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ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED

e Tentative parcel map to create two (2) single-family fee lots on 0.45 gross (0.37
net) acres, pursuant to County Code Section 21.40.010.

e Community Standards District (CSD) Modification to reduce the lot width and
street frontage for both lots from 60 feet to nearly 54 feet pursuant to County
Code Section 22.44.135(C)(4)(a).

HEARING PROCEEDINGS

On February 18, 2015, the Regional Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed
public hearing for this project. Staff made a presentation and requested to continue the
public hearing to April 8, 2015. The initial study released to the public on January 23,
2015 was revised to reflect updates to the Biological Resources (Section 4) and Public
Services — Parks (Section 15) Sections of the document, and the request to continue
the hearing was to extend the CEQA review period to ensure compliance with State and
County CEQA requirements. The update to the initial study did not change the Negative
Declaration determination for this project. The request for continuing the hearing to April
8, 2015 was granted.

At the February 18th hearing, a member of the public spoke in opposition to the project
explaining the East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD was written in response to overbuilding
in the area and voiced her opinion that the project should comply with the parameters of
the CSD and not be granted modifications. She also expressed concerns about reduced
storm water runoff and increased water usage. The resident indicated she would return
on April 8, 2015 to restate her concerns.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant requests to create two (2) single-family fee lots on 0.45 gross (0.37 net)
acres. The applicant also requests a CSD modification to create two parcels with less
than required street frontage and required lot width. The project site is currently
developed with a single-family residence and garage which are proposed to be
demolished. Ardendale Avenue, a two-lane local street, provides access to the site.

MAP DESCRIPTION The tentative parcel map dated 04/30/14 depicts an existing
single-family dwelling unit with attached garage. The existing single-family house with
attached garage is proposed to be demolished and all other existing features such as
the driveway, interior fence, water fountain, built-in BBQ, and storage shed will also be
removed.

EXISTING ZONING
The subject property is zoned R-A (Residential Agricultural — 5,000 square feet
minimum lot area).

Surrounding properties are zoned as follows:
North: R-1

CC.021313
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South: R-A & R-1
East: R-A
West: R-1

EXISTING LAND USES
The subject property is developed with a single-family house with an attached garage.

Surrounding properties are developed as follows:
North: 1-Low Density Residential (1-6 du/ac)
South: 1-Low Density Residential (1-6 du/ac)
East: 1-Low Density Residential (1-6 du/ac)
West: 1-Low Density Residential (1-6 du/ac)

PREVIOUS CASES/ZONING HISTORY
Lot Line Adjustment No. 101,883 recorded on January 5, 2001 which resulted in the
reshaping of subject site into a rectangular lot.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The Los Angeles County (“County”) Department of Regional Planning recommends that
a Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental documentation under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County environmental guidelines.
The Initial Study concluded that there is no evidence that the project may have a
significant impact on the environment.

STAFF EVALUATION

General Plan/Community Plan Consistency

The project site is located within the Low-density (1-6du/ac) land use category of the
Countywide General Plan. This designation is intended for the development of single-
family residences. The proposed creation of two single-family residential parcels
conforms to the density set forth by the land use designation and is therefore consistent
with the permitted uses of the underlying land use category.

The project is consistent with the Countywide General Plan in the following ways:

e General Policy 47. Promote the provision of an adequate supply of housing by
location, type and price (pg. 1-24).

Providing an additional single-family lot in an urban neighborhood supports this
policy by providing the maximum number of single-family houses, in a largely
built-out area, allowed by the designated land use category based on land area.

e General Policy 54. Promote the full use of existing service systems in order to
gain maximum benefit from previous public investments. (pg. I-25).

The proposed development maximizes land use efficiency by concentrating the
same type of development in an area equipped to support said use. The
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proposed development will utilize existing service systems including
transportation, sewer, water, school, libraries, and parks. Furthermore, one
additional residence wouldn’t overburden these services as the proposed density
does not exceed the projected growth set forth by the Countywide General Plan.

e Land Use Policy 8. Protect the character of residential neighborhoods by
preventing the intrusion of incompatible uses that would cause environmental
degradation such as excessive noise, noxious fumes, glare, shadowing, and
traffic (pg. 111-12).

The character of the existing residential neighborhood is low-density and
composed of single-family residences. The proposed land use is single-family
residential. The land use type and density is in keeping with the designated land
use category. Further, the proposed lot width and street frontage of 53.97 feet
(Parcel 1) and 53.98 feet (Parcel 2) are compatible with the existing
neighborhood character as 42% of single-family residential parcels within 500
feet of the subject site have a minimum average lot width and street frontage of
less than 60 feet.

Zoning Ordinance and Development Standards Compliance

The project site is located in the R-A (Residential-Agricultural) Zone. Single-family
residences are permitted by right within this zone. The project site is also located in San
Gabriel and subject to the East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD. The East Pasadena-San
Gabriel CSD was established to “protect the light, air, and privacy of existing
residences,...and ensure that new development and expanded development is
compatible with the unigue identity of each neighborhood...”

Pursuant to Sections 22.44.090 and 22.44.100 of the County Code, establishments
located in CSD boundaries are subject to the development standards set forth by the
CSD.

Pursuant to Section 22.44.135D of the County Code, establishments in the East
Pasadena-San Gabriel Community Standards District (CSD) are subject to the following
development standards:

e Properties with less than 13,000 square feet are required to have a minimum
average lot width and street frontage of 60 feet (822.44.135(D)(1)). The applicant
is proposing a lot width and street frontage of 53.97 feet for Parcel 1 and 53.98
feet for Parcel 2 equating to a 9% reduction from the CSD requirement.

Site Visit

A second site visit was conducted on March 25, 2015 to look into constituent concerns
regarding the parking of vehicles in the front yard and suspicious activity in the rear
yard. The visit disclosed a car parked on the circular driveway. The car was relocated to
the street and the applicant was informed that cars can only be parked in the driveway
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which is defined by the zoning code as the direct path leading to the garage. Although,
“suspicious activity” was reported none was observed at the time of the visit.

A site visit was conducted on August 6, 2014. The inspection revealed outside storage
of miscellaneous items between the back of the shed and the rear property line and an
unpermitted overhead trellis/patio structure behind the house. During the visit, property
owner, Kuei Yueh Hsu, confirmed one of the garage bays had been used as a storage
room and that room had a window in place of the garage door. At the time of the
inspection, the garage had been returned back to its intended use, but the garage
interior was full of items preventing vehicular parking. Pictures submitted by the
applicant on August 29, 2014 indicate the zoning violations were abated.

Burden of Proof

The applicant is required to substantiate all facts identified by Section(s)
22.44.135(C)(4) of the County Code. The Burden of Proof with applicant’s responses is
attached. Staff is of the opinion that the applicant has met the burden of proof.

Neighborhood Impact/Land Use Compatibility

The proposed development of two single-family residential lots is compatible with the
maximum density permitted by the Low Density Residential land use category of the
Countywide Land Use Plan. The project is also consistent with the Subdivision Code
and Zoning Code as modified by the CSD Modification. The subject property is
surrounded on all sides by compatible residential uses and has access to a County
maintained street.

The existing neighborhood is composed of properties with less than 60 feet of lot width
and street frontage and properties meeting the CSD standard representing a split of
42% and 48% respectively. The applicant is proposing a lot width and street frontage of
53.97 feet for Parcel 1 and 53.98 feet for Parcel 2. Thus, the proposed lot widths and
street frontages are in keeping with the character of the surrounding properties.

No degradation of natural features will occur, as the subject property is located in an
urbanized area and no sensitive resources are located on the site. Shopping and
employment opportunities are available within a half mile of the subject property.

COUNTY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee consists of representatives of the
Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and
Public Health. Based on the tentative map dated April 30, 2014, the Subdivision
Committee cleared the project for public hearing. Awaiting zoning violations abatement,
Regional Planning was the last agency to release its hold on September 24 2014. The
Subdivision Committee Report, dated May 28, 2014, containing County Department
comments is attached.

LEGAL NOTIFICATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

CC.021313
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Pursuant to the provisions of Sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the County Code,
the community was appropriately notified of the public hearing by mail, newspaper,
property posting, library posting and Regional Planning website posting.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Staff received two emails in opposition of the project. In one email concerns over house
size, services overload, and loss of light were expressed. In the other email, the
constituent shared his concerns about eliminating an older home with architectural
character from the area, proposing a standard sidewalk which currently does not exist in
the neighborhood, and potentially reducing the “county tax valuation” by replacing the
older home with newer homes.

At the February 18 hearing, a member of the public spoke in opposition to the project
explaining the East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD was written in response to
“overbuilding” in the area and voiced her opinion that the project should comply with the
parameters of the CSD and not be granted modifications. She also expressed concerns
about reduced storm water runoff and increased water usage.

FEES/DEPOSITS
If approved, fees identified in the attached project conditions will apply unless modified
by the Regional Planning Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The following recommendation is made prior to the public hearing and is subject to
change based upon testimony and/or documentary evidence presented at the public
hearing:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of Project Number R2013-02483, Tentative Parcel Map
Number 072311 and CSD Modification No. 201400004 subject to the attached
conditions.

SUGGESTED APPROVAL MOTION:

| MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION CLOSE THE PUBLIC
HEARING AND ADOPT THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION PURSUANT TO STATE
AND LOCAL CEQA GUIDELINES.

| MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVE TENTATIVE
PARCEL MAP NUMBER 072311 AND COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT
MODIFICATION NUMBER 201300004 SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED FINDINGS
AND CONDITIONS.

Prepared by Marie Pavlovic, Regional Planning Assistant Il, Land Divisions Section
Reviewed by Nooshin Paidar, Supervising Regional Planner, Land Divisions Section

CC.021313
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Attachments:

Draft Findings, Draft Conditions of Approval
Applicant’s Burden of Proof statement
Correspondence

Initial Study

Site Photographs and Aerial Image

Site Plan, Land Use Map

NP:MP
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
AND ORDER
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PROJECT NO. R2013-02483-(5)
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 072311
COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT MODIFICATION NO. 201300004

. The Los Angeles County (“County”) Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”)
conducted a duly-noticed public hearing on April 8, 2015 in the matter of Project No.
R2013-02483, consisting of a Tentative Parcel Map No. 072311 and Community
Standards District (CSD) Modification No. 201300004. The Commission previously
conducted a duly-noticed hearing on the Tentative Parcel Map on February 18,
2015. Staff's request for a continuance was granted in order to extend the CEQA
review period to ensure compliance with State and County CEQA requirements.

. The permittee, Kuei Yueh Hsu, requests the project permits to authorize the creation
of two single-family lots on a property located at 8828 Ardendale Avenue in the
unincorporated community of San Gabriel.

. The project consists of a tentative parcel map request to create two single-family lots
in the R-A zone pursuant to Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”) section
21.40.010 and a CSD Modification request to reduce the street frontage and
average lot width from 60 feet to 53.97 feet for Parcel 1 and 53.98 feet for Parcel 2
within the East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD pursuant to Los Angeles County Code
("County Code") section 22.44.135(C)(4).

. The project site is 0.45 gross acres (0.37 net acres) in size and consists of one legal
lot. The Project Site is rectangular in shape with relatively level topography and is
developed with a single-family house with attached garage.

. The project site is located in the South Santa Anita-Temple City Zoned District and is
currently zoned R-A.

. The project site is located within the 1-Low Density Residential (1-6 du/ac) land use
category of the Countywide General Plan Land Use Policy Map.

. Surrounding Zoning within a 500-foot radius includes:

North: R-1
South: R-A & R-1
East: R-A
West: R-1

. Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius include:

North: single-family residences
South: single-family residences
East: single-family residences

CC.031714
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West: single-family residences

9. Lot Line Adjustment No. 101,883 recorded on January 5, 2001 resulting in the
reshaping of subject site into a rectangular lot.

10.The Tentative Parcel Map dated April 30, 2014 depicts two single-family lots, each
having a proposed net area of approximately 8259.70 net square feet. The existing
single-family house with attached garage is proposed to be demolished and all other
existing features such as the driveway, interior fence, water fountain, built-in BBQ,
and storage shed will also be removed.

11.The Project Site is accessible via Ardendale Avenue.

12.A second site visit was conducted on March 25, 2015 to look into constituent
concerns regarding the parking of vehicles in the front yard and suspicious activity in
the rear yard. The visit disclosed a car parked on the circular driveway. The car was
relocated to the street and the applicant was informed that cars can only be parked
in the driveway which is defined by the zoning code as the direct path leading to the
garage. Although, “suspicious activity” was reported none was observed at the time
of the visit.

A site visit conducted on August 6, 2014 revealed several zoning violations on-site.
The applicant returned the garage back to vehicle parking, removed an unpermitted
patio cover erected behind the house, took down the unpermitted carport that was
located in the driveway, eliminated the miscellaneous items stored outside of an
enclosed structure, moved the storage structure out of the required rear yard
setback, and removed the over-height fence from the front yard. Pictures submitted
by the applicant on August 29, 2014 indicate all zoning violations have been abated.

13.The conditions of the Subdivision Committee, comprised of the Departments of
Regional Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health, are
based on the map dated April 30, 2014.

14.Prior to the Commission’s public hearing on the project, an Initial Study was
prepared for the project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(Public Resources Code section 21000.) (“CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines, and
the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County.
Based on the Initial Study, staff from Regional Planning determined that a Negative
Declaration was the appropriate environmental document for the project because the
Initial Study concluded that there was no substantial evidence that the proposed
project would result in a significant impact on the environment.

15. Pursuant to the provisions of sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the Zoning Code,
the community was appropriately notified of the Project's public hearings by mail,
newspaper, and property posting.
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16. Staff received two emails in opposition of the project. In one letter, a constituent

17.

18.

19.

expressed concern over eliminating an older home with architectural character from
the area, proposing a standard sidewalk which currently does not exist in the
neighborhood, and potentially reducing the “county tax valuation” by replacing the
older home with newer homes. Continuing correspondence from the same
constituent disclosed possible zoning code violations including the parking of
vehicles in the front yard. In the second letter, a constituent expressed concerns
over house size, services overload, and loss of light were expressed.

At the February 18, 2015 RPC Public Hearing, a resident spoke in opposition to the
project expressing concern over possible storm water runoff and increased water
usage. The resident emphasized the CSD was created as a response to
overbuilding in the area and projects should have to comply with all parameters of
the CSD and not be granted any modifications.

HEARING PROCEEDINGS. A duly noticed public hearing was held on February 18,
2015 before the Commission. Commissioners Valadez, Louie, Pedersen, and
Modugno were present. A resident spoke in opposition to the project and said she
would return on April 8, 2015 to restate her concerns. There being no further
testimony, the Commission continued the public hearing to April 8, 2015.

GENERAL PLAN/COMMUNITY PLAN CONSISTENCY. The property has a land
use category of “1” (Low Density Residential — 1 to 6 dwelling units per acre) under
the Countywide General Plan. Based on the size of the project site and application
of the low-density residential land use category, the property may be developed with
a maximum of two dwelling units. The applicant is proposing two single-family lots;
therefore, the project’'s use and development intensity are consistent with the
General Plan.

ZONING ORDINANCE AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS COMPLIANCE. The
property is zoned R-A (Residential-Agricultural — 5,000 square feet minimum lot
area). The project site is 16,519.41 net square feet and the proposed lot sizes of
8,259.71 and 8,259.70 are allowed since they are greater than the 5,000 square-foot
minimum required lot area set forth by the R-A zoning. The proposed development
entails a subdivision of an existing residential lot into two lots and the demolition of
the existing single-family residence and garage, in keeping with Section 22.20.410 of
the County Code permitting single-family residences.

Pursuant to Section 22.44.135 of the County Code, development in the East
Pasadena-San Gabriel Community Standards District is subject to the development
standards of the CSD. The East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD was established to
“protect the light, air, and privacy of existing residences, enhance aesthetics and
community character, and ensure that new and expanded development is
compatible with the unique identify of each neighborhood....” The CSD includes a
variety of standards such as the imposition of greater minimum street frontage,
minimum average lot width, yard setbacks, front yard landscaping, greater distances
between buildings and property lines depending on building height, building height
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restriction, a maximum floor area and lot coverage, etc. meant to achieve the intent
of the ordinance. The proposed land division involves a modification reducing the
minimum street frontage and average lot width from 60 feet to 53.97 feet and 53.98
feet but conforms to all other applicable CSD development standards and County
Code provisions. Additionally, future buildings are required to comply with all
applicable Title 22 and CSD provisions.

20.EAST PASADENA-SAN GABRIEL COMMUNITY STANDARDS MODIFICATION
REQUEST TO REDUCE THE STREET FRONTAGE AND AVERAGE LOT WIDTH.

The East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD requires lots with less than 13,000 net square
feet to have a minimum street frontage and average lot width of 60 feet. The CSD
also contains a provision, 822.44.135(C)(4), for modifying these development
standards.

A modification to the minimum street frontage and average lot width for each parcel
would result in Parcel 1 having street frontage and an average lot width of 53.97 feet
and Parcel 2 having street frontage and an average lot width of 53.98 feet, which are
the same lot widths of the two parcels that share the rear property boundary. The
parcel adjoining the easterly property boundary has a 50-foot long street frontage. Of
the 114 parcels located within 500 feet from the subject property, 48 parcels (42%)
have less than the required street frontage and average lot width of 60 feet
indicating an established pattern. The applicant’'s request to reduce the minimum
average lot width and street frontage should not negatively affect the residential
character of the neighborhood.

21.The proposed development consists of two single-family lots. Each proposed lot has
sufficient net area to meet the minimum lot area requirements of 5,000 net square
feet. The proposed development will comply with all East Pasadena-San Gabriel
CSD development standards except for street frontage and average lot width which
are requested to be modified. The creation of two single-family residential lots is
compatible with the existing neighborhood character and the land use in the
community.

Tentative Map Specific Findings

22.The Commission finds that the proposed subdivision and the provisions for its
design and improvements are consistent with the goals and policies of the Los
Angeles County General Plan. The project increases the supply of housing and
promotes the efficient use of land through a more concentrated pattern of
development.

23.The Commission finds that the site is physically suitable for the type of development
being proposed, since the project site has the capacity to accommodate future
single-family residences, is relatively level, and is adequately served by road and
utility infrastructure.
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24.The Commission finds that the discharge of sewage from this land division into the
public sewer system will not violate the requirements of the California Water Quality
Control Board pursuant to Division 7 (Commencing with Section 13000) of the Water
Code. Public works has issued a conditional approval of the subject land division,
and sewer service is available for the site.

25.The Commission finds that the design of the subdivision and the type of
improvements will not cause serious public health problems, since sewage disposal,
storm drainage, fire protection, and geologic and soils factors are addressed in the
recommended conditions of approval.

26.The Commission finds that there is no substantial evidence, based on the record as
a whole, that the proposed project will have potential for adverse effect on wildlife
resources or the habitat upon which, either individually or cumulatively, the wildlife
depends. The subject property does not contain any sensitive wildlife or habitat
environments.

27.The Commission finds that the design of the subdivision provides to the extent
feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities therein. Future
structures built on the subject property after recordation of the subdivision will be
required to comply with State and County Green Building standards, which regulate
the heating and cooling efficiency of structures.

28.The Commission finds that the division and development of the property in the
manner set forth on this map will not unreasonably interfere with the free and
complete exercise of public entity and/or public utility rights-of-way and/or
easements within this map, since the design and development as set forth in the
conditions of approval and shown on the tentative map, provide adequate protection
for any such easements.

29.The Commission finds that pursuant to Article 3.5 of the Subdivision Map Act, the
proposed subdivision does not contain or front upon any public waterway, river,
stream, coastline, shoreline, lake or reservoir.

30.The Commission finds that the housing and employment needs of the region were
considered and balanced against the public service needs of local residents and
available fiscal and environmental resources when the project was determined to be
consistent with the General Plan.

Community Standards District Modification Specific Findings
31.The Commission finds that the proposed development is suitable for the subject site
as the neighborhood is developed with the same single-family use.

32.The Commission finds that the requested modification is suitable from the standpoint
of functional development design. The requested modification would result in
rectangular-shaped lots and the two newly created lots would share the same lot
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widths as the two lots developed with single-family homes, 8903 and 8909 Camino
Real, adjoining the rear lot line of the subject site.

33.The Commission finds that the modification request is consistent with the unique
characteristics of the neighborhood in which the site is located since 42% of
properties located within 500 feet of the subject site have street frontage and/or an
average lot width of less than 60 feet.

34.The Commission finds that the requested CSD modification complies with all other
applicable provisions of the County Code and the East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD.

35.The Commission finds that pursuant to sections 22.60.174 and 22.60.175 of the
County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail,
newspaper, and property posting. Additionally, the project was noticed and case
materials were available on Regional Planning's website and at libraries located in
the vicinity of the San Gabriel community. On January 12, 2015, a total of
367 Notices of Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners within a 1,000-foot
radius from the project site, as identified on the County Assessor's record, including
two constituents who are listed on the courtesy mailing list for the South Santa Anita-
Temple City Zoned District.

Environmental Determination

36.The Commission finds that the permittee is subject to payment of the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife fees related to the Project's effect on wildlife
resources pursuant to section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.

37.After consideration of the Negative Declaration together with the comments received
during the public review process, the Commission finds on the basis of the whole
record before it that there is no substantial evidence that the Project as conditioned
will have a significant effect on the environment, and further finds that the
environmental document reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the
Commission.

38.The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is at the
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records,
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such
documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section,
Department of Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES THAT:

A. That the proposed use with the attached conditions will be consistent with the
adopted General Plan.
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B.

That the proposed use at the site will not adversely affect the health, peace,
comfort or welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area, will not
be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other
persons located in the vicinity of the site, and will not jeopardize, endanger or
otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general welfare.

That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards,
walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development
features prescribed in this Title 22 of the County Code, or as is otherwise required
in order to integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area.

That the proposed site is adequately served by highways or streets of sufficient
width and improved as necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use
would generate, and by other public or private service facilities as are required.

THEREFORE, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION:

1.

Certifies that the Negative Declaration for the Project was completed in compliance
with CEQA and the State and County Guidelines related thereto; certifies that it
independently reviewed and considered the Negative Declaration and that the
Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the
Commission as to the environmental consequences of the Project; determined that
on the basis of the whole record before the Commission that there is no substantial
evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the environment; and
adopts the Negative Declaration; and

Approves Tentative Parcel Map No. 072311 and Community Standards District
Modification No. 201300004, subject to the attached conditions.

ACTION DATE: April 8, 2015



DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PROJECT NO. R2013-02483-(5)
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 072311

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is a tentative parcel map to create two residential lots over 0.45 gross acres
(19,758.51 square feet)/0.37 net acres (16,519.41 square feet). Community Standards
District (CSD) Modification No. 201300004 authorizes modification to the East
Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD to reduce the average lot width and street frontage from 60
feet to 53.97 feet for Parcel 1 and 53.98 feet for Parcel 2. Each lot will contain a
minimum of 8,259.70 net square feet subject to the following conditions of approval:

GENERAL CONDITIONS

1.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term “subdivider” shall include the
applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other entity
making use of this grant.

This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the subdivider, and the owner
of the subject property if other than the subdivider, have filed at the office of the
Los Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning (“Regional
Planning”) their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to accept all of
the conditions of this grant, and until all required monies have been paid pursuant
to Condition No. 11. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 2 and
Condition Nos. 4, 5, and 11 shall be effective immediately upon the date of final
approval of this grant by the County.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term “date of final approval” shall
mean the date the County's action becomes effective pursuant to Section
22.60.260 of the County Code.

The subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County
or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this permit
approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of Government
Code Section 65009 or any other applicable limitations period. The County shall
promptly notify the subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding and the County
shall reasonably cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to promptly notify the
subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County fails to cooperate
reasonably in the defense, the subdivider shall not thereafter be responsible to
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County.

In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, the subdivider shall within ten days of the filing make an initial
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000.00, from which actual
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the
costs or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense,

CC.100312
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10.

including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to permittee or permittee's counsel.

If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach 80 percent
of the amount on deposit, the subdivider shall deposit additional funds sufficient to
bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000.00. There is no limit to the number of
supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of the litigation.

At the sole discretion of the subdivider, the amount of an initial or any
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.
Additionally, the cost for collection and duplication of records and other related
documents shall be paid by the subdivider according to County Code Section
2.170.010.

If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.

Upon any transfer or lease of the property during the term of this grant, the
subdivider, or the owner of the subject property if other than the subdivider, shall
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its conditions to the transferee or lessee
of the subject property.

In the event that the subject tentative parcel map should expire without the
recordation of a final map. Entitlement to the use of the property thereafter shall be
subject to the regulations then in effect.

The subject property shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with the
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the
subdivider to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions. Inspections shall be made to ensure compliance with
the conditions of this grant as well as to ensure that any development undertaken
on the subject property is in accordance with the approved tentative map on file.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit(s), the subdivider shall remit all
applicable library facilities mitigation fees to the County Librarian, pursuant to
Chapter 22.72 of the County Code. The subdivider shall pay the fees in effect at
the time of payment, pursuant to Section 22.72.030. Questions regarding fee
payment can be directed to the County Librarian at (562) 940-8430. The subdivider
shall provide proof of payment upon request from Regional Planning.

11.Within five (5) working days from the day after the appeal period ends (March 2,

2015), the permittee shall remit processing fees payable to the County of Los
Angeles in connection with the filing and posting of a Notice of Determination
(NOD) for this project and its entitlements in compliance with Section 21152 of the
Public Resources Code. Unless a Certificate of Exemption is issued by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife pursuant to Section 711.4 of the
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

California Fish and Game Code, the permittee shall pay the fees in effect at the
time of the filing of the NOD, as provided for in Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game
Code, currently $2,256.25 ($2,181.25 for a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration plus $75.00 processing fee), or $3,104.75 ($3,029.75 for an
Environmental Impact Report plus $75.00 processing fee.) (Beginning Jan. 1, 2015,
the fees are $2,285.00 ($2,210.00 for a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative
Declaration plus $75.00 processing fee), or $3,144.75 ($3,069.75 for an
Environmental Impact Report plus $75.00 processing fee). No land use project
subject to this requirement is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid.

Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of
a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Regional Planning Commission
(“Commission”) or a Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke
or modify this grant, if the Commission or Hearing Officer finds that these
conditions have been violated or that this grant has been exercised so as to be
detrimental to the public’'s health or safety or so as to be a nuisance, or as
otherwise authorized pursuant to Chapter 22.56, Part 13 of the County Code.

All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of said department.

All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the
County Department of Public Works to the satisfaction of said department.

All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of Title
22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the subject property, unless
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions.

The subdivider shall maintain the subject property in a neat and orderly fashion.
The subdivider shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which the
subdivider has control.

All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti or
other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by
Regional Planning.

In the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, the subdivider shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of notification
of such occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings
shall be of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent
surfaces.

PERMIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

The approval grants the creation of two single-family lots with an average lot width and
street frontage of 53.97 feet for Parcel 1 and an average lot width and street frontage of
53.98 feet for Parcel 2 as depicted on the Tentative Parcel Map dated April 30, 2014.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Except as expressly modified herein, this approval is subject to all recommended
conditions listed in the attached Subdivision Committee Report (tentative parcel
map dated April 30, 2014), consisting of letters and reports from the Departments
of Public Works, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health.

The project site shall be developed and maintained in substantial compliance with
the approved tentative parcel map dated April 30, 2014.

A final map is required for this subdivision. A parcel map waiver is not allowed.

As required by section 21.32.195 of the County Code, the subdivider shall plant or
cause to be planted at least four trees of non-invasive species within the front yard
of each residential lot. The location and the species of said trees shall be
incorporated into the site plan or landscape plan. Prior to final map approval, a
site/landscaping plan shall be approved by the Director. The subdivider shall post a
bond with Public Works, or submit other verification to the satisfaction of Regional
Planning, ensuring future on-site tree planting.

Prior to final map approval, the subdivider shall submit evidence, including a
demolition permit and photographs, that the existing structures and all accessory
features related to the existing single-family residence have been removed (as
annotated on the tentative parcel map dated 04/30/14).

Prior to final map approval, provide a copy of the Library Fees receipt.
Prior to final map approval, provide a copy of the Park Obligation Fees receipt.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term “subdivider” shall include the
applicant or any successor in interest, and any other person, corporation, or other
entity making use of this grant.

If demolition, staging, grading, or any land clearing activities are initiated during the

avian breeding season of February 1 through August 31, beginning thirty days prior
to the initiation of project activities, a qualified biologist with experience in
conducting breeding bird surveys shall conduct weekly bird surveys to detect
protected native birds occurring in suitable nesting habitat that is to be disturbed
and (as access to adjacent areas allows) any other such habitat within 300 feet of
the disturbance area (within 500 feet for raptors). The surveys shall continue on a
weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than three days prior to
the initiation of project activities. If a protected native bird is found, the project
proponent should delay all project activities within 300 feet of on- and off-site
suitable nesting habitat (within 500 feet for raptor nests) until August 31.
Alternatively, the qualified biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate any
nests. If an active nest is located, project activities within 300 feet of the nest (within
500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, must be
postponed until the nest vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no
evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Flagging, stakes, and/or construction
fencing should be used to demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet
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(or 500 feet) between the project activities and the nest. Project personnel,
including all contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the
area. The project proponent shall provide the Department of Regional Planning the
results of the Department of Regional Planning the results of the recommended
protective measures described above to document compliance with applicable
State and Federal laws pertaining to the protection of native birds.

If the biological monitor determines that a narrower buffer between the project
activities and observed active nests is warranted, he/she should submit a written
explanation as to why (e.g. species-specific information; ambient conditions and
birds’ habituation to them; and the terrain, vegetation, and birds’ lines of sight
between the project activities and the next and foraging areas) the Department of
Regional Planning and, upon request, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife. Based on the submitted information, Regional Planning (and CDFW, if it
requests) will determine whether to allow a narrower buffer.

27. If demolition, staging, grading, or any land clearing activities are initiated between
March 1 and September 30, a survey for roosting or breeding bats shall be
performed by a biologist experienced with identifying bats and their habitats. A
report summarizing the survey methods to avoid impacts to bats, including methods
for avoidance and/or encouraging relocation shall be submitted to the Department
of Regional Planning. This report shall be prepared and the recommendations
followed to the satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning, in consultation with
staff biologists.

Attachments:

Subdivision Committee Report and Conditions for Tentative Parcel Map Dated 04-30-
2014



Environmental Checklist Form (Initial Study)
County of Loos Angeles, Department of Regional Planning

Project title: R2013-02483 /Tentative Parcel Map No. 072311/Community Standards District Modification
No. 201300004 /Environmental Assessment No. 201300205

Lead agency name and address: Los Angeles County, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Contact Person and phone number: Marie Pavlovic/(213) 974-6435

Project sponsor’s name and address: Kuei Yueh Hsu, 8828 Ardendale Avenue, San Gabuel, CA 91775

Project location: 8828 Ardendale Avenue
APN: 5381-027-048 USGS QOwad- E1 Monte

Gross Acreage: 0.45 gross/0.37 net aczes

General plan designation: 1-Low Densitv Residential (1-6 du/ac)

Community/Area wide Plan designation: NA

Zoning: R-A (Residential Agricuitural)/Fast Pasadena-San Gabriel Community Standards District

Description of project: The project consists of a_tentative parcel map to create two single-family lots on
16,519 net square feet and a Community Standards District (CSD) modification to allow reduced street
frontage and lot width of 54 feet instead of the required 60 feet. Fach parcel is proposed to be 8.529.7 net
square feet. The existing single-family residence and accessory structures will be demolished prior to final
map recordation. There are no oak trees on site and no grading is proposed.

Surrounding land uses and setting: Surrounding properties are zoned R-A and R-1 and developed with
single-family residences.

Other public agencies whose approval may be required (e.g., permits, financing approval, ot
participation agreement):

Public Agency Approval Reguired
Department of Puhlic Works Demolition Permit
Department of Public Works Final Map

Major projects in the area:

Project/ Casz No. Description and Statns
None N/A

CC.092513
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Reviewing Agencies:
Responsille Agencies

> None
Regional Water Quality Control
Board:
[ ] Los Angeles Region
[] Lahontan Region
[] Coastal Commission
[] Army Corps of Engineers

Trustee Agencies

[ ] None

[] State Dept. of Fish and

Wildlife

[ 1 State Dept. of Parks and
Recreation

[] State Lands Commission

[ ] University of California
(Natural Land and Water
Reserves System)

Special Reviewing Agencies

None

[ ] Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy

[ ] National Parks

[ ] National Forest

[ ] Edwards Air Force Base

[ ] Resource Conservation
District of Santa Monica
Mountains Area

[] California State University,
Fullerton
- California Historical
Resources Information Center

County Reviewing Agencies

] DPW:

- Land Development Division

(Grading & Drainage)

- Geotechnical & Materials
Engineering Division

- Watershed Management
Division (NPDES)

- Traffic and Lighting Division

- Environmental Programs
Division

- Waterworks Division

- Sewer Maintenance Division

Regional Significance

None

[ 1 SCAG Criteria

[] Air Quality

[ ] Water Resoutces

[ ] Santa Monica Mtns. Area

N

Fire Department
- Planning Division
- Land Development Unit

[] Sanitation District

Public Health/Environmental
Health Division: Land Use
Program (OWTS), Drinking
Water Program (Private
Wells),)

[} Sheriff Department

Parks and Recreation

[] Subdivision Committee

CC.092513
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project.

[] Aesthetics [[] Greenhouse Gas Emissions ] Population/Housing
[ ] Agriculture/Forest [] Hazards/Hazardous Materdals [ | Public Services

1 Air Quality [J Hydrology/Water Quality [] Recreation

[ ] Biological Resources [ | Land Use/Planning (] Transportation/ Traffic
[ ] Cultural Resources [ Mineral Resources [ ] Utlities/Services

[ ] Energy [} Noise ] Mandatory Findings

of Significance
[] Geology/Soils

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Department.)
On the basis of this initial evaluadon:

X I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

L] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or

agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECTARATION wall be
prepared.

] I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTATL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentally significant impact” or "potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1} has been
adequately analyzed in an eatlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
temain to be addressed.

[ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (2) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
rmtlgatlon measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

uZ/(,*J‘@Ct,«QA 03/ 0548

Signature (Prepared by) _ Date
Signature (Approved by) Date

CC.092513
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

D

%)

6)

7

&)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources the Lead Department cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact"
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply
to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will
not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, curnulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the Lead Department has determined that a particutar physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigadon, or less
than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may

be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” eatries when the determinatdon is made,
an EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitgation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Tmpact” to a "Less Than Significant
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect

to a less than significant level. (Mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-
referenced.)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tering, program EIR, or other CEQA processes, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. (State CEQA Guidelines §
15063(c)(3)(D).) In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a)  Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of,
and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mingation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discuassion.

The explanation of each issue should identify: the significance threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question,
and; mitigation measures identfied, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. Sources of thresholds
include the County General Plan, other County planning docurnents, and County ordinances. Some thresholds
are unique to geographical locations.

Climate Change Impacts: When determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the analysis should
consider, when relevant, the effects of future climate change on : 1) worsening hazardous conditions that pose
risks to the project’s inhabitants and structures {e.g., floods and wildfires), and 2) worsening the project’s impacts
on the environment (e.g., impacts on special status species and public health).

CC.0925813
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1. AESTHETICS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Have a substantal adverse effect on a scenic vista? [] 1 Ll X

There are no significant scenic vistas or ridgelines located on or near the subject propertv. The edge of

Angeles Forest is located more than 4 miles north of the project site. The project site is located within an
established urbanized residential community and the creation of 2 single-familv parcels from a level single-
family lot will not have an adverse effect on elevated viewpoints.

b) Be visible from or obstruct views from a regional ] ] B4 []
riding or hiking trail?

There are no regional hiking trails on. or in the vicinitv of, the property. The 2012 Master Plan of Bikeways
proposes Class 3 bike routes along Ardendale Avenue: Duarte Road to the North: and Muscatel Avenue to
the west and a Class 2 bike lane along Rosemead Blvd to the east (Source: Department of Public Works).
The project will be visible from the Class 3 bike route along Ardendale as Ardendale is the access street to
and from the property,

c) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, ] L] [ X
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The project site is not located near. and cannot be viewed from anv scenic highwavs. ridgelines or view
sheds. The project also cannot be viewed from any officially adopted trails and does not contain rock-

outcroppings or registered historic buildings. Additionally, no trees are proposed to be removed as part of
the subdivision request.

d) Substantially degrade the existing visual character [] ] " ]
or quality of the site and its surroundings because of

~height, bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other
features?

The applicant is requesting to create two single-family lots with a reduction in street frontage and average
lot width. The Fast Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD requires a minimum of 60 feet for both dimensions and the
applicant is_proposing nearly 54 feet. The requested reduction will not introduce a_new development
pattern to the area as approximately 42% of single-familv residential lots, within a 500-foot radius, have less
than_the required street frontage and average lot width of 60 feet. Lots similar in size and scale are located
to the northwest, north, south, and east of subject site. Since the proposed project will conform to all other

CSD requirements, it should not substantiallv degrade the existing visual character or qualitv of the site and

its surroundings.

CC.092513
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e) Create a new source of substantial shadows, light, (] ] X []
or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

The applicant is requesting to create two single-family lots with a reduction in street frontage and average lot
width. Although the applicant is requesting lesser street frontage and lot width, the project will conform to
all other Title 22 and East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD requirements including meeting the minimum
required area, building setbacks, and prescribed height limitations. Titde 22 also prohibits residential
structures from using glossy, reflective, or polished metal exterior siding to avoid creating new glare sources.

Compliance with these development standards should prevent the creation of substantial shadows, glare,

and light.

£C.062513
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2. AGRICULTURE / FOREST

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Stgnificant No
Impacr Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, ot ] [] [] X

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The project site is not comprised of anv farmland. The construction of the residential building in an already
established urbanized area will not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or any
other tvpes of Farmland (Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.. California Department of

Conservation).

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, ] ] ] X
with a designated Agricultural Opportunity Area, or
with a Williamson Act contract?

The project site is zoned Residential Agricultural, however, the site is not currently used for agricultural
purposes and single-family residences are permitted in such zones. The project site is not designated as an
Agricultural Opportunity Area. There are no agricultural Willamson Act contract lands in unincorporated
Los Angeles Countv except for Catalina Island. There is no forest land on the project site.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, ot cause rezoning H ] ] <
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code §

12220 (g)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources

Code § 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland

Production (as defined in Government Code §

51104(g))?

There is no forest land or imberland zoned Timberland Production within the vicinity of the project site.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of ] ] U] X
forest land to non-forest use?

Thete is no forest land within the vicinity of the project site.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] U] ] X
which, due to their location or nature, could result in

conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or

conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

CC.092513
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There is no forest land or farmland within the vicinitv of the project site. and the project will not result in
the loss of either type of land.

CC.082513
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3. ATR QUALITY

Less Than
Significant
Porentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of L] [] X ]

applicable air quality plans of either the South Coast
AQMD (SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley AQMD
(AVAQMD)?

The proposed project entails subdividing one existing regidential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels.
The project entails the creation of additional residential parcels in an R-A (Residential-Agricultural) zone.

roject site is located within the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The

proposed project is consistent with the underlving land use designation: therefore, the project will not
conflict or obstruct the implementation of the applicable SCAQMD air quality plan.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute ] ] X ]
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

The proposed ptroject entails subdividing an existing residential Jot into two single-family Jots. The project
will not violate any applicable federal or state air quality standards or substantiallv contribute to an existing
ot projected air quality violation,

c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase ] [] X ]
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state

ambient air quality standard (including releasing

emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for

0ZOne precursors)?

The_project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of non-attainment criteria
pollutants. The subdivision of an existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels, individually
or cumulatively, will not exceed the SCAQOMD Air Qualitv Sienificant Thresholds as one additional
residential Jot is in keeping with the densitv set forth in the underlving land use plan.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant L] [] X ]
concentrations?

The project would not result in a_cumulatively considerable net increase of non-attainment criteria
pollutants. Although, residential neighborhoods are more susceptible to poor air quality, the proposed use

is no more intense, in terms of land use, than what already exists. The subdivision of an existing residential
lot into 2 single-family residental parcels, individually or cumulatively, will not exceed the SCAQMD Air

Quality Significant Thresholds.

CC.092513
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e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial L] L] X L]
number of people?

The proposed project of subdividing an existing single-familv _residential lot into two single-family
residential parcels should not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The
roposed project is subject to AQMD Rule 402 which states: “A person shall not discharge from any
source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injurv. detriment,
nuisance. or annoyance to anv considerable number of persons or to the public, or that endanger the
comfort, repose, health or safetv of anv of those persons or the public, or that cause, or have a natural
tendency to cause. injury or damage to business or propetty.” The provisions of this rule shall not applv to
odors emanating from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or

animals.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially  Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant  No
Impacr Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] [ L]

through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice
(USFWS)?

The project site is relatively flat with some non-native grasses and several mature trees, excluding oak and
southern California black walnut species, along the petimeter of the property. The proposed residential
subdivision is located in an urbanized and developed area, and is not located in or near an identified
sensitive environmental area. The California Natural Diversity Database and California Native Plant Society
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants include records of observation for 91 special-status species within
the project region: however, most of these ate not expected to utilize the site because of a combination of
factors relating to geographical range and habitat suitability, in combination with the historv of human

occupancy of the site and immediatelv surrounding area. The exception to this is the possibility that pallid
bat {Autresons pallidus) mav roost on-site within structures or mature trees.

Project conditions will include a requirement that pre-construction surveys for roosting common and
special-status bat be conducted, and the potential impact to special-status species is therefore considered to

be less than significant. Nesting birds, which are protected by state and federal law, are present within
virtually all portions of the Countv and impacts to nesting birds are addressed under (d). below.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive ] H ] =
natural communities (e.g., tiparian habitat, coastal

sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional

wetlands) identified in local or regional plans, policies,

regulations or by CDFW or USFWS?

The project site is entitely developed with existing structures, landscaping, and disturbed areas. and does not
support any sensitive natural communities.

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally or ] L] .
state protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,

marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, and

drainages) or waters of the United States, as defined

by § 404 of the federal Clean Water Act or California

Fish & Game code § 1600, et seq. through direct

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other

means?

X

€C.692513
11/40



The project site does not contain any drainage courses or wetlands meeting the jurisdictional criteria of
either USACE or CDFW.

d) Interfere substantially with the movemeant of any [] ]
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or

with established nattve resident or migratory wildlife

corridots, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites?

X

L]

Qn-site structures and landscaping provide suitable roosting and nesting habitat for native bat and bird

species. Bats are considered non-game mammals and are afforded protection by state law from take and/or
harassment, (Fish and Game Code Section 4150, California Code of Regulations, Section 251.1). Migratory

nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treatv
Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Sectionl0,13). Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and

Game Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and other migratorv nongame

birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA).

Project conditions requiring pre-construction survevs and avoidance measures for roosting bats and nesting
birds will reduce potential impacts to these resources to a less than significant level.

e) Convert oak woodlands (as defined by the state, 1 [] X ]
oak woodlands are oak stands with greater than 10%

canopy cover with oaks at least 5 inch in diameter

measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade) or

otherwise contain oak or other unique native trees

(junipers, Joshuas, southem California black walnut,

etc.)?

There are no_oak, Toshua, juniper, southern California black walnut, or other native trees or woodlands
present on the subject property,

f) Conflict with any Jocal policies or ordinances ] ] H X
protecting biological resources, including Wildflower

Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.36),

the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance (L.A.

County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.56, Part 16), the

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) (L.A. County

Code, Title 22, § 22.56.215), and Sensitive

Environmental Resource Areas (SERAs) (L.A. County

Code, Tide 22, Ch. 22.44, Part 6)?

The project site is not located within a Significant Fcological Area (SEA), SEA Buffer Area, Sensitive
Environmental Resource Area (SERA), or Wildflower Reserve Area. Since there are no oak trees or oak

woodlands located on the project site, there is no conflict with the Tos Angeles County Oak Tree
Ordinance.
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g) Counflict with the provisions of an adopted state, (] L] L] X
regional, or local habitat conservation plan?

The project does not conflict with anv adopted State, regional, or local Habitat Conservation Plan.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significarnt  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] ] X L]

significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

The project site does not contain historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. All
stractures are proposed to be demolished. Although the Spanish character house was built in 1926, it is not

listed on the California Register of Historical Resources or the National Register of Historical Places and is
therefore not considered a historical resource.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] X []
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

The project site does not contain known archaeological resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5
and would not result in anv ground disturbance.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique ] 1 []
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

feature, or contain rock formations indicating

potential paleontological resources?

There are no known paleontological resources on or near the site. There are no unique geological features

or rock formations on or near the project site. If the project is approved. the following text will be a
condition of the approval:

In the event that paleontological resources are encountered during the demolition/construction process, the
proposed project would be required to halt all development activities, contact the Los Angeles County
Natural History Museum and inform them of the encounter. Subsequently, the applicant should retain the
services of a gualified paleontologist. Onlv the paleontologist will be able to tell the contractor when
development activities can recommence.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those ] ] X ]
interred ouiside of formal cemeteries?

There 15 no record of human remains on the project site. If the project is approved, the project will be
conditioned to require the subdivider to halt construction in the vicinity of the discovered human remains,
leaving the remains in place. From that point, the procedures described in Section 7050.5 of the California
Health and Safety Code shall be followed. These procedures require notification of the County Coroner. If
the County Coroner determines that the discovered remains are those of Native American ancestry, then

CC.082613
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the Native American Heritage Commission AHQC) must be notified by_telephone within 24 hours.

Sections 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code describes the procedures to be followed after the
notification of the NAHC,
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6. ENERGY

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Conflict with Los Angeles County Green Building [ H ]

Standards Code (L.A. County Code Title 31)?

The project is subject to and shall comply with the Los Angeles County Green Building Standards Code.

b) Involve the inefficient use of energy resources (sece ] ] [
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines)?

The project is required to comply with the I.A County Green Building Standards Code related to
construction. Appendix F, Section 1 of the CEQA Guidelines requires evaluation of energy efficiency only

for Environmental Impact Reports. The environmental determination for this project is a negative
declaration.

CC.092573
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as L] ] 2 ]

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known active fault trace? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication
42,

The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Therefore. people or
structures on the project site will not be exposed to potendallv substantal adverse effects (Source:
California Geological Survey, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones Map),

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? [] [] = ]

The nroiect site is Jocated 2

roximatelv 2/3 of a mile southwest of the Ravmond Fault. There is no
fault trace within the project site. Therefore, people or structures on the project site will not be exposed
to potential substantial adverse effects (Source: California Geological Survey, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake

Fault Zones Map).

iti) Seismic-related ground failure, including 1 ] []
liquefaction and lateral spreading?

The project site is not located within a desi

Zone Laver).

ated soil liquefaction area (Source: GIS-Net Liquefaction

iv) Landslides? [:] D D X

The project site is not located within anv identified landslide zone.

Survey).

Source: California Geological
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of ] ] X ]
topsoil?

The project site is located within an urbanized area. The proposed project entails a subdivision of one

CC.092513
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existing residential parcel into 2 single-family residental parcels. No grading is proposed as part of the
subdivision and a connection to_the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Svstem (MS4) is not reguired for the
small-scale development. Future construction of residential units will be gubject to grading and/or site
drainage review and have to comply with the Countv’s Low Impact Development (LLID) Ordinance. LID
sets forth requirements to manage storm water runoff and lessen the potential for erosion resulting from
storm water runoff. Thus, the proposed project should not cause substantial soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is ] ] <] ]
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of

the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site

landshide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction

or collapse?

The project site is not located within a designated soil liguefaction area (Source: California Department of

Conservation). The proposed project will be subject to_construction standards imposed by the Department
of Public Works and should therefore not cause soil to become unstable or result in on- or off-site landslide

lateral spreading, subsidence. liguefaction, or collapse.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table D D D
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

The project site is not located on soil identified as expansive. The proposed project would be required to
comply with Tos Angeles County building codes, which includes construction and engineering standards, as
well as any recommendations developed in tandem with a soils or geology report.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the ] O L]
use of onsite wastewater treatinent systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

X

The proposed project does not entail the mstallation of onsite wastewater treatment svstems, since public
sewers are available for the disposal of wastewater.

f) Conflict with the Hillside Management Area [] ] []
Otrdinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, § 22.56.215) or

hillside design standards in the County General Plan

Consetvation and Open Space Element?

The project site does not contain_slopes over 25 percent, and thus does not conflict with the Hillside
Management Area Qrdinance.
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions, either ] L] ]

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
mapact on the environment?

The project entails a subdivision of an existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels on 0.37
net acres. Considering the project is required to comply with the County’s Green Building Ordinance
related to construction and is relativelv small in scale, GHG emissions resulting from water deliverv,
electricity generation, and construction activities will not have a significant impact on the environment.

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, ot Il L] ]
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the '
emissions of greenhouse gases?

The project entails a subdivision of one existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels on 0.37
net acres. Considering the relatively small scale of the project and required compliance with the County’s
Green Building Ordinance. it is not expected that the project will generate GhGs that will have a significant
impact on the environment. Therefore, the project will not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GhGs emissions.
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAYS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant  No
Impacr Incorporated  Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] L] X ]

environment through the routine transport, storage,
production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The residential subdivision project does not include the routine transportation, storage, production, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, or the use of pressurized tanks. The proposed project includes the
demolition of existing structures which will involve the handling and transport of resulting materials and
debris that could include asbestos and lead-based paint. If hazardous materials are discovered, the
construction crew is required to comply with local, state, and Federal laws regulating the handling, transport,
storage, and disposal of such materials. During the construction phase of the project, there mav be minimal
use of hazardous materials, such as solvents, paints, lubricants, and oils. Current local, state, and Federal
laws relating to the use, storage, and disposal of these materials make it unlikely that the project would have
a significant effect on the environment.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the L L] X []
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset

and accident conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials or waste into the environment?

The proposed project could mse hazardous materials such as paints, cleaning agents. aerosol cans.
landscaping-related chemicals. and common household substances such as bleaches during construction
activities on the proposed project site. All uses and storage of these materials would be subject to federal,
state, and local laws pertaining to the use, storage and transportation of these hazardous materials. Most of
the hazardous materials indicated above are allowed to be disposed of at the local Class I and Class IIT
landfills that serve the proposed project site. Since the proposed project would be required to abide by
federal, state. and local laws pertaining to the use, storage. and transportation of these materials, the

likelihood of an accidental release occurring and creating a significant hazard to the public_would be

minimal. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

The residential subdivision project does not include the routine transportation, storage, production, use, ot
disposal of hazardous materials. or the use of pressurized tanks. During the copstruction phase of the
project, there may be minimal use of hazardous materials, such as solvents, paints, lubricants. and oils.
Current Jocal, state, and Federal laws relating to the use, storage, and disposal of these materials make it
unlikelv that the project would have a significant effect on the environment.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] L] <] [
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of sensitive land uses?

The subdivision of one existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels will not generate
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hazardous emissions or result in the handling of acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste. The
demolition phase of the project could involve the handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials
and the construction phase could include the minimal use of hazardous materials, such as solvents, paints,
lubricants, and oils. However, current local, state, and Federal laws relaging to the use, storage, and disposal

of these materials make it unlikelv that the project would have a significant effect on the residences located
within 500 feet of the project site.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] [] [] &
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it

create a significant hazard to the public or the

envirgnment?

The project site is not included on the California Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor

database of clean-up sites and hazardous waste permitred facilities
(http:/ /www.envirostor.disc.ca.gov/public/).

e} For a project located within an airport land use ] H ] <
plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for

people residing or working in the project area?

The project site 1s not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private aistrip, ] L] ] X
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere L] ] X )
with, an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The project will not impair implementation of, or physically interfere, with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving fires, because the
project is located:

i) within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones L] L] ]

CC.092513
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(Zone 4)?

The project site is not located within 2 Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.

if) within a high fire hazard area with inadequate [] (] []
access?

The project site is not within a high fire hazard area with inadequate access. The project site is located
in an urbanized area with easy access to existing major highwavs.

iii) within an area with inadequate water and ] [] ]
pressure to meet fire flow standards?

The water purvevor confirmed, in a letter dated 11/15/13, the existing water system can support the
required fire flow as set forth by the Fire Department.

tv) within proximity to land uses that have the ] ] L]
potential for dangerous fire hazard?

The project site is not located within proximity to land uses with a potential for dangerous fire hazard.
The project site is surrounded by other residential uses and commercial buildings. The proposed project
would be required to comply with all of the requirements of the ].os Angeles County Fire Code.

i) Does the proposed use constitute a potentially ] ] ] [
dangerous fire hazard?

The proposed use does not constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard. The project site is not located
within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The proposed residential subdivision resulting in two lots
does not entail the regular use of large amounts of hazardous or highlv flammable materials or substances.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Significant
Poteptially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [] [] i L]

discharge requirements?

The project site is connected to_an existing nmumicipal wastewater system. A sewer area study was approved
by the Department of Public Works for the proposed two single-family residential parcels. In
unincorporated Los Angeles Countv. the proposed project would be required to comply with the
requirements of the Low-Impact Development Ordinance. in order to control and minimize potentially

polluted runoff. Compliance with these standards should prevent the violation of anv water quality or waste
discharge requirements.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies ot 3 ] ]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such

that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a

lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the

production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would

drop to a level which would not support existing land

uses ot planned uses for which permits have been

granted)?

The project site will be served by a public water svstem and will not make use of local groundwater.

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of ] H 4k T
the site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream ot river, in a manner which would

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The project entails dividing the one existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels. The site is
relativelv level and does not contain anv existing drainage courses. The creation of two_single-family lots
will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site as grading is not proposed as part of the
subdivision request. Anv futare development of the residential lots will be required to submit an approved
drainage plan and comply with LID requirements.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of H ]
the site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, ot substantiaily increase

the rate or amount of sutface runoff in a manner which

would result in flooding on- or off-site?

X

]

The project entails dividing an existing residential lot into 2 single-familv residential parcels. The site 1s
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relatively level and does not contain anv existing drainage courses. The land division will not substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site as no grading is proposed as part of the subdivision request.
Any future development of the residential lots will be required to _submit an approved drainage plan and
comply with IIID requirements.

e) Add water features or create conditions in which [] [] ] ]
standing water can accumulate that could increase

habitat for mosquitoes and other vectors that transmit

diseases such as the West Nile virus and result in

increased pesticide use?

The creation of two single family lots from one lot, with no immediate plans to construct single-family
homes, would not increase habitat for mosquitoes and other vectors resulting in increased pesticide use.
Any proposed water features in conjunction with single-family residences are reviewed as part of the routine
permitting process. The review includes ensuring proposed water features have a water circulation
component.

f) Create or contribute runoff water which would [] ] X ]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater

drainage systems or provide substantial additional

sources of polluted runoff?

Subdividing the project site resulting in 2 residential lots would not create additional impervious surfaces
that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage svstems. Future construction of
residences will be subject to site drainage review and the LID Ordinance. The County’s storm drainage
conveyance system (MS4) collects residential stormwater discharge that is not absorbed onsite and is
required to comply with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

g) Generate construction or post-construction runoff ] Ll []
that would violate applicable stormwater NPDES

permits or otherwise significantly affect surface water

or groundwater quality?

The project will be required to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination Svstem
(“NPDES”) reguirements and any future construction of residences will be subject to_the County’s Low

Impact Development to minimize or reduce runoff. These collective measures should prevent violation of
applicable stormwater permits and negative impacts to surface waters or ground\vater quality.

h) Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact ) ] ]
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12,
Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52)?

The project will be required to comply with the Los Angeles County Low-Impact Development Ordinance.
i) Result in point or nonpoint source pollutant ] ] = ]
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discharges into State Water Resources Control Board-
designated Areas of Special Biological Significance?

The project site is located in the San Gabriel Vallev, approximately 20 miles from the coastal portions of
Los Angeles County and utilizes the municipal storm drain system. Since the proposed project is subject to
the County’s Low-Impact Development Ordinance, adherence to the requirements should prevent anv

substantial amount of nonpoint sources of po].lutants.

The project site is not located in the vicinity of a State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”)-
ated Area of Special Biological Significance identified on the SCRCB website (Source:

i) Use onsite wastewater treatment systems in ateas ] ] []
with known geological limitations (e.g. high

groundwater) or in close proximity to surface water

(including, but not limited to, streams, lakes, and

drainage course)?

The proposed project does not entail the use of onsite wastewater treatment systems.

k) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] ] < ]

The proposed project of subdividing one existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels will
not otherwise substantiallv degrade water qualitv. The proposed project will be connected to the existing

public water and sewer systems.

) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as L] ] 1 X
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map, ot within a floodway or floodplain?

The project site is not located within a 100-vear flood hazard area as mapped by a Federal Emergency
Management Agency (“FEMA”™) Flood Insurance Rate Map (“"FIRM™).

m) Place structures, which would impede or redirect ] 1 L X
flood flows, within a 100-year flood hazard area,
floodway, or floodplain?

The project site is not located within a 100-vear flood hazard area as mapped by a Federal Emergency

Management Agency (“FEMA”) Flood Insurance Rate Map (“FIRM™).

n) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of O ] ] B
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a tesult of the failure of a levee or dam?
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The project site is not located within a 100-vear flood hazard area as _mapped by a Federal Emergency
Management Agency (“FEMA”) Flood Insurance Rate Map (“FIRM”). The project site is not located
within a dam inundation area, as identified by the Los Angeles County CEQ/ITS Emergency Management
Systems.

0) Place structures in areas subject to inundation by ] L] ] X
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The project site is not located within a_flood zone, dam inundation area, landslide zone, or tsunami
inundation zone.
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11. TAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant
Porenrially Impacrwith  Less Than
Significant  Mivigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impacr
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? [l L] X ]

The proposed project entails subdividing an existing residential lot into two parcels and would not result in
a phvsical division of an established communitv. The project does not reguire the construction of new
freewavs, rail lines, flood control channels, and the project will conform to the existing street grid.

b} Be inconsistent with the applicable County plans ] ] ]
for the subject property including, but not limited to,

the General Plan, specific plans, local coastal plans,

area plans, and community/neighborhood plans?

The proposed project entails subdividing an existing residential lot into two parcels. The propertv’s land use
categorv is Low Density Residential (1-6 dwelling units/acre) within the Countvwide Land Use Plan. The

land use designation is designed for the establishment of single-familv residential developments. The
proposed project of 2 residential parcels on 0.37 acres is consistent with this categorv of the countywide
General Plan.

¢) Be inconsistent with the County zoning ordinance ] L] ]
as applicable to the subject property?

consistent with the R-A zoning clasmﬁcatlon The applicant is requesting zeduced street flontage and

required lot width of 54’ while the CSD requires 60’ for both standards (based on the size of the proposed

lots).

The standard minitmuam lot width i1s 50°: however, when another ordinance in Title 22 imposes a
different standard, the more stringent standard applies. Currently 42% of properdes within a 500’ radius of
the project site do not meet the 60° street frontage and required minimum lot width requirements as

imposed by the East Pasadena-San Gabriel CSD.

d) Conflict with Hillside Management criteria, ] L] ]
Significant Ecological Areas conformance criteria, or
other applicable land use criteria?

X

The project site does not contain anv area exceeding 25 percent in slope and is not subject to the
requirements of the Hillside Management Ordinance.
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12. MINERAL RESQURCES

Less Than
Significant
Porentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] [] ] X

resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

The project will not result in the loss of availability of 2 known mineral resource, as the project site is not
identified as 2 mineral resource area on the Los Angeles County Natural Resource Areas map.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- Il ] O]
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on

a local general plan, specific plan or other land use

plan?

The project would not result in the loss of availability of a locallv-important mineral resource recoverv site,
as the project site is not identified as a mineral resource area on the Los Angeles County Natural Resource
Areas map.
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13. NOISE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impacr Incorporated Impact Impacr
Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise D L] X []

levels in excess of standards established in the County
General Plan or noise ordinance (los Angeles County
Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.08), or applicable standards
of other agencies?

The project would not result in exposure of petsons to, ot generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in rhe Countv No1se O1d1nance or the General Plan Noise Element (GPNE). The project site 1s

) ort, industrial site). but is approximatelv a tenth of a mile or 528
feet from arterial State Highwav Route 19 (Rosemead Boulevard). According to the GPNE, an arterial
highwav at roughly 50’ from the project site produces noise measuring 65 decibels (dB) to 95 dB. depending
on the vehicle twpe. The GPNE likens noise heard at 65 dB to the sound produced by an electrical

trpewriter set 10’ awav and the noise heard at 95dB to the sound produced by a newspaper press.

The project will conform to Tite 12 Chapter 12.08 (“Noise Control Ordinance™) of the Los Angeles
County Code, which sets forth 45 decibels (db) as the exterior noise level for nighttime (between 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m.) and 50dB for davtime (7 a.m. to 10 p.un.) in residential areas (Noise Zone II). The project site
will not create noise in excess of these limits, nor will residents of the project be exposed to noise in excess

of these limits. The Noise Control Ordinance regulates construction noise and the hours of operation of

mobile construction equipment. The T.os Angeles Countvy General Plan Noise Element does not provide
thresholds for noise.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive L] [l B4 ]
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Although the project is located within an established residential neighborhood, it would not expose sensitive
receptors to excessive noise levels. The project proposes the same use as what currently exists. Further, the
project will complv with Tifle 12 Chapter 12.08 (“Noise Control Ordinance™) of the Los Angeles County
Code which sets ambient noise levels for various noise zones and limits construction noise to 75dB during
the davtime in single-familv residential areas.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise L] ] X Ll
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

without the project, including noise from parking

areas?

The project proposes subdivision of an existing residential lot into 2 parcels. The project should not

genetate sionificant vehicle noise from traffic and parking. The project would not result in a substantial

permanent increase in ambient noise in the project vicinity above current levels, including noise from
parking areas. Anv noise generated by additional single-family residences would be similar to ambient noise
levels in the area, which is developed with single-family residences at a similar density.
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in [] N ]
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels

existing without the project, including noise from

amplified sound systems?

The project entails the subdivision of an existing residential lot into 2 patcels. Although the subdivision
project includes demolition, the construction activity as well as all future activity will be reguired to comply
with the imits set forth in the Los Angeles County Noise Control Ordinance. Associated vehicle noise
from traffic and parking should not generate significant temporary or petiodic increase in ambient noise
levels. The project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise in the project
vicinity above current levels, including noise from parking ateas. Any noise generated by additional single-
family residences would be in keeping with the cutrent ambient noise levels in the area, which s developed
I with single-family residences at a similar density. The subdivision should not create a substantial temporary

or periodic_new mnoise source, or result in anv significant impacts related to a substantial increase in
temporary noise.

e} For a project located within an airport land use ] L] L] X
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, ] ] ]
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The El Monte Airport is approximately 2.5
miles to the southeast of the project site.

CC.082513
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Significant
Porendally Impactwith  Less Than
Significant Mirigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] ] <] 1

either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The project proposes one additional single familv lot which would not induce substantial growth in the area.
The project site is located in a well established urban residential development.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, L] [] H
especially affordable housing, necessitating the '
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The creation of 2 single-familv residential parcels includes demolition of the existing housing unit: but the
resulting subdivision will produce a gain of one additional housing unit. There are no affordable housing
units onsite: therefore, replacement housing elsewhere is not necessary.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, ] Ll X ]
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

The creation of 2 single-family parcels will not displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Residents of adjacent properties will be able to access their
respective properties during and after construction of the proposed project.

d) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local ] L] ]
population projections?

The project would not exceed official regional or local population projections. The proposed 2 single-
family parcels will not exceed this projection and is consistent with the density permitted by the Countywide
General Plan. The creation of 1 additional single-familv parcel should not alter the growth rate of the
population beyond that projected in the County General Plan.
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than

Significant
Porentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant Mitigarion Significanr  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impacr

a) Would the project create capacity ot service level
problems, or result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new ot
physically altered governmental facilities in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

Fire protection? ] ] [

The Fire Department has not indicated any significant effects on fire response time, service level, or
facilities. The nearest Los Angeles County Fire Station (#5) is approximatelv 1.1 miles, shortest drive route

to the northeast of the project site. No additional fire facilities are required for this project.

Sheriff protection? L1 ] X L]

The project would not create capacity or service level problems or result in substantial adverse physical
impacts. The project site is approximately 1.3 miles, shortest drive route, from the Temple Sheriff’s Station.

The proposed project will add new permanent residents to the project site but not enough to substantially
reduce service ratjos.

Schools? ] ] X L]

The project site is located within the Temple Citv Unified School District. Considering the scale of the
project, the two single-family parcels are not expected to create a capacity problem for the School District.

The project will be required o pay school impact fees to address the increase in population. at a rate to be
determined by the school district.

Parks? [] [] []

The project will be conditioned to pav Quimby Fees

er Los Angeles Countr Code Section 21.28.140. No

trails are required. The nearest County park is Michillinda Park, located approximately one mile to _the
northeast.

Libraries? ] ] < ]

The project will be conditioned to pav the librarv fees per Los Angeles County Code Section 22.72. The
proposed project will generate 2 residential units, and thus increase the population. The population increase
is not substantial and will not diminish Los Angeles County Public Librarv’s capacity to serve the project
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site and the surrounding community. The Temple Citv Library is located a
drive route, southeast of the project site.

roximately 2.1 miles, shortest

Other public facilities? ] [] L

The_project is not perceived to create capacitv or service level problems or result in substantial adverse
physical impacts for anv other public facility.

CC.092513
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16. RECREATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Would the project increase the use of existing ] M L]

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Review of the project by the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation has not disclosed
that the project would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional patks or other recreational

facilities contributing to substantial or accelerated phvsical deterioration of such facilities,

b) Docs the project include neighborhood and ] L] [}
regional parks or other recreational facilities or require

the construction or expansion of such facilities which

might have an adverse physical effect on the

environment?

The project does not include recreational facilities. Since the project does not entail a dedication of park
space, the subdivider will be required to pav in-lieu Quimbv fees to satisfy the park obligation. No

construction or expansion of recreational facilities is required.

¢) Would the project intetfere with regional open [] L] L] X
space connectivity?

There are no regional trails located in the vicinity or on the project site. There are no expected impacts to
regional open space connectivity. The project is proposed in an established urban neighborhood.
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17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant  No
Impacrt Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or ] [ ] ]

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance. or policy establishing a measure of

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. The growth proposed by the project is
accounted for in the Baseline Growth Forecast of the 2008 Southern California Association of

Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which provided the basis for developing the land use

assumptions at the regional and small-area levels that established the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
Alternative.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion L] L] X L]
management program (CMP), including, but not

limited to, level of service standards and travel

demand measures, or other standards established by

the CMP for designated roads or highways?

The project entails a subdivision of one existing residential lot into 2 single-familv residential parcels. The

traffic impacts of the project have been reviewed and cleared by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works (DPW).

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including ] L] ] X
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

The project site is not located near a public or private airstrip and will not encroach into air traffic patterns.

d) Substantially mncrease hazards due to a design ] [] [] X
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

The project entails the subdivision of one existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels. The
project does not entail creating sharp curves or dangerous intersections or incompatible uses. Therefore,
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there will be no increased hazards due to design features,

¢) Result in inadequate emergency access? L] ] < U]

The proposed project of creating one additional residential parcel would not block or provide inadequate

emergency access for the project itself or make existing emergency access to off-site properties inadequate.

Emergency access has been reviewed and cleared by the Los Angeles Countv Fire Departrment.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs [l ] X ]
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance ot

safety of such facilities?

The project site is located along a proposed Class IIT bike route identified on the 2012 Bikeways Master
Plan. Occupation of the two single family homes along the proposed bike route would not impede the use
of these faciliies or reasonably decrease the performance or safetv of such facilides. Construction of road
Improvements may temporarily impede the use of the bike route in front of subject property. There are no
transit overlay districts. The subdivider is required to construct a sidewalk in front of the proposed project,

Currently, sidewalks onlv exist on the corners at the west end of Ardendale Avenue. Therefore the

proposed project would make a small improvement in the existing pedestrian pathway svstem. The closest

bus stop is located at the northwest corner of Ardendale Avenue/Rosemead Boulevard. Access to and use

of this facility would not be impacted by the proposed project. Overall, there will be minimal negative

impact resulting from the proposed project.
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18, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant
Potenrially Impactwith  Less Than No
Sionificant Mitigation Significant Impa
Impact Incorporated Impact ct
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of L] [] X ]
either the Los Angeles or Lahontan Regional Water
Quality Control Boards?

The creation of 1 additional residential parcel is not expected to exceed treatment requirements of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Boards. All public wastewater disposal (sewer) svstems are

required to obtain and operate under the terms of an NPDES (National Pollution Discharge Flimination

System)_permit, which is issued by the local Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCE). All
municipal wastewater treatment facilities are required to obtain NPDES permits from the RWQCB and

anv project which would connect to such a svstem would be required to comply with the same standards

imposed by the NPDES permit. Thus, project conformity with NPDES permit standards is achieved by
the time residential units connect to the publicly owned treatment works.

b) Create water or wastewater system capacity L] ] ]
problems, or result in the construction of new water or

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of

existing facilities, the construction of which could

cause significant environmental effects?

The creation of 1 additional residential parcel should not create a water or wastewater svstem capacity
problem nor result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities. The project site will
be served by a public water svstem. which has issued a “will serve” letter for the proposed subdivision,

c) Create drainage system capacity problems, ot H O 4 L
result in the construction of new storm water drainage

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant

environmental effects?

The Department of Public Works’ review of the project indicates that the project would not create
drainage svstem capacity problems, and no construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities is required. The Countv’s Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance was
created to deal with stormwater runoff from new projects. Future construction of residential units will be
required to comply with the LID Ordinance.

d) Have sufficient reliable water supplies available to [ L] < ]
serve the project demands from existing entitlements

and resources, considering existing and projected

water demands from other land uses?

CC.082512
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The project will have sufficient reliable water supplies available to serve the project demands from existing
entitlements and resources. The project site will be served by a public water system, which hag 1ssued a

(44

will serve” letter for the proposed subdivision.

e) Create energy utility (electricity, natural gas, L] ] ]

propane) system capacity problems, or tesult in the
construction of new energy facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

The creation of 1 additional single-family residences will not significantly impact the availabilitv of adequate
energy supplies and should not create energv utilitv capacitv problems or result in the construction of new
energy facilities or expansion of existing facilides. In addition. anv future construction will be subject to
the Green Building Ordinance, which is required to provide energv saving measures to further reduce the

amount of energv consumed by the proposed project.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted ] ] ]
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

Development at the proposed density at this location is planned for under the existing Los Angeles County

Reglonal Waste Management Plan. The subdivision proposal, to create 2 residential parcels, should not
significantly impact solid waste disposal capacity due to its small scale.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and L] ]
regulations related to solid waste?

X

[]

The project would be reguired to comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to

solid waste. The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 requires the Countv of Los Angeles
to attain specific waste diversion goals. Additdonally, when households retain waste hauler services
contracted with the County, residences receive one container for recvclable materials and one for green
waste in addition to the trash container. Households can also receive one additional green waste container
and one recyclable container at no extra cost upon request in an effort to achieve the waste diversion goals
through increased recvcling access (California Solid Waste Rense and Recvcling Access Act of 1991). The
project will include sustainable elements to ensure compliance with all federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. It is anticipated that these project elements will comply with federal
state, and local statutes and regulations to reduce the amount of solid waste. The project will not displace
an existing or proposed waste disposal, recycling, or diversion site,
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactwith  Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impacr Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the ] ] []

quality of the eavironment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

The project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. substantiallv reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a_fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or elimmnate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistorr. As analvzed in the Initial Studv sections above, the proposed project will have no
mmpact or less than significant impact in all these areas.

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve ] [ X ]
short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of
Jong-term environmental goals?

The proposed project does not achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals. Although
less than required street frontage and average lot width, per the CSD, are being requested, the proposed use
and density complies with the County General Plan and all other requirements set forth by the Zoning
Otrdinance. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact.

c) Does the project have impacts that are individually O ] B4 ]
himited, but cumulatively considerable?

("Cumulatively considerable” means that the

incremental effects of a project are considerable when

viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,

the effects of other current projects, and the effects of

probable future projects)?

The proposed project does not have cumulative impacts. The proposed project will not induce growth, as
the project does not require additional infrastructure bevond that necessary to serve the project. Since,
there aren’t any impacts that could be deemed cumulatively considerable, the proposed project would have a
less than significant impact.
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d) Does the project have environmental effects which ] [] L]
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

The project entails subdividing an existing residential lot into 2 single-family residential parcels in an R-A

esidential-Agricultural) zone. The proposed project would not threaten the health, safetv or welfare of

human beings. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on human beings.
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Marie A. Pavlovic

From: Rees Clark [editOr@tchsalumni.org]
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Franklin Ruedel

Subject: Ruedel Ardendale House

Dear Franklin,

It was good to meet you again in February. I enjoyed talking about times past and old
friends.

I’m sorry to hear that your Ardendale house is threatened by redevelopment, of which there
has in my opinion been a surfeit in recent years in the “county strip” west of Rosemead.

The continous replacement of medium-size lots and true single family dwellings with mini-
streets and McMansions has increased density, overloaded schools and utilities, stolen
sunshine from neighbors and created an increasingly treeless landscape that is troubling to
those of us who grew up in a more natural environment.

Walk-throughs of houses under construction before wall sheathing in many houses I examined
while my late mother still lived nearby easily reveals structural elements — such as
abutments for future partitions and provision for additional doors in hallways — intended to
increase household populations even further after issuance of occupancy certificates.

As a former county planning assistant I feel confident saying that many of the new dwellings
do not fit the original definition of the zoning types assigned decades ago.

As head of the TCHS alumni assn. {www.tchsalumni.org), I'm certain the majority of our
contemporaries feel the same way. Of course my commentary is my own and does not necessarily
reflect the opinions of others.

I wish you well in your effort to preserve the old neighborhood.
Best wishes,

Rees Clark, Ph.D.



Marie A. Pavlovic

From: Franklin Ruedel [taxprofrank@frankruedel.com]

Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 8:45 PM

To: Marie A. Pavlovic

Subject: Additional comments for Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale Ave san Gabriel, CA91775
Attachments: Ruedel Ardendale House

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Ms. Pavlovic

Here is an email that | received form a class mate of mine who use to live in the area of the house at 8828 Ardendale.
Please add these comments to the file. This further substantiates my position that Los Angeles County needs to protect
its areas of value for its own and the public large benefits so as to reinforce the property values and the historicity of
the area.

Here’s to my being there on the 8". Thanks for listening.

Franklin J. Ruedel, EA

The Tax Professional with the "CAN DO" Attitude
If you are not familiar with EA, PLEASE ASK?

Tax and Audit referrals appreciated

San Gabriel, CA91775

Tel: 626-286-9662 Fax: 626-285-2107

E-mail: taxprofrank@frankruedel.com , http://www.frankruedel.com , http://www.facebook.com/TaxProFrank,

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLAIMER:

Unless expressly stated otherwise in this transmission, nothing contained in this message is intended to be used, nor may it
be relied upon or used by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding penalties that may have been imposed on the taxpayer
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 as amended; and by any person to support the promotion and/or marketing of, or
to recommend any Federal tax transaction(s) or matter(s) addressed in this message.

Confidentiality Notice: This communication and any accompanying document(s) are confidential and privileged. They are
intended for the sole use of intended recipient. If you receive this transmission in error, you are hereby advised that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please contact me at taxprofrank@frankruedel.com, or by telephone at 626-286-
9662, and then permanently delete this E-mail including all attachments. Thank you

From: Marie A. Pavlovic [mailto:mpavlovic@planning.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 8:48 AM

To: Franklin Ruedel

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale Ave san Gabriel, CAS1775

Good morning Mr. Ruedel,
That’s correct, a decision will not be rendered at tomorrow’s hearing; the matter will be continued to April g

No, Regional Planning does not require a permit for the subsequently added driveway.
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Best regards,

Marie Pavlovic

Land Divisions

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA 920012

(213) 974-6433

From: Franklin Ruedel [ mailto:taxprofrank@frankruedel.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 7:28 PM

To: Marie A. Pavlovic

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale Ave san Gabriel, CA91775

Thanks for the reply and | gather from the change in the hearing date that | can wait and come to the April 8" date?

It sounds to me that the county by reviewing its own rules would not be in a positon to grant the request regardless of
my comments is that correct?

There is another question that | should have asked does the county need a permit on file for the curved drive way added
during the years after 20027 Thanks

Franklin J. Ruedel, EA

The Tax Professional with the "CAN DO" Attitude
If you are not familiar with EA, PLEASE ASK?

Tax and Audit referrals appreciated

San Gabriel, CA 91775

Tel: 626-286-9662 Fax: 626-285-2107

E-mail: taxprofrank@frankruedel.com, http://www.frankruedel.com , http://www.facebook.com/TaxProFrank ,

Confidentiality Notice: This communication and any accompanying document(s) are confidential and privileged. They
are intended for the sole use of intended recipient. If you receive this transmission in error, you are hereby advised that
any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact me at taxprofrank@frankruedel.com, or by
telephone at 626-286-9662, and then permanently delete this E-mail including all attachments. Thank you

From: Marie A. Pavlovic [mailto:mpavlovic@planning.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 5:07 PM

To: Franklin Ruedel

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san Gabriel, CA91775

Mr. Ruedel,

Thank you for the clarification. Your concerns will be looked into.
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As for the RPC Hearing scheduled for Feb. 18" — the Department is extending the CEQA review period and will be asking
the Commission to continue the matter to April 8, 2015. Therefore, the Commission will not make a decision at the
February hearing date. The Staff Memo to the RPC has been distributed to the Commissioners and posted online at

http://planning.lacounty.gov/case/view/r2013-02483/

Best regards,

Marie Pavlovic

Land Divisions

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 974-6433

From: Franklin Ruedel [mailto:taxprofrank@frankruedel.com]
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 8:52 AM
To: Marie A. Pavlovic

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san Gabriel, CA91775

Franklin J. Ruedel, EA

The Tax Professional with the "CAN DO" Attitude

From: Marie A. Pavlovic [mailto:mpavlovic@planning.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 8:41 AM

To: Franklin Ruedel

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san Gabriel, CA91775

Mr. Ruedel,

Thank you for the photographs. When were these taken? [Franklin Ruedel, EA] 2002 As you can see this was a very
handsome and beautiful home at one time.

Vehicles may be parked in the driveway which is the path leading from the road to the garage. The code doesn’t seta
limit as to how many cars may be parked in the driveway (§22.20.025).[Franklin Ruedel, EA] | have seen between 2-3
vehicles parked on the lawn as well as the drive way at different times when | have driven by. The tan pickup truck is the
one which is most usually on the lawn.

Also, would you be able to elaborate on what is “going on in the back of the lot” that can’t be seen from the
street?[Franklin Ruedel, EA] Since | have no excess to the back of the property my only reference is what the neighbor

told me when we were visiting. There is a aluminum laying up against the roll away gate to keep the dogs back other
than that | cannot see what is happening.

Thank you,
Marie Pavlovic

Land Divisions
Department of Regional Planning



320 W. Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA %0012
(213) 974-6433

From: Franklin Ruedel [mailto:taxprofrank@frankruedel.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 08, 2015 10:30 PM

To: Marie A. Pavlovic

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san Gabriel, CA91775

Ms.

There is another item that a neighbor noted to me that the owner of the property has something going on in the back of
the lot not observable from the front of the lot which may very well needs to be check out for the benefit of the county
and the community in general.

I also mention that for the preservation of the area | am most surprised that the county would allow the parking of

numerous cars on the lawn of the property which again is to the detriment of the value of the property for the benefit of
the county.

To further justify my observation about the house and its former beauty | have included several pictures for the file.

You mentioned that the current owner’s desires are also a consideration well if this property could entice someone to
bring it back to its original luster then the lot split would not bring the highest and best use for the benefit of the
county’s property values. Further it would cause the value of other parcels to deteriorate as well. This property isin a
key location for the preservation of the whole easterly end of the street and property values for the tax to be gained by
the county.

Franklin J. Ruedel, EA

The Tax Professional with the "CAN DO" Attitude
If you are not familiar with EA, PLEASE ASK?

Tax and Audit referrals appreciated

San Gabriel, CA 91775

Tel: 626-286-9662 Fax: 626-285-2107

E-mail: taxprofrank@frankruedel.com , http://www.frankruedel.com , http://www.facebook.com/TaxProFrank,

Confidentiality Notice: This communication and any accompanying document(s) are confidential and privileged. They
are intended for the sole use of intended recipient. If you receive this transmission in error, you are hereby advised that
any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact me at taxprofrank@frankruedel.com, or by
telephone at 626-286-9662, and then permanently delete this E-mail including all attachments. Thank you

From: Marie A. Pavlovic [mailto:mpavlovic@planning.lacounty.gov]

Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2015 5:05 PM

To: Franklin Ruedel

Subject: RE: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san Gabriel, CA91775




Dear Mr. Ruedel,

Thank you for commenting on the proposed development. In reviewing the project, | did see that the house was built in
1926, but did not learn of the home’s history which can really only be learned through word of mouth, personal
accounts, or a historical society that curates such information — thank you for sharing the home’s history. | have noted
your concerns and included your email in the RPC Package and highlighted your concerns in the staff report. All case
related information, including the above-mentioned documents and the documents which you've specifically requested
are available in pdf format at the following link:

http://planning.lacounty.gov/case/view/r2013-02483/

The RPC Package goes to the Commission and they will consider all information and make a decision that balances the
needs of the community and the needs of the property owner. Unfortunately, Regional Planning does not have an
official petition form. But if you'd like to put one together to provide me with | will include it in the package.

Again, thank you for your valuable input.

Sincerely,

Marie Pavlovic

Land Divisions

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 974-6433

From: Franklin Ruedel [http://planning.lacounty.gov/case/view/r2013-02483/
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2015 12:34 AM

To: Marie A. Pavlovic

Subject: FW: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san Gabriel, CA91775

From: Franklin Ruedel

Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 10:54 PM

To: 'mpavloic@lacounty.gov'

Subject: Report 2013-02483 8828 ardendale ave san gabriel, CA91775

Ms Pavloic

I am very much concerned about the proposed project for the above address in San Gabriel Northern section. | would
first like to have a copy of the proposal as | did see it at the Library but hopefully you can forward a pdf version as an
attachment. Thank you

As a starter | am concerned for the historicity of the area. Residence was built in 1926 after being purchased by a
Canadian lady in 1920 she developed it as her winter home a get away from her Canadian residence. Then it was owned
by a family form the Southern part of our great land. Then a family owned who had a Spanish maid who painted the
kitchen cabinets with her own special way of painting. There were other families who also owned this house and each
added to her beauty. She is built with Spanish architecture which is so demising today | the look alike houses that are
now being built.

The homes on the easterly end of Ardendale from 8828 westerly were all there much older than the homes going west
as they were built in the 50’s. The electric grid stops with this house and picks up again for the rest of the street. Her
roofing tile cannot be replaced today. She withstood the Tihapi earth quake, then the Whittier, Sylmar and others.
When the county came by to verify that she was still sound to live in after the Whittier quake she was given a good bill
of health. Since her type of construction could move with the quake and protect the residence who lived there.
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The residence to the east of her is the 3" generation same owner. To the east of that is again an home which has been
there many years back into the 1930’s or before the next house was built in 1935
The house just before the corner also there since the 1930 and before. The house across the street was owned my

Mayes the original owner of all the land in the area before any development had begun. Hence why the north and south
street just east of her is known as Mayesdale.

| tell you all of this to state that this house along with the westerly end of the street is one that should be kept and
brought back to her original condition and not be allowed to further deteriorate . | could just go on about the
neighborhood and its richness and how we need not make this change.

One item | bring to your attention is how the county has kept the wealth in the homes west of the electrical lines and let
the wealth leave the homes east of the electrical lines. |1 am available to answer what further questions you might have
as to this house and the neighborhood and await your response to my request that this lot split be denied. And keep the
home as one to be preserved for generations to come to enjoy her for she truly a grand place to let live not to destroy.

By the way why a side walk to nowhere in the middle of the block. You see this street has the original rolled tar on both
side of the street which tells you that it was there when the area was grape vineyard as it was named Invendale, and we
have Muscatel, Sultana, Duarte, all grape names then the land became rich orange groves prior to the 50’s these rolled
streets are on Duarte, Ardendale and Emperor all original streets of the neighborhood had the rolled curbs while the
newer streets have the traditional curbs and gutters. Then there is the gutter just to the east of her which runs from
nowhere to nowhere.

So come back with your questions and let me give you a second thought on this change and help you to realize how
much more tax dollar she will be worth in keeping her alive and not destroying her and a project come in that brings
down the county tax valuation. Yes | will do my best to be at this hearing also request that she be preserved.

If you have an prescribed petition send to me and | will endeavor to get some more names for you. Come to our side of
the greater San Gabriel Valley which is bigger than San Fernando valley and | can have the pleasure of showing you of
why this house has history and not destroy her.

Franklin J. Ruedel, EA

The Tax Professional with the "CAN DO" Attitude
If you are not familiar with EA, PLEASE ASK?

Tax and Audit referrals appreciated

San Gabriel, CA 91775

Tel: 626-286-9662 Fax: 626-285-2107

E-mail: taxprofrank@frankruedel.com, http://www.frankruedel.com, http://www.facebook.com/TaxProFrank,

Confidentiality Notice: This communication and any accompanying document(s) are confidential and privileged. They
are intended for the sole use of intended recipient. If you receive this transmission in error, you are hereby advised that
any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact me at taxprofrank@frankruedel.com, or by
telephone at 626-286-9662, and then permanently delete this E-mail including all attachments. Thank you
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