work well for the developer but it
comes as a high cost to Mr. Doyle, a cost he is not willing to incur for the benefit of the
developer.  The proposed Alternative Access Road-3 is a “taking” of Mr. Doyle’s
property and his property rights. Mr. Doyle does not agree to sign off on the proposed
road or to sign off on extinguishing his property rights which provide access to his

property.

The developer cannot simply extinguish Mr. Doyle’s recorded easement because he
believes that it is the most feasible of a small number of alternatives. There are two ways
to address this problem. Mr. Doyle can voluntarily extinguish his easement, or the
potential exists that it can be extinguished by operation of law. However, no taking will
be permitted by any court without compensation and no one has ever considered the fact



Don Schmitz

Latigo Canyon Project
July 8, 2009

Page 2 of 3

that it is Mr. Doyle and his property which singularly suffer the burden of the proposed
development with respect to the proposed driveway. Mr. Doyle has all of the burden and
the developer has all of the benefit of this proposal. This simply is not tenable and has
not been addressed.

At this point, Mr. Doyle is firmly pitted against the developer’s proposal regarding access
as it doesn’t address the principal issues which he has consistently raised. We have
looked at the proposed driveway with you on a number of occasions and the
modifications you now propose are extremely minor, and do not allay the concerns of Mr.
Doyle and do nothing to address the taking of his property.

I'trust that there has to be an alternative that works for your client that does not come at
the sole expense of my client.

Very truly yours,

FLETCHER, WHITE & ADAIR

John R. Fletcher
JRF/mic¢

cc: Jodie Sackett (via email)



Exhibit A: Fletcher, White & Adair 05/20/2009
Submission



LAW OFFICES oFf

FLETCHER, WHITE & ApAjR NOISSHAN0D SNINNY T3
28925 PAC!FYC COAST H{GHWAY
6007 0 < AVH

OBy

SECOND Froor
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
TELEPHONE {319; 457-aip0
FAX (310) 457.4000

May 20, 2009

VIA PERS ONAL DELJ VERY
== AL DELIVERY

LOS ANGELEg COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Pyplic Hearing Date: May 20, 2009 ,
Vesting Tentative Tract May No. 34289—(3};

7
Dear Commissioners:

There is a much safer alternative. The proposal calls for the road to join Baller Road
which already connectg to Latigo Canyon Road at 4 safe location. [See Exhibit F | The
location where Baller Road meets Latigo Canyon Road hag very clear visibility. Unlike
the proposed intersectxon, the existing intersection has a safe line of sight.

The proposed development wij obviously increase traffic over Mr. Doyle’s existing
easement, However, thig isste involves more that just the Proposed building siteg. The
new road will open the area north of the proposed development o traffic on the proposed
road which wil] alg add to the numbey of people attempting to utilize the proposed road
and make the dangerous turn on to Latigo Canyon Road.

In order for Mr. Doyle to access the proposed road from the “relocated casement”, he will
have to make 4 right turn, then a sharp U-turp, [Exhibit D] The significant grade of the
proposed road (approximately 20%) and sharp curves with very limited visibility wil
make thig exceedingly difficult and dangerouyg. [See Exhibit G]

I



Los Angeles County Dept. of Regional Planning
Vesting Tentative Tract May No. 34289-(3)
May 20, 2009

Page 2 of 3

Relocation of Easement/Lack of Consent o
The proposed road will render Mr. Doyle’s existing recorded easement unusable which is

why the developer has proposed a new easement. The developer intends to create a ]7-
foot dropoff across Mr. Doyle’s easement.

Mr. Doyle’s easement cannot be extinguished without his consent or a court order.
[Exhibit H] Mr. Doyle expressly refuses to consent to relocating his easement. In or#er
to relocate the easement, it will be necessary for the developer to file an action to quiet

title.

Lack of Access to Doyle’s Proper o i
The proposed relocation of the easement to M. Doyle’s property will significantly

reduce Mr. Doyle’s access. The developer proposes that Mr. Doyle make ri ght turn ar%d a
subsequently U-turn. The right turn has a 32 radius and the U-turn has a 26° radius.

[Exhibit D]

Mr. Doyle frequently pulls a trailer. He will not be able to make the initial right-hand
turn exiting his property (or it will be extremely difficulty) and he will not be able to
make the proposed “U-turn” necessary to access the proposed road. Moreover, as
discussed above, the danger of trying to make a U-turn/left-turn onto the proposed road
will be multiplied when Mr. Doyle is attempting to do so towing a trailer.

Mr. Doyle does not feel that the 32’ initial turn radius is sufficient. The developer has
conceded that the suggested 26° U-turn radius is not large enough for the vehicles Mr.
Doyle operates.

Construction Noise

Assuming the proposed road is approved, Mr. Doyle will have to endure significant
construction traffic passing his property every day. This would be eliminated if access is
obtained using Baller Road.

Petition in Opposition te Changes o
Mr. Doyle is not alone in his objections. Attached hereto is a Petition of 63 individuals

who will be affected and are opposed to the proposal. [Exhibit I
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The proposed entrance comes at a great cost to Mr. Doyle in terms of safety,
inconvenience, access, privacy, noise and diminution in value. Baller Road presents a
safe, viable alternative with no impact on Mr. Doyle.

Very truly yours,

R, WHITE & ADAIR
Paul S. White

Enclosures (Exhibits A-1)
ce: Mike Doyle
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4128 latigo canyon malibu ca - Google Maps

1 Address

htep:/ /maps.google.com/maps?li=43.475403 ~110,769186&spn=0.11,0.18&t=h

5/14/09 4:00 PM

To see all the details that are visible onthe screen, use the "Print” link
next to the map.
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T ronatd christy
26615 Ocean View Deive
H51{by, California 90265
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Grant Deed

(AR ¢ 2 PR
TOIRICR a5 THUG KRS FURRISHED Iy YICOR 111 INAURERS

§ 3 FAIS IS A CONVEYANCE OF AN FASEMENT 2ND THE CCRSIDERATION
The endersigned grantor(s) declre(s): Arars son 7
BDocomentary nransfer vax s $ ww&% LESS THAN S100.00 ‘E{a @ 9_3‘9111&2!;; .
() computed an full value of property conveyed, or ' )

(¥XKX) computed on £l valize lows value of fiens ind epeumbrances remaing ng a1 time of saje.
(XEX) Unincorporared ares: () Chry of - . and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt uf which s hereby acknowledged,
Gladys H. Heller, Trysten of the Peller Trust No. 1 as to an undivided 21/25ths
interest and to David J. Heller, as Trustee of e Heller Trust No. 2 a3 to the

remsinder,
hershy GRANT(S) ta

Rorald Christy

the following describied resl property in the

County of  § . Angeles . Srate of California:

An easement consisting of a naved driveway and the paved parking aress, for indress,
egress, parking an? water Yines apwurenant to Lots 128, 129 and 130, of Tract

8289, as per map ihereot vecorded in Bock 133, Pages 70, 71 of Maps, in the Office
of the County Recorder of sdid Loutity, for the purpose of providing ingress to,
eqress from and parking for the dominant benement, in perpetulity, ‘bver the following
described property: The Northéast quarter of the Southwest duarter BF Sectisn 23.
Township 1 South, Range 18 West, San Bernardino Meridian, accofding to the Official
PIAt &F said Tand filed in the District land Office on April 4, 1900, EXCEPTING
THEREFRO® that portion therecf 1yihg westerly of‘the center 1ine of Latigo Canyon
Road, as shosd on Map of Tract Rb. 5801, 35§ ér Han recorded in Book 149 Pages 23
to 28 dnclesive of Maps, in the Office of the Recorder of said Caunty. :
see Attached Rider A For Legal Description, which rider is intorporated herein by
referenze and is wode a nart of this Easement Grant Deed,

See Attached Rider § fgr Map to accompany Legal Description of Tasemant for ingress,
earess, parking and utilities, which is made a part of this Fasement Gra ¢
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FIBER A

Legal deseription of sasewment for ingress, egress, parking snd
utiiities ag shown on attacked copy of map 272-3-8.

Beginning 3¢ the norihwesterly corper of Lot 130 of Tyract Ne.
8289, m2 shown agu mup recorded iy Map Book 133, pages 70 to 92
inclosive, reccrds of said county, thkesce Nerth H97 22° g4
East slong the nortberly line of said Lot 130 s distauce af
168.05 feety themce pormal to zaid nnrtheriy live Horth %
86" West IB.36 Feet; thences South 83° 387 a7+ West 78.43 feey
fo the bagifnwing of & fangent curve concuvv to the ndrtheqst
having & radivs of 38 feet; tﬁence no*thwcetvrly alnng the arc
of said durve through a <~nfra‘ angle of a1® 51’ 38" a
distance of 36.11 feel; thence tangent North 4% 557 39" West
42 S "ao Lhe bngiunzng of u n&nwent curve LOD(&VE ;o the

PV

are @f said cmrve fhrouyh a central

distases of TE 51 Feel

£4.28 e o, Lhe heg1nn;ng af a5

gouthwezt baving o radizyg of 70 feet: the

slony the are of said curve Fhrough ‘Tﬁl angl” of 56 ‘553
34" & distaznce af 19, 8y f&?f; thﬁn t&ngeﬂt Narth 86 06‘ 10”7
West 61.61
Lanyon Rk

w;dp uald 86 nt béy g dlztant ﬂqrtg 36%
147 387 East QU 4 fest {row the

cepter Time caurse of said Latigo C&ny b shdwg'aﬁ "Seuth
§3% 48 0% Bash 4%3.66 feet” in map of Tract No, 5801, .
iv Map ook ¥49, pages 23 to 28 1nc1u31ved'records'of
censty] thence soulhessterly avd southerly slong the ;
stoviy mpd eaetvfly tine of “axd Latigo Canyven Ru&d to

poini of hwpmnnzng,
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RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 94-165-(3)
Qak Tree Permit Case No. 2007-00011+(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289, Latigo Canyon Road. approximately 450
feet north of W. Ocean View Drive

We, the undersigned, are vehemently opposed 1o the above referenced development and
the zoning changes related thereto for a number of reasons including critical issues of
public safety.
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RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 94-165+(3)
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 2007-00011-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289, Latigo Canyon Road, approximately 450
feet north of W. Ocean View Drive

We, the undersigned. are vehemently opposed to the above referenced development and
the zoning changes related thereto for a number of reasons including critical issues of
public safety,
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RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 94-165-(3)

Oak Tree Permit Case No. 2007-00011-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289, Latigo Canyon Road, approximately 450

feet north of W. Ocean View Drive

We, the undersigned. are vehemently opposed to the above referenced development and
the zoning changes related thereto for a number of reasons including critical issues of

public safety.
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latigo canyon rd and Baller rd, Malibu, Ca - Google Maps Page 1 of 1
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RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 94-163-(3)
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 2007-00011-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289, Latigo Canyon Road, approximately 450
feet north of W. Ocean View Drive

We. the undersigned, are vehemently opposed to the above referenced development and
the zoning changes related thereto for a number of reasons including critical issues of
public safety.
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RE: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 94-165-(3)
Ozk Tree Permit Case No. 2007-00011-(3)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289, Latigo Canyon Road, approximately 450
feet north of W. Ocean View Drive

We, the undersigned. are vehemently opposed 1o the above referenced development and
the zoning changes related thereto for a number of reasons including critical issues of
public safety.
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e ,Reglonal Planmng Comrmssmn
s oo Jodie: baokett

. ;LA County Department of Reglona,l Plannmg““’ By

.letcher, Whlte & Adalr representmg Mg.;. Mlke N
naﬁel “Doyle Yo the chional PlanmngComrmssmn at the hearmg on. the same date,
. We wc)uld spemﬂ 'lly theft_

on-for-the, resxdeﬂts of bdfh:the ﬁroposed subd MlSlOIl and .
A Doyle A _xh;b”‘ F” was mcl ed: b Doyle thh puxpm ted to 1llust1ate the '
e }_a,condltl_on eferénced o o

.. provided fo Doyle. ind hig attéfney to4lf trate the s1gmﬁcant
e : afforde ] by 1he proposed access toad | over

existing: accy that Doer utxhzes
) how th1sgexh1blt ﬂlustra‘ces that the proposed prOJect poses a dangerous
o e it ¢ leaﬂy 1HUStratos the opp031te

he. of-slght pu1 suant to T.os Angeles County '
el Dep, tment of Pub ic Wo1ks i 2 10 ﬁeet (as Lat1go Canyon Road has 4, posted speed hmxt f 30mph)

- +Agsuch; the existing agcessroad’s 11nc~0fa31ght i substandatd bv close t6.200 feot to the, north and -
' over. 100 feet to, the south, The: proposed ace

s9'road remedies this d; ngérous sntu ti¢
V;dlng h requued 3 10 feet 11ne—of~s1ght to the north and a hn of-81,
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R "‘t;l-,_-"{:'pfope y-,_both the: ongmaﬂy proposed access foack and-the'redeMgn to.allow for a 32.foot. turding -

The proposed access zoad wﬂl be an 1mp10vement upon the ex1st1ng access pomt wﬂl meet and :
- exeeed LA C(mn‘ryst 'dards. and wﬂl smmﬁeantlv tmnrove Dovle S and the Dubhc s safetv

S : "5' eroneous -Clalm #2 Dangerrous Condltmn Regardmg Access to Doyle s property from
B -'z},,prop ed Road o 1 v ' o

e'8 »5/20/09 correspondenoe makes the erroneous
ad-will be “difﬁoult andadangemus” dite (o 6
) cupves witl ry'hmlted visibili

at the pomt‘ of acoess for Doyle s

o rradivs: (please see Erroneous Claxm #4 bel ew) are st ight for appremmatelv 80 foet, at an average
o _,_"f,,cz,rade 0 ;3% and 28 vide: as.canb seen'in. Exhlbib D (Note Doyle 8 eXIStlng acoessroad has an |
o { wids _f12~14) C e T

sertwn that the access to' hzs propezty v1a the S

falr ght.hand Suty vith, atttrmng rad1us o i 25 feet whﬂe bemg R

ER ately 14 feet w1de Th roposed ac ssroa,,_
R _»-‘turmngmdlus of 50 feet Whlle being ‘

T {lie p1o osed access --r_oad has been redemgned to ﬁ;rthex address
S \Doyle §. concerns Spe ﬁeally, Dr Reddy spent addltl""" ‘

S ofthe. ‘altern ‘ €0 e'complla"t mmpeded accese for .
e r;,Doyle Whlle havmg the Ieas mpa; on-re urce l.he proposed rede‘ug WS pro :
commenton 06/19/2009 : : o e

. a _,;'wﬂlmg' fo allow.Doyle to utilize 1o ftie PIOpo
““trailets. Please niote that‘the proposed cul de
T s1dence

' Cahforma Vehlole Code section ,35400 '(a) 'helmaxlm"; mlength ofa

; sed aceesy: pom _o'jDoyI s ptop: ity would prov1de a Flre Depal*trhent pumper truck wnth a;v | o
" 1éngthofa proximately 30 feet, a sufficient; Aurhing: radlus for i mgress and egress The appheant is: also‘,f“ e

faddér triuck evlth:a:lenath ofupti 40 feet 'Add1t1onally, SR



B I'vehlcl(‘ may not exc<-:ed 40 feet (apart from exceptlons 1nvolvmg sem1—traliers and ftuck tlactors) and
.~ ag such the tuming radii provided should be:mote than sufficient for Doyle to access hxs resndentnal
o property whtle pulhng a standard traﬂ b()th safely and convemenﬂy " ~ S

futo “endure Slgmﬁcant construct
. ‘.?ThOWeVCI‘

ctions'of the. County of Eos: Angele noise contxol

6 lle 12 Env‘lroﬁmentalfl’iote‘ ton ‘oise and SCAW]\/ID1 measures_

accompamed Doyle s 05/20/2009 corfespondenc The 63 s1gnatorles consﬁtuted 4() nelghbms_‘out R o

"=;;Of h‘ \(er hdIf 1ve"over 500 feet awﬁy fmm the sub]ect p_ronortv a:nd as

: ;comp : mlsmg Doyle S8 "cess to his ploperty,‘ Exhi bits plovzded.to Doyle 1n' attempts to negotlate an )'7.'. ‘

e e {_jSoi;;th Co@St-Aii{Que_iﬁ.fyj Mag‘e;igeinépt ijisuia. SRR




| equxtable solutwn weré mlslepxesented in Doyle £ comespondence Betw 'n{_Apul;‘-i2008 and May, s SR
L ;f \2()09 Schiitz & Assoc1ates conducted three s1te visits’ with Doyle ‘and his representaﬁvés’,;; nd ;
"]made SiX calls and sent 1.2' cotrest e ; tespot

youl,tli'ne and“'attenuon .



FRED GAINES

'SHERMAN L, STACEY . - ,
- LAW OFFices oF . y
LISA A, WEINBERG : ! TELEPHONE (818) 933.0200
- REBEOCA A, THOWPSON GAINES & STACEY LLP e 000200222
‘ i T f f
NANCI SESSIONS-sTAGEY 16633 VENTURA BouLEvARD, SuiTE 1220 IERNETE h :

KIMBERLY A, RiaLE ENCINO, CA 91 436-1872
ALICIA B, BARTLEY .

aproless/onalaorpamllon S WETPR .
e—" | OF HI:@/’QJWM; Fangy,
| » Ity ‘uz'llf} - 4
June 18, 2009 ' ’ '

’?ECE/VED cor

| | VIA HAND DELY VERY ¢ /NOEXN@,:
Leslie G, Bellamy, Chaiy , e i, o
Regional Planning Commission e
County of Los Angeles
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 34289-(3)

o Conditional Uge Permit Case No. 94-1 65-(3)
. Oak Tree Pormit Case No, 2007-0001 1-(3)
°. Environmentg] Assessment Case No. 2008-00132-(3)

Dear Chajr Bellamy and Honorable Commissioners:

This office Tepresents Chilymuyla R Reddy (“Reddy” of “Applicant”) with respect to his property
located at It 80 CanyonRoad, approximately 450 feet north of W. Ocean View Drive in the Maliby
Zoned District (the- “Reddy Property”) and the above-referenced pending applications, The
Applicant requests 5 Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Conditional_ Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit to
create six singleufamily lots, one open space lot and one private street lot on the subject parcel,

v s letter, submitted in support of the Project, is specifically
intended to address pointg raised in the May 20, 2009 correspondence to you from Paul White of
Fletcher, White & Adair, legal counge] for Mike Doyle, My, Doyle owns Lots 128, 129 and 130 of
Tract 9289 (the “Doyle Property”), which borders the south boundary of the Reddy Property,

A)  The Doyle Kasement,

Presently, veﬁicular access to the Doyle Property is via g onexclusive express casement located on
and across the Reddy Property, The applicable Grant Deed, recorded in the Los Angeles County
Recorder’s Office o August7,1985 at Document No, 85.9] | 324, describes the applicable easement
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“An easement consisting of a paved driveway and the paved parking areas for
ingress, egress, parking and water lines appurtenant to Lots 128, 129 and 130, of
Tract 9289, as per map thereof recorded in Book 133, Pages 70, 71 of Maps, in the .
Office of the County Recorder of said County, for the purpose of providing ingtess ,
to, egress from and parking for the dominant tenement, in perpetuity... “ (the “Doyle
Easement”) '

There is.no dispute that the Doyle Easement is nonexclusive. No language is contained in the
express casement that the Doyle Easement is exclusive to Doyle and, in the absence of such
language, an casement is nonexclusive (i.e. it can be used by both the dominant tenement and tlie
servient tenement, with certain limitations). Co-users of a nonexclusive easement have reciprocal
rights and share responsibilities' similar to co-tenants, (Noel v. Capobianco, 218 Cal. 481, 483
(1933).) In this case, the Doyle Propetty is the dominant tenement and the Reddy Propetty is the
servient tenement. As such, Reddy can make any use of the Doyle Easement that is not inconsistent
with and does not interfere with its use by Doyle. (Miller and Starr, 6 Cal. Real Est. §15:56 (3d
ed).) -

B) Reddly is Permitted to Relocate the Doyle Easement,

The proposed improvements to the Reddy Property, which necessitate a reconfiguration of Mr,
Doyle’s driveway (which is now located on the Reddy Property)” , as well as a retaining wall running

' As the easement holder, one of Doyle’s primary responsibilities is not to overburden the
Doyle Easement. (Blackmore v. Powell, 150 Cal. App.4th 1593 (2d Dist, 2007) [the owner of the
easement is not the owner of the property, but merely the possessor of a right to use someone’s
land for a specified purpose].) In this case, there is no question that Doyle’s use of the Doyle
Easement is inconsistent with the express purpose as described in the Doyle Easement, -
Specifically, the Doyle Easement is for the purpose of providing ingress to, egress from, parking
and water lines for the dominant tenement (Lots 128, 129 and 130, of Tract 9289) which is
developed and zoned for residential uses. However, it is our undetstanding that Doyle uses the
Doyle Easement for commercial uses which ate incompatible with the express casement
language and, as a result, overburdens the Doyle Easement. The Doyle Property is not zoned for
such commercial uses, nor were these commercial uses ever anticipated for the Doyle Property at
the time the Doyle Easement was created, (Red Mountain, LLC v, Fallbrook Public Utility Dist.,
143 Cal. App.4th 333 (4 Dist, 2006) [uncontemplated uses of an easement which greatly
increase the burden are not permissible],) A :

? Condition of Approval No. 7 provides that: “[t]he subdivider shall provide and
maintain off site access to the existing residence located directly south of the subject propetty via -
the existing ingress and egress easement located on Lot Nos. 1 and 8. Prior to final map
recordation, the subdivider shall submit an offsite access exhibit (Revised Exhibit “A”) to the
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roughly along the Reddy Property’s southerly border, will result in an alteration to Mr. Doyle’s
velicular access. The driveway improvements and reconfiguration, which will serve both the Doyle
Property and the Reddy Property, are required by the County of Los Angeles for safety and
engineering reasons and will result in safety and emergency access improvements to the Doyle
Property, - : ' '

If certain circumstances are present, a servient tenement owner can change an easement’s location
at the servient owner’s expense - if the change does not significantly lessen the utility of the
easement, increase the burden of the holder of the easement, or frustrate the purpose for which the
easement was created. (12 Witkin, Summary 10" (2005) Real Prop, §409, p. 480.) Each of those
conditions exists in this case. The change of the Doyle Easement will not in.any way lessen the
utility of the easement and, in fact, the utility of the Doyle Easement will be enhanced with the
proposed safety improvements, A great majority of the realigned Doyle Easement will still be
located within the existing easement area. The burden on Doyle will not be increased since ingress
and egress to the Doyle Property will still be, in large part, via the Doyle Easement. Lastly, the
purpose of the Doyle Easement will at all times remain unchanged and provide Doyle with the
ingress, egress, parking and water lines he has enjoyed since taking ownership of the Doyle Property.

C.)  As Co-Owner of the Dovle Easement, Doyle is Obligated to Do Nothin that
Injuricusly Affects Reddy’s Property Rights. ‘

Paul White of Fletcher, White & Adair, Doyle’s attorney, makes misleading claims and ignores some
basic fundamentals in his May 20, 2009 correspondence to you. Mr. White’s letter states that “[t]he
proposed road will render M. Doyle’s existing recorded easement unusable...” and that”[i]n order
to relocate the easement, it will be necessary for the developer to file an action to quiet title.” Neither
of these assertions is true, What is true, is that Reddy cannot terminate the Doyle Easement without
Doyle’s consent. However, Reddy ‘is neither threatening nor intending to terminate the Doyle
Easement. As stated in our May 18, 2009 letter to you, a majotity of the ingress and egress to the
Doyle Property will still fall within the legal description of the Doyle Fasement and the Doyle
Easement will be used for the same purposes that are permitted today.

The improverments proposed by Reddy are required by the County of Los Angeles for public safety
and engineering reasons. The proposed driveway configuration and subsequent realigned easement
is required to ensure the Project is compliant with both the General Plan and the requirements of the
hillside management performance criteria. Given that the Reddy Property is undeveloped and zoned
for residential uses in an area of existing residential uses, it was certainly contemplated by the
predecessors in interest to both the Reddy Property and Doyle Property that the Reddy Propetty

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) for review and
approval depicting the proposed design in substantial conformance with the access depicted on
the approved tentative map/Exhibit “A” to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.”
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would be developed with residential uses in the future, (Red Mountain, LLC' v. Fallbrook Public
Utility Dist., supra., 143 Cal. App:4th at 350 (4™ Dist. 2006) [normal future uses of an casement are
within the reasonable contemplation of the parties and therefore petmissible]. The proposed
residential use is, therefore, no surprise to Doyle. '

Doyle is using his position as the dominant tenement holder to illégally prevent the Reddy Project
from coming to fruition. In refusing to agree to the relocation of the Doyle Easement, Doyle
prevents the Reddy Property from being used to.its full potential. Such actions violate the laws
governing the relationship between dominant and servient tenement owners. In particular, when
exercising the rights to use an easement, the owner of the easement must givedue regard to the rights
of the owner of the servient estate. The owner must use the easement in the manner that imposes
the least burden on the servient tenement and he cannot do anything that causes unreasonable injury
to the servient tenement or that interferes with the servientowner’s use fo the property, The easement
owner may be held liable for any damages suffered by the owner of the servient tenement by any
wrongful or unreasonable acts on the servient tenement, (Miller and Starr, 6 Cal. Real Est. §15:66
(3d ed.); 2 Cal. Real Est. Digest 3d Easements and Licenses §7.)

Finally, in any legal action with respect to the Doyle Easement, a court is required to balance the
equities of the servient and dominant tenement owners. (Miller and Starr, 6 Cal. Real Est. §15:63
(3d ed.).) The rights and duties between the owner of an easement and the owner of the servient
tenement are correlative, Each is required to respect the rights of the other. Neither party can
. conduct activities that unreasonably interfere with the other party’s use of the property. In this case,
Reddy would prevail against Doyle should a court undertake the required balancing of relative
hardship analysis.

D.)  Deyle’s Outright Refusal to Discuss the Easement Issue with Reddy Evidences
that He Wants to Prevent Any Development of the Reddy Property.

It is unfair for the County of Los Angeles to hold Reddy hostage to Doyle, since Doyle has been
entirely unresponsive to Reddy’s outreach efforts. Since the parties met at the Property on Januaty
5,2009, Doyle’s legal counsel hag ignered all communications from Reddy’s consultants. In all, the
following efforts have been made on Reddy’s behalf to discuss the Doyle Easement with Doyle’s
attorneys:

3/3/2008 Schmitz & Associates meeting with Fletcher and Doyle

3/5/2008 Schmitz & Associates provide Tract Map and other materials to Fletcher and
Doyle .

3/17/2008  Schmitz & Associates telephone call with Fletcher

3/18/2008 - Schimitz & Associates email to Fletcher

3/19/2008 Schmitz & Associates email with Fletcher
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3/19/2008 Schmitz & Associates site visit with Fletcher & Doyle

3/25/2008  Schmitz & Associates email with F let'cher: '

3/26/2008 Schmitz & Associates emails with Fletcher

414/2008 Schmitz & Associates email to Fletcher _

4/7/2008 ‘Schmitz & Associates left message for Fletcher ‘

4/22/2008  Schmitz & Associates telephone call with I letcher

5/5/2008 Schmitz & Associates telephone call with Fletcher regarding proposal
5/19/2008  Schmitz & Associates e-mail to John Fletcher

5/21/2008 Schmitz & Associates email to Fletcher

5/30/2008  Schmitz & Associates email to Fletcher

6/4/2008 Schmitz & Associates email to Fletcher

6/9/2008 Schmitz & Associates meeting with Fletcher and Doyle at ERB hearing
6/11/2008 Schmitz & Associates email to Fletcher

6/13/2008 Schmitz & Associates telephone call with Fletcher

12/18/2008  Gaines & Stacey telephone call with Fletcher

12/19/2008  Gaines & Stacey telephone call with Fletcher

1/5/2009 Schmitz & Associates site visit with Fred Gaines, Fletcher & Doyle
2/18/2009  Gaines & Stacey email to Fletcher

2/18/2009  Schmitz & Associates provides materials to Fletcher

3/18/2009  Gaines & Stacey left message for Fletcher

4/1/2009 Gaines & Stacey left message for Fletcher

4/20/2009  Gaines & Stacey left message for Fletcher

5/14/2009 Schmitz & Associates left message for Fletcher

To this day, Doyle has not responded to any of Reddy’s outreach efforts following the January 5,
2009 site visit. The sheer lack of responsiveness on the part of Doyle demonstrates bad faith and,
Reddy cannof help but think, a true desite to either unreasonably delay and/or prevent any
development whatsoever of the Reddy Property.
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E.)  The County Has Proposed a Condition of ApnroVal to Ensure that Access to
the Doyle Property is Maintained. _

Reddy agrees with proposed Condition of Approval No, 17, which states that “[t]he permittee shall
provide and maintain offsite access to the existing residence located directly south of the subject
property via the existing ingress and egress easement located on Lot Nos. 1 and 8: Prior to final map
recordation, the permittee shall submit an offsite access exhibit (Revised Exhibit “A”) to the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”) for review and approval
‘depicting the proposed design in substantial conformance with the access depicted on the approved
tentative map Exhibit “A” to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.” -

The issue regarding the Doyle Easement is a private matter between two neighboring property
owners, which is properly addressed by proposed Condition of Approval No. 17. The Regional
Planning Commission’s delay or further conditioning of this Project as a result of the Doyle
Easement is improper.. Regional Planning staff states, and Reddy agrees, that the “proposed offsite
access as depioted on the tentative map/Exhibit “A” is an improvement over the currerit driveway,
which narrows to 10 feet wide in some areas and does not provide sufficient width for ingress and
egress.” '

Reddy and Doyle, one way or another, will come to an agreement regarding the Doyle Easement.
Any further relocation of the Doyle Easement would, of coutse, have to be in substantial
conformance with approvals, the County of Los Angeles would be presented with a subsequent
opportunity to review and approve the changes.

Thank you for your continued consideration of this Project and, as always, please do not hesitate to
contact me at any time with any questions or comments you may have,

Sincerely,
GAINES & STACEY LLP
L O

co:  Jodie Sackett, County Department of Regional Planning
Patricia Keane, County Counsel



Via UPS (tracking # 17V203620197888484)

June 18, 2009

Mr. Michael Doyle

. ¢/o Fletcher, White, & Adair
28925 Pacific Coast Hwy
Second Floor
Malibu, CA 90265

 RE: Access Alternatives for VITM 34289-(3)
. . 7{ i
Dear Mr. Doyle: N )

I'hope this correspondence finds you well. I am writing to you on behalf of our chéht» DL&.
Reddy, to advise you on our efforts pursuant to the request made on 05/20/2009 by the
Regional Planning Commission that Regional Planning Staff and the applicant for the above
mentioned project further study alternative access locations to the project site from Latigo
Canyon Road. Said efforts included further analysis of the alternatives and the commissioning
of additional grading plans. On June 17, 2009, we met with representatives from LA County
Departments of Regional Planning (Jodie Sackett), Public Works (Andy Narag) and the Fire
Department (Juan Padilla) to review these alternatives fo the proposed access.

Three alternatives for project access were reviewed with County Staff including utilizing
Baller Road, improving the current driveway in its present location, and modifying the
proposed driveway to provide a 32° turning radius. Utilizing Baller Road was deemed
infeasible by the County due to the unreasonable resource impacts the widening would have
with regard to increased grading and a 1,275 long retaining wall with a maximum beight of
22” along a Counity-designated significant ridgeline. Improving the existing access driveway
was also decided to be infeasible due to the substandard lines-of-sight that exist both to the
north and south on Latigo Canyon Road and the substantial amounts of grading of the hillside
that would be required to achieve the required line-of-sight. Mr. Sackett, Mr. Padilla and Mr.
Narag all advised that the third alternative, modifying the currently proposed driveway to
prov1de a 32" tutning radius is the preferred alternative as it does not compromise your access
in any way whilst allowing the most optimal project design as determined by the County.

The preferred access alternative, ‘Alternative Access Road —3” is enclosed for your review
and comment, Please note that as shown in the enclosed plan and Exhibit A, the modified
design now provides you with two 32” turning radii into your property located at 4128 Latigo
Canyon from the proposed driveway. Mr. Padilla from the Fire Department advised that the

+ access as shown is Fire Department compliant to allow the ingress and egress of a standard

pumper truck (which are up to 30” in length).

Sccwvu rf & A\SSOCEATE&

PROVIDERS OF LAND USE PLANNENMG - .
FOR A BETTER COMMUNITY . L . I TSR o T S



The proposed driveway modification will allow you unfettered access to your property and,
with the improvements in lines-of-sight for access to Latigo Canyon Road, will increase both
your safety and the safety of the public that utilizes Latigo Canyon.

Please be advised that Mt Jodie Sackett requested that you provide any comments to our
proposed access alternative within two (2) weeks of receipt of this correspondence and the
enclosed exhibits. Should you have any questions regarding the enclosed maps, please do not
hesitate to contact either Mr. Sackett (jsackett@planning.lacounty.gov) or me at
ngunasekera@schmitzandassociates.net or (818)338-3636.

Sincerely,
SCHMITZ & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Naren Gunasekera
Associate Planner IT

CC:  Jodie Sackett (w/encl.)
Dr. Chilumula Reddy (w/o encl.)
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