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PROJECT BACKGROUND

As you may recall, Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 47449-(5) was a subdivision proposal for 92
single-family lots and one driveway lot in the RPD-10,000-3U (Residential Planned Development
10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Lot Area — Three Dwelling Units per Acre), A-1-1 (Light
Agricultural — One Acre Minimum Required Lot Area} and O-S {Open Space) zones, located
southerly of Valley Center Avenue, westerly of San Dimas Avenue and nartherly of Calle Bandera in
the San Dimas Zoned District. The proposal also requires approvat of Oak Tree Permit Case No.
99-028-(5) to authorize the removal of 472 oak trees and encroach into the protected zone of 67 oak
trees. Public hearings regarding this case have been held on February 9, 2005, August 24, 2005
and December 7, 2005.

At the August 24, 2005 public hearing, a conceptual redesign of the project was presented for your
Commission's consideration. The applicant presented a project of 70 single-family lots, one park tot
and one open space lot. The project also proposed a bridge connection from San Dimas Avenue as
well as significant reduction in the number of oak tree removals. The case was continued to
December 7, 2005 to aillow the applicant time before the Los Angeles County Subdivision
Committee {“Subdivision Committee”} for technical review before returning before the Commission,
and on December 7 was taken off calendar to allow sufficient time to complete revisions to the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (‘EiR”) and technical clearances of the subdivision.

REDESIGNED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project has been redesigned to 70 single-family lots and six open space lots (including one park lot)
and reviewed by Subdivision Committee on March 6, 2006. The number of oak tree removals has also
been reduced from 472 removals to 129 oak tree removals with encroachment into the protected zone of
24 paks. Revisions to the Draft EIR have also been prepared for the redesigned project and has been
circulated for public review,
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The following is a summary of the changes from the previous design:
»  Access

The previous project of 92 single-family homes required two means of access to the property. As the
project has been reduced to 70 single-family lots, only one means of access may be provided. The
access to the project site is now proposed as “A” Street, a private driveway and fire lane, from San
Dimas Avenue to the east with a clear-span bridge approximately 700 feet long. The bridge is proposed
to be 35.5 feet wide with 28 feet of roadway paving and a 5.5 foot-wide sidewalk on one side. Internal
access, "B” Street, “D” Street and “E” Street, are also private driveway-fire lanes 58 feet and 60 feet
wide, and all access including the bridge would be maintained by the development’'s homeowners’
association,

Emergency access is proposed from Calle Bandera, currently a gated tap street to the south within the
City of San Dimas (“San Dimas”). Only emergency personnel is proposed to have ability to use this
connection for emergency purposes. The tentative map also indicates access for utilities which should
be clarified and consistent with information in the Draft EIR.

= Oak tree removals

The oak tree permit was originally filed to request the removal of 472 oak trees and encroachment
into the protected zone of 67 oak trees. An amended oak tree report dated April 11, 2005, has been
prepared for the current project design which indicates 129 oak tree removals and encroachment
into the protected zone of 24 oak trees. Much of this reduction resuits from the elimination of the
second means of access that went through the property to the north for eventual connection to
Valley Center Avenue. Mitigation for the oak tree removals is recommended at a ratio of 2:1 for a
total of 258 oak tree replacement plantings. A total of 1,904 oak trees were evaluated as part of the
amended oak tree report.

*  Grading and development footprint

Project grading has also been reduced from 690,000 cubic yards to approximately 230,000 cubic yards
of grading to be balanced onsite. Proposed retaining walls are depicted up to 15 feet high with up to
eight-foot retaining walls along “A” Street near Lot Nos. 3, 4 and 5, and the maximum 15-foot retaining
wall within Lot Nos. 51 and 52. Filling of canyons is no longer proposed with the proposal for a clear-
span bridge, and approximately 1,740 linear feet of retaining walls have been removed along Valley
Center Avenue and San Dimas Avenue from the project. Exhibit Nos. 4-7 and 4-8 in the revisions to
the Draft EIR depict offsite grading rather than the retaining walls that are shown on the tentative map;
the proposal for either retaining walls or offsite grading should be clarified and appropriate documents
updated to reflect the correct project proposal.

The development footprint has also been reduced from 45.7 acres to 33.5 acres, leaving an additional
12.2 acres of area as undeveloped.

*»  Open space and trail

The project proposes 27 acres of open space, including a 1.25-acre paseo depicted as Lot No. 72, along
the southern property boundary line and adjacent to Loma Vista Park within San Dimas. The trail from
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San Dimas Avenue is also proposed to being realigned in conjunction with a larger trailhead staging
area off of San Dimas Avenue. Lot Nos. 71 and 73 are proposed to be donated to a conservancy; Lot
Nos. 72. 74 and 75 will be owned and maintained by the homeowners’ association.

The project also proposes two phases: Phase | inciudes the eastern portion with bridge access from San
Dimas Avenue; Phase Il includes the western portion with the sewer connection point to the west. The
project design has been reviewed by the Subdivision Committee for technical feasibility and
recommended project conditions are attached. Not all technical holds have been fully resolved and are
discussed in further detail below.

All correspondence received from the last public hearing has been included.

STAFF ANALYSIS

During the August 24 public hearing, your Commission reviewed a conceptual design of the project. Six
persons testified from the public, including one person representing the San Dimas City Council, one
person in support of the project and four in opposition. The following are project issues for the
Commission's consideration in the evaluation of this redesign:

* View impacts

The project’s redesign has two potential areas of concern: view impacts of the bridge and development
of homes, including homes on Lot Nos. 26 through 30 with higher pad elevations than adjacent property
owners to the west within the Mesa Oaks community.

Bridge
Additional analysis has been provided in the revisions to the Draft EIR, including a visual analysis of the

bridge with lines-of-sight and photos with a conceptual depiction of bridge. A slideshow presentation
was also given during the August 24, 2005 public hearing from the bridge consultant hired by the
developer; additional copies of the August 24 slideshow were unavailable for inclusion at time of writing,
but are expected to be availabie on December 6, 2006 for your reference related to the aesthetics of the
bridge. Staff feels that additional information may be required to determine whether view impacts of the
bridge will result from the project. Additional simulations depicting the bridge from vantage points other
than vehicles on San Dimas Avenue, may also be requested to ensure that other viewsheds are not
negatively impacted.

Additional analysis and clarification may also be requested to evaluate the grading associated with the
bend in “A” Street near Lot Nos. 3, 4 and 5. The visual analysis and lines-of-sight in Exhibit Nos. 4-7
and 4-8 depict offsite grading in the Draft EIR while the tentative map depicts retaining walls that limit
grading to within the subject property. The analysis associated with these visual impacts would differ
depending on whether offsite grading or retaining walls are being proposed. This would need to be
clarified and appropriate documents updated to reflect the proposed project. Lastly, additional
information may be requested regarding view impacts from development of the knoll where Lot Nos. 1,
2,3, 4 and 5 are proposed. A landscaping plan may also be requested to provide additional information
regarding proposed trees and vegetation that are intended to reduce impacts.

Homes
View impacts may also be of concern related to development on the western portion of the property as it
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abuts the Mesa Qaks community. Pad elevations are depicted ranging from one foot up to 12 feet
higher from the proposed development, to existing pad elevations in Mesa Oaks. On the tentative map,
a cross-section of the pad elevations and proposed houses shows a horizontal separation of 51 feet
from the property boundary line to the proposed building footprint on Lot No. 28; 97 feetis depicted from
the proposed home to the existing home within Mesa Oaks. From the property boundary, 10 feet is
shown at the same elevation as the adjacent property in Mesa Oaks, then a 2:1 slope is depicted to
reach the proposed pad elevation. The pad elevation difference of 10 feet is over a distance of
approximately 100 feet, as depicted on the tentative map cross-section 1-1.

The proposed homes depicted in the cross-section for the development are also depicted as two-story
homes. While single-family homes are typically not reviewed as part of a tentative map intended for the
land division, structures up to 35 feet are permitted and may also be a factor in determining potential
negative impacts. Homes within the Mesa Oaks community abutting the development are currently one
story and concerns raised in correspondence from adjacent residents citing that homes up to 35 feetin
height may be placed on pads up to 12 feet higher than the existing home. As the proposed lots along
the western property boundary are at least 103 feet deep, there appears to be sufficient room to place
the homes within the pad at some distance from the existing homes.

Staff feels that additional information may also be requested to ensure that the difference in pad
elevation would not create negative impacts to those properties in Mesa Oaks abutting the development.
Simulations and/or line-of-sight diagrams could be prepared to aid in this evaluation and provide a visual
to the cross-section depicted on the tentative map. If negative impacts from views are determined to
potentially result from the pad elevation difference, mitigation measures could be provided, including
setbacks, to ensure that these potentially larger homes are far enough away from the Mesa Oaks
community to reduce impacts to the extent feasible.

Also proposed is the placement of homes near cul-de-sac private driveway ‘B” Streeton Lot Nos. 1, 2,
3, 4 and 5. There is discussion in the revisions to the Draft EIR that negative visual impacts will not
result from grading and development on this knoll; however, visual simulations or images would ensure
that viewsheds from areas beyond the adjacent property and from San Dimas Avenue would not be
negatively impacted by these five homes.

. Offsite improvements and connections

The project requires improvements beyond the boundary of the subdivision. These include the
connection of “A” Street to San Dimas Avenue to the east, and installation of mainline sewers within
Mesarica Road to the west. Emergency access to Calle Bandera is also proposed as part of the
subdivision. Some of these connections are within San Dimas, who has commented in the past that
they have not indicated that permission will be granted for these connections.

Roads

Private driveway and fire lane “A” Street is proposed to connect offsite to San Dimas Avenue, a major
highway on the County Master Plan of Highways. Calie Bancerais also proposed as emergency access
for the project. Calie Bandera exists from the south to the property line, and is shown as a tap street
within San Dimas and currently gated. Emergency access has been granted in the past by San Dimas
to the County Fire Department, who is contracted with San Dimas for fire service; San Dimas has also
indicated that they have not granted permission for emergency access for the County Fire Department
to use this gate. Since the County Fire Department provides fire services to both the unincorporated
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subject property and adjacent San Dimas, it is unclear whether San Dimas may limit emergency access
to County Fire under contract.

Sewers

Sewers are proposed to provide sewage disposal for the development, and the installation of mainline
sewers through Mesarica Road to the east has been depicted for the subdivision. Most of Mesarica
Road is within the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County but approximately 600 feet of Mesarica
Road as it nears the intersection with Puente Avenue, is within San Dimas. San Dimas has again
indicated that it has not granted permission for encroachment permits that would be required for work
within the public right-of-way of Mesarica for the installation work. Work is also required within the City
of Covina within Puente Avenue north of its intersection with Mesarica Road; the applicant indicated at
the August 24, 2005 public hearing that correspondence has been received from the City of Covina that
the installation work for sewers may be done. Any necessary permits, including encroachment permits,
are being conditioned by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (“Public Works”) as
required prior to final map approval.

. Applicant’s offer for provision of sewers to Mesa Oaks community

The project is required to install mainline sewers through Mesarica Road to the trunk line in Puente
Avenue. The developer is offering, with support of the adjacent Mesa Oaks community, to install
mainline sewers throughout the community along with laterals from the mainline to each individual
property at the property line (see attached description from applicant). The developer is also offering to
pay the annexation fees for the Mesa Oaks community into Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts No.
22 as well as the County Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District.

As the current tentative map depicts the offsite sewer mainfine through the adjacent Mesa Oaks
community for the subdivision only, if the Commission indicates that this should be part of the project
the tentative map must be revised and recirculated through Subdivision Committee for technical review
and clearance, including Public Works for review of the sewer mainline design throughout the Mesa
Oaks community.

A community meeting was held on October 30, 2006 for the residents of the Mesa Oaks community and
other interested persons. Staff from the County Sanitation District, Sewer Maintenance District and
Regional Planning was in attendance to respond to any questions raised regarding the project and the
applicant’s proposal for installation of sewers.

» Corrections to tentative map
Additional information and/or corrections are required on the tentative map. These include the following:

- Creation of private driveway and fire lanes within development as separate loi(s)

- Adjustment of proposed lot lines and development to remain outside any O-S and A-1-1 zoning,
maintain minimum street frontages, etc.

- Correct iabeling of lots, lot numbers, lot ties, lot lines, efc.

- Correct and/or additional cross-sections for all retaining walls

- Addition to Detail “B” for mainiine sewers throughout the Mesa Oaks community, if accepted by
the Commission as part of the project
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Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning”}, in review of the revised
tentative map, intend to recommend tentative map conditions with respect to lot size, ownership and
maintenance of the private driveway and fire lanes, and open space. Regional Pianning aiso intends to
recommend conditions that prohibit issuance of a grading permit prior to final map approval uniess
timing of the installation of the bridge and offsite connection of sewers is addressed.

STAFF EVALUATION

The redesigned project has been reduced with respect {o density, impacts to oak trees and other
environmental impacts. The Los Angeles Countywide General Plan designates this property as “PF”
(Public Facility), and states that when the public facility is no fonger its use, a compatiable density may
be used for the property. The adjacent Mesa Oaks community is designated Category “1" (Low Density
Residential -~ One to Six Dwelling Units per Acre), which would yield a maximum of approximately 360
units. The project proposes 70 single-family lots, and lots have been designed to be minimum 10,000
square feet in conformance with zoning required area. However, staff feels that the project continues to
have remaining technical holds or issues related to its design. These include:

= Additional information related to viewshed impacts from development

Additional information would be needed to ensure that any negative impacts of the bridge to viewsheds
beyond those discussed in the revisions to the Draft EIR, be provided. This also applies to additional
visual information for the development of five single-family lots on the knoll closest to the east side of the
project, and homes along the western property boundary line adjacent to the Mesa Oaks community.
Additional information or alternative bridge design information should also be provided to ensure that the
bridge is compatible with community character and aesthetically pleasing.

. Review of offsite sewers to Mesa Oaks community

If offsite sewers is provided for the entire Mesa Oaks community, technical review should be done to
ensure that provision of sewers to each property within Mesa Qaks can be provided. This would include

revisions to the tentative map.
. Phasing

It is unclear based on the phasing that is proposed, how access and sewer service will be provided o
the subject property. Phase | includes the bridge which is the only main access to the development,
Phase 1l includes the installation of the sewer mainline to the west. Both the access and sewer
connection would need to be in place for development of the homes, which then may not make phasing
appropriate for this development. Additional information may be obtained from the applicant with
respect to the phasing they have proposed.

. Environmental impacts

The Draft EIR concludes that there are significant impacts to biological resources and tree removals,
and paleontological resources. Additional information from the applicant would be required to determine
the findings your Commission would need to make that there are overriding considerations for approvai
of the project as currently designed. In addition to those impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than
significant, additional visual analysis should be provided.
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The following recommendations are subject to change based on oral testimony or documentary
evidence submitted during the public hearing process.

If the Regional Planning Commission feels that additional information be provided with respect to
additional visual analysis, further technical review of the sewers within the Mesa Oaks community, logic
behind phasing as proposed, and additional information from the applicant related to finding there are
overriding considerations for approval of the project with signficant impacts that cannot be mitigated to
less than significant, staff recommends that the Commission continue the hearing and take the matier
off calendar to resolve these issues.

If the Regional Planning Commission feels that insufficent information is available to find that there are
overriding considerations for approval of a project with significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to
less than significant, and for lack of technical information that would ensure feasibility of the project as
currently proposed, staff recommends that the Commission close the public hearing and indicate its
intent to deny Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 47449 and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 99-028-(5).

Suggested Motion: "I move that the Regional Planning Commission continue the public hearing,
and take the matter off calendar to address the additional information requested as discussed
during the public hearing.”

OR
“| move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing, and indicate its intent
to deny Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 47449 and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 99-028-(5) for lack
of adequate information to find overriding considerations to approve the project with significant
impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant, and lack of technical information to
ensure feasiblity of the project as currently designed.”

SMT:st
11/30/06

Attachments: Tentative Map
Draft Conditions
Updated oak tree burden of proof
Additional Correspondence
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The following reports consisting of 15 pages are the recommendations of Public Works.

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

Details and notes shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved. Any
details or notes which may be inconsistent with requirements of ordinances, general
conditions of approval, or Department policies must be specifically approved in
other conditions, or ordinance requirements are modified to those shown on the
tentative map upon approval by the Advisory agency.

Easements are required, subject to review by the Director of Public Works to
determine the final locations and requirements.

Easements shall not be granted or recorded within areas proposed to be granted,
dedicated, or offered for dedication for public streets, highways, access rights,
building restriction rights, or other easements until after the final map is filed with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’'s Office. If easements are granted after the date
of tentative approval, a subordination must be executed by the easement holder
prior to the filing of the final map.

In lieu of establishing the final specific locations of structures on each lot at this
time, the owner, at the time of issuance of a grading or building permit, agrees to
develop the property in conformance with the County Code and other appropriate
ordinances such as the Building Code, Plumbing Code, Grading Ordinance,
Highway Permit Ordinance, Mechanical Code, Zoning Ordinance, Undergrounding
of Utilities Ordinance, Water Ordinance, Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste
Ordinance, Electrical Code, and Fire Code. Improvements and other requirements
may be imposed pursuant to such codes and ordinances.

Adjust, relocate, and/or eliminate lot lines, lots, streets, easements, grading,
geotechnical protective devices, and/or physical improvements to comply with
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the County determined the
application to be complete all to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Label driveways and multiple access strips as "Private Driveway and Fire Lane” and
delineate on the final map to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Reserve reciprocal easements for drainage, ingress/egress, utilities, right to grade,
and maintenance purposes, etc., in documents over the common private driveways
to the satisfaction of Public Works.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

All easements existing at the time of final map approval must be accounted for on
the approved tentative map. This includes the location, owner, purpose, and
recording reference for all existing easements. If an easement is blanket or
indeterminate in nature, a statement to that effect must be shown on the tentative
map in lieu of its location. If all easements have not been accounted for, submit a
corrected tentative map to the Department of Regional Planning for approval.

A Mapping & Property Management Division house numbering clearance is required
prior to approval of the final map.

Delineate proof of access to a public street on the final map.

A final tract map must be processed through the Director of Public Works prior to
being filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk's Office.

Prior to submitting the tract map to the Director of Public Works for examination
pursuant to Section 66442 of the Government Code, obtain clearances from all
affected Departments and Divisions, including a clearance from the Subdivision
Mapping Section of the Land Development Division of Public Works for the following
mapping items: mathematical accuracy; survey analysis; and cotrectness of
certificates, signatures, etc.

Lot lines shall be nearly radial or perpendicular to private driveway and firelane to
the satisfaction of the Department of Regional Planning.

Design the boundaries of the unit final maps to the satisfaction of Public Works and
the Department of Regional Planning.

The first unit of this subdivision shall be filed as Tract Map No. 474438-01, the
second unit, Tract Map No. 47449-02, and the last unit, Tract Map No. 47449,

Grant ingress/egress and utility easements to the public over the private and future
streets.

if signatures of record title interests appear on the final map, a preliminary
guarantee is needed. A final guarantee will be required at the time of filing of the
final map with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. If said signatures do
not appear on the final map, a title report/guarantee is needed showing all fee
owners and interest holders and this account must remain open until the final tract
map is filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.
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18. A final guarantee will be required at the time of filing of the final map with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

19.  Show open space lots on the final map and dedicate residential construction rights
over the open space lots.

20. The street frontage requirement for Lots 1 to 74 needs to be waived by the
Department of Regional Planning.

21, Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitiement or at the time of first
plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $2,000 (Minor Land
Divisions) or $5,000 (Major Land Divisions) with Public Works to defray the cost of
verifying conditions of approval for the purpose of issuing final map clearances.
This deposit will cover the actual cost of reviewing conditions of approval for
Conditional Use Permits, Tentative Tract and Parcel Maps, Vesting Tentative Tract
and Parcel Maps, Oak Tree Permits, Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Zone Changes, CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Programs and Regulatory Permits from
State and Federal Agencies (Fish and Game, USF&W, Army Corps, RWQCB, etc.)
as they relate {o the various plan check activities and improvement plan designs. In
addition, this deposit will be used to conduct site field reviews and attend meetings
requested by the applicant and/or his agents for the purpose of resclving technical
issues on condition compliance as they relate to improvement plan design,
engineering studies, highway alignment studies and tract/parcel map boundary, titie
and easement issues. When 80% of the deposit is expended, the applicant will be
required to provide additional funds to restore the initial deposit. Remaining
balances in the deposit account will be refunded upon final map recordation.

Prepared by Timothy Chen Phone (626) 458-4021 Date_03-09-2006

474490 -revi H{rev'd 03-08-2008).dec (\h)
—
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SUBDIVISION PLAN CHECKING SECTION
DRAINAGE AND GRADING UNIT

TRACT NG, 47449 REV TENTATIVE MAP DATED 01/10/06

EXHIBIT MAP §1/10/06

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS

1.

it s e e 8

1.

Name

Provide drainage facilities to remove the flood hazard and dedicate and show necessary easements and/or right of way on
the final map. This is required to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.

A hydrotogy aftudy for design of drainage facilities/delineation of flood hazard is required. Hydrology study must be
submitted and approved prior to submittal of improverment plans. This is required to the satigfaction of the Department of
Public Works:prior ta the filing of the final map.

Depariment of Public Works approval for bridge location, span, and clearance i$ reguired prior to Hydrology Study
spproval, Any encroachment inta the natural drainage course will require permits from the Department of Fish and Game
Bnd Corps of Engineers. If non-jurisgiction is established, submit a tetter of non-jurisdiction to Public Works (Land
Development Division).,

bomply with the reguiremants of the foliowing plans to the satisfaction of Public Works:
« Drainage Concept/SUSMP plan conceptually approved on 11/15/04 for onsite improvements,

» Drainage Concept/SUSMP plan conceptually approved on 02/01/05 far offsile improvemaents,
»  Drainage Concept/SUSMP plan conceptually approved on 12/1 8/05.

A grading plan and soil and geclogy report must be submitted and approved prior to approval of the final map. The
grading plans must show and call out the construction of at jeast all the drainage devices and details, the paved
driveways, the elgvation and drainage of all pads, anc the SUSMP devices. The applicant is required to show and call out
‘Fj Il existing easements on the grading plans and obtain the easement holder approvais prior to the grading plans approval.
Obtain all necessary encroachment permits and ptan approvals from all affected jurisdictions prior 10 recordation of the
final mep and issuance of any Public Works permits to the satisfaction of Public Works.

hY £ @; ..
M M Date _11/30/2006 Phone (626} 458-4021

L~ GARY GUO
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GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION __ Geologist
GECLOQGIC REVIEW SHEET __Soils Engineer
900 So. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 21803 1 GMED File
TEL. (626) 458-4925 1 Subdivision
TENTATIVE TRACT 47449 TENTATIVE MAP DATED 01-10-06, 11th Revision
SUBDIVIDER Vista Verde L.OCATION San Dimas
ENGINEER Paas Engineering
GEOLOGIST Geosoils REPORT DATE 03-06-06, 02-15-06, 12-13-05
SOILS ENGINEER Geosoils REPORT DATE
[X] TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY 1S RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL. PRIOR TO FILING THE FINAL L AND DIVISION

MAP, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:

(X]

(X

(X}

X1

The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED) to assure that all
geotechnical factors have been properly evatuat{ad

A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GMED. This grading plan must be based on a detailed
engineering geotogy report and/or soils engineering report and show all recommendations submitted by them. It
must aiso agree with the tentative map and conditions as approved by the Planning Commission. If the subdivision is
to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geologic bonds will be required.

All geologic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated,

or '
delineate restricted use areas, approved by the consultant geologist and/or soils engineer, to the satisfaction of the
Geology and Soils Sections, and dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildings or other
structures within the restricted use areas.

A statement entitied: “Geotechnical Note(s), Potential Building Site: For grading and corrective work requirements for
access and building areas for Lot{s) No(s}. refer to the Soils Report(s)
by ,dated ®

The Soils Engineering review dated s ?‘7 "5’@ is attached.

TENTATIVE MAP IS APPROVED FOR FEASIBILITY. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS APPLICABLE TO THIS
DIVISION OF LAND:

L]

X

Prepared by

This project may not qualify for a waiver of final map under section 21.48.140 of the Los Angeles County Title 21
Subdivision Code.

The subdivider is advised that approval of this division of land is contingent upon the instailation and use of a sewer
system.

Geology and/or soils engineering reports may be required prior to approval of building or grading plans.

Groundwater is less than 10 feet from the ground surface on lots

The Soils Engineering review dated is attached.

/{2454/{ \‘W"“ /%”/W Reviewed by %’_‘—‘ Date 03-08-08

Robert Q. Thomas

PAGmepub\Geology Review\Forms\Formi2.doc

4/27/05



. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES .
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Address; 900 S. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 81803 District Office 5.0
Telephone: {626) 458-4925 PCA GMIR
Fax: {626) 458-4913 Sheet 10f 1
DISTRIBUTION:

Tentative Tract Map 47449 __ Drainage

____ Grading
Location San Dimas ___Ge0/Soils Central File
Developer/Owner Vista Verde ____ District Engineer
Engineer/Architect Paas Engineering ____ Geologist
Soils Engineer GeoSoils Consultants Inc. (5831) __*Soils Engineer
Geologist GeoSoils Consultants Inc, ____ Engineer/Architect
Review of:

Revised Tentative Tract Map Dated by Regionat Planning 1/10/06

Geotechnical Report and Addenda Dated 3/6/06, 2/15/06, 12/13/05

Geotechnical Reports by Southwast Geotechnical Inc. Dated 5/15/00, 3/24/00, 10/22/99
Previous Review Sheet Dated 2/14/06

ACTION:

Tentative Map feasibility is recommended for approval, subject to the condition below:

REMARKS:

At the grading plan stage, submit two sets of grading plans o the Soils Section for verification of compliance with County codes and
- policies.

NOTE(S} TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUH.DING AND SAFETY ENGINEER:
A. ON-SITE SOILS HAVE LOW TO HIGH EXPANSION POTENTIAL.
B. ON-SITE SCHILS ARE CORROSIVE TO FERROUS METALS.
C. PLANS FOR THE PROPOSED PILE SUPPORTED BRIDGE ARE TO BE SUBMITTED TO THIS OFFICE FOR REVIEW.

Date  3/7/06

mrepared by //z‘j 7 T
e, W T g

Brian D. Smith

NOTICE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsurface exploration, shall be provided in accordance with current codes for excavations,
inclusive of the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 11.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.
Plgmepub\Soils Review\Smith\TR 47449, San Dimas, TTM-A_5 doc



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/2
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

TRACT NO. 47449 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 01-10-2006

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

10.

Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 65 mph (725 feet) on
San Dimas Avenue from the proposed private driveway and fire lane. Line of
sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements to the
satisfaction of Public Works and the City of San Dimas. Additional grading may
be required.

Depict all line of sight easements on the landscaping and grading plans.

Acquire approval to waive street frontage to Lots 1 to 74 from the Department of
Regional Planning.

Prepare signing and striping plans for San Dimas Avenue to the satisfaction of
Public Works and the City of San Dimas.

Locate all retaining walls outside of road right of way.

If necessary, provide the necessary off-site easement and/or right of way within
Assessor Parcel Nos. 8396-001-025, -026, and —-027 to allow for the construction
of the necessary off-site grading associated with pavement on San Dimas
Avenue at the proposed private driveway and fire lane to the satisfaction of
Public Works. [t shall be the sole responsibility of the subdivider to acquire the
necessary easements and/or right of way.

Construct additional pavement on San Dimas Avenue to provide a left-turn lane,
right-turn lane, and transition pavement for a 65 mph design speed at the
proposed private driveway and fire lane to the satisfaction of Public Works and
the City of San Dimas.

Install and/or replace guard rail on San Dimas Avenue at the proposed private
driveway and fire lane to the satisfaction of Public Works and the City of San
Dimas.

Install postai delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential lots.

Underground all new utility lines to the satisfaction of Public Works and Southern
California Edison. Please contact Construction Division at (626) 458-3129 for
new location of any above ground utility structure in the parkway.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 2/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD
TRACT NO. 47449 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 01-10-2006

11.  Prior to final map approval, enter into an agreement with the County franchised
cable TV operator (if an area is served) to permit the installation of cable in a
common utility trench to the satisfaction of Public Works; or provide
documentation that steps to provide cable TV fo the proposed subdivision have
been initiated to the satisfaction of Public Works.

12.  Comply with the mitigation measures identified in the attached April 30,2003 and
January 28, 2004 memoranda from our Traffic and Lighting Division to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

13.  Obtain an encroachment permit from the City of San Dimas for all improvements
on San Dimas Avenue.

Prepared by Timothy Ch%l Phone (626) 458-4921 Date_(3-06-2006

ird744%r-revil.doc



April 30, 2003

TO: Rod Kubomoto

Watershed Man Z/Z'nent Divi)sfion
FROM: Bill Winter dj Um s

Traffic and Lighting Division

VISTA VERDE RANCH
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 47449

SAN DIMAS AREA

As requested we have reviewed the above-mentioned document for the proposed project
bounded by the Walnut Creek Wilderness Park on the northwest, the International Church of
Christon the north and east, six single-family residential tracts on the south,and, single-family
homes on the west in the unincorporated area of San Dimas.

The proposed project consists of constructing 100 single-family homes on a 58.5 acre site.
The projectis expected to generate approximately 957 trips per day, with 75 and 101 during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively.

The following project site and access improvement is required for the project.
This improvement shall be the sole responsibility of the project and be made a condition of
approval to be in place prior to the issuance of any building permit(s).

San Dimas Avenue at "A" Street - TT 47440

South Approach: One left-turn fane and one through lane (add one left-turn lane).
Waest Approach (future TT 47449): One left-turn lane and an exclusive right-turn lane.

Detailed striping plans must be prepared and submitted to our Traffic Design
Section for review and approval. The plan shall also be submitted to the City of
San Dimas for their review and approvai.

Inorderforus to provide L fingl comments,z determination shall be made regarding whether
the project has a significantimpact on the adjacent Interstate 210 (I-210) Freeway. The State
of California Department of Transportation {Caltrans) shall be consulted to obtain their writtery
concurrence with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) level of significance
determination in the document. If Caltrans finds that the project has a significant impacton
the 1210 Freeway, Caltrans shall be requested to include the basis for this finding in their
response. If fees are proposed to mitigate the freeway impact, Caltrans shall be requested

Ad0d 3704



Rod Kubomaoto
April 30, 2003
Page 2

to identify the specific project to which the fees will appiy. These \a{ritten cammeﬂ‘ts from
Caltrans shall be included with the revised study and submitted to Public Works for review and
approval. If a documented good faith effort is made to consult with Caltrans and written
comments cannot be obtained within a reasonable amount of time, an analysis of the freeway
impact shall be made using the County of Los Angeles’ Congestion Management Plan Land
Use Analysis Guidelines. Also, the City of San Dimas should revu_ew‘tyhzs document and
provide a written comment on the potential project CEQA levels of significance with regard
to traffic impacts within 1‘{3;unsd;ctlon Awritten comment from the City shall be submitted o

Public Works.

The Traffic and Access Impacts Section on page 8 of the Administrative Draft Environmental
Impact Report shall be revised to reflect the most current traffic analysis.

If you have any questions, please contact Anna Marie Gilmore of our Traffic Studies Section
at Extension 4741,

v

AMG:cn

@ T-4/EiR 03111.wpd

ce: T. M. Alexander
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Sectiar at (828

EIR 04003.000

6263004738 ; Feb-10-04  7:21AM; Page 2/5
JUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

g “Enriching Lives” :

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE -
. ALEAMBRA; CALIFORNIA 918031381 © @ . -

Tolephare: {426) 458.5100 s o . ,
e adpworg D ABDRESS AL CORRESPONDENCH TO

P.0. BOX M60
ALHAMBRA, CALIPORNIA 91307.1460

i HEPLY PLEASE
reFErTORPLE T4

minigtrative Deaft Envirchmental Tmpact Report in Apeil 2003,
f-Bat Dimas ahd Caltrans be given the opporfunity. to review - -
affic study for Tentative Tract No. 47449 ‘

iettars dated Jifne 27, 'féﬁb’?‘;ﬁ;}éﬁﬂ ‘Septembier 18, 2003, the

tant ‘asked both agsricies to review the traffic study and to provide

'e applicant has received :a verbal comment from the City
ot have-any comments at'this timé.and may have comments
Mipact Report-is compléted. Caltrans has not provided any

de 4 good' faith ‘effort 1o receive commisnts From these
mments were received, we bélisks that our requiremsit that.
‘these agencies during this phase in project documentation

. pleass contact Arina Marie Gilffiors of our Traffic Studies
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"ANGELES COUNTY; 8263004736 ; Feb-10-04 7:22AM; Page 4/5

Overland Traffic Consuttents
25876 The Old Hoad # 307
Santa Clarita, CA 91381
Phooe: (861) 799- 8423
Celt: (310) 930 - 3303

Fax (861) 799 - 3458
E-mail: OTCINC@atthi.com

ﬂsm!t!:a! of Traffic Impact Study for Tentative Tract 47449
Jis Ve&de Ranch)

Deaer Paial

afthecm of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, enclosed
s-one: copy of a traffic impact study for a.new single family housing
w&staf San Dimas Avenue south of Valley Center Avenue in the

Perﬁaa
for your &
project fok
County- of 5
This traffic slu mssondudedtoupdaﬁeapmeusiyprepamdmfﬁcsmdy
prepared. r; Thorias S. Montgomery in August of 2000. Please call me to
discuss any,quesﬁéns regarding this study.

Co: Darief Singh *
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Sent By: LOS ANGELES COUNTY;
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s

82683004738 ; Feb-‘i; TI21ANM; Page 3/5

, OQveriand Traffic Consultants
i ) 25876 The Old Road # 307
H Gﬁnﬁsuitants, ne. Sants Clarita, C& ©1381
L Phone: (861) 799 - 8423
Cell: (310} 930 - 3303
Fox 1661) 799 - 8456
E-mall; jerry@overiandtraffic.com

g sarit'fe Mr, Steve Buswsll of Caltrans ard 1o Mr. Krishea Patsl of the
City of San-Difiias on June 27, 2003 (attached transmittal jetlers). Several follow up
c&i!sha@ehféﬁn:madewermepastmmmweamagemymmmm

the C,ity of mms statmg that “it is too oarly o comment on the pro;ect, however,
the City a1 ve& mmmants on the pm;ects EIR but d has no comments on the

Ca*l%‘ans ~ 'hava ‘been told that the Traffic Operatmns section is reviewing the
report and; wollid sahd commants the week of September 8" possibly into the early
part of the Ang:week of September 15" or 16", A follow up call was made to Mr.

) :Caitrans (213) 897 — 4429 on September 16" to check the status.

Sincerely,
(,//ﬁ/?,&p T Qs t

Jerry T. Overland







Sent By: LOS ANGELES COUNTY; 626 879 5493; Nov-30-08 2:31PH; Page 2/3

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SEWER

TRACT No. 47449 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 01-10-2006

?The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers and serve each building

: with a separate house lateral or have approved and bonded sewer plans on flle with
Public Waorks.

2, ins{akl off-site sewer main line to serve this subdivision to the satisfaction of Public

quks.

3. The applicant shall conform with the approved area study (PC 11789AS, dated 11-
‘ 18-2004) to the satisfaction of Public Works. The approved sewer area study shall
remain valid for two years after initial approval of the tentative map. After this period
of fime, an update of the area study shall be submitted by the applicant if
determined to be warranted by Public Works.

4, The subdivider shall send a print of the land division map to the County Sanitation
‘ District with a request for annexation. The request for annexation must be approved
prior to final map approval.

- 5. Eaéements are required, subject to review by Public Works to determine the final
locations and requirements,

8. Provide any necessary off-site easements to construct the off-site sewer
: improvements 1o the satisfaction of Public Works. it shall be the sole responsibility
of the subdivider to acquire the necessary easements.

7. Otitain all necessary encroachment permits and plan approvals from all affected
jursdictions prior to recordation of the final map and issuance of any Public Works
permits to the satisfaction of Public Works.

8. In the event that construction of main line sewers to service the community of Mesa
1 Oaks be added as a condition for approval of this development, then this approval
will be void until a new sewer area study including these additions and addressing
their constructability and serviceabllity is reviewed and approved to the satisfaction
of Public Works.

eplrad by Julian Garcia Phone_(626) 458-4921 Date_11-30-2006

E qaTA4SsrevL T ravi(11-30-08 ) doe







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - WATER

TRACT NO. 47449 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 01-10-2006

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. A water system maintained by the water purveyor, with appurtenant facilities to
serve all lots in the land division, must be provided. The system shall inciude fire
hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-site) as determined by the
Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to accommodate the total
domestic and fire flows.

2. There shall be filed with Public Works a statement from the water purveyor
indicating that the water system will be operated by the purveyor, and that under
normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements for the land division, and
that water service will be provided to each lot.

3. If necessary, install off-site water mainline to serve this subdivision to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

4. If needed, easements shall be granted to the County, appropriate agency or entity
for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction and maintenance of all
infrastructures constructed for this land division to the satisfaction of Public Works.

5. Submit landscape and irrigation plans for each lot in the land division, with
landscape area greater than 2,500 square feet, in accordance with the Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

Prepared by Juan M Sarda Phone (626) 458-7151 Date 03-06-2006

trd744%w-revil.doc ‘@







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

WATER SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS - UNINCORPORATED

Subdivision No.  Tr. 47749 Tentative Map Date  10-Japuary-2006

Revised Report  Yes

L The County Forester and Fire Warden is prohibited from setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted. However, water requirements may be necessary
at the time of building permit issuance.

X The required fire flow for public fire hydrants at this location is 1250 gallons per minute at 20 psi for a duration of 2 hours, over
and above maximum daily domestic demand. _1 Hydrant(s) flowing simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire
flow.

il The required fire flow for private on-site hydrants is gallons per minute at 20 psi. Each private on-site hydrant must be
capable of flowing gallons per minute at 20 psi with two hydrants flowing simultaneously, one of which must be the

furthest from the public water source.

= Fire hydrant requirements are as follows:
Install 12 public fire hydrant(s). Verify / Upgrade existing ____ public fire hydrant{s).
Install ____ private on-site fire hydrant(s).
et All hydrants shall measure 67x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal. All

on-site hydrants shall be installed a minimum of 25’ feet from a structure or protected by a two (2} hour rated firewall.
Location: As per map on file with the office.
[l Other location:

All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and aceepted or bonded for prior to Final Map approval. Vehicular access shall
be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department is not setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted.

Additional water system requirements will be required when this land is further subdivided and/or during the building permit
process.

Hydrants and fire flows are adequate to meet current Fire Department requirements.

00 I [ B 4

Upgrade not necessary, if existing hydrant(s) meet(s) fire flow requirements. Submit original water avaiiability form to our office.

Comments:

All hydrants shall be installed in conformance with Title 20, County of Los Angeles Government Code and County of Los Angeles Fire Code, or appropriate city regulations.
This shall include minimum six-inch diameter mains. Arrangements to meet these requirements must be made with the water purveyor serving the area.

By Inspector  fuwa Hus Date  6-Mar-06

Land Development Unit - Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commeree, Californiz 90040

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBDIVISION - UNINCORPORATED

Subdivision:  Tr 47449 Map Date _10-January-2006

CUP
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4
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X
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X

<]

0 I R N R O

Vicinity Map  San Dimas - 0209C

FIRE DEPARTMENT HOLD on the tentative map shall remain until verification from the Los Angeles County Fire Dept.
Planning Section is received, stating adequacy of service. Contact (323) 881-2404.

Access shall comply with Title 21 (County of Los Angeles Subdivision Code} and Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires all
weather access. All weather access may require paving.

Fire Department access shail be extended to within 150 feet distance of any exterior portion of all structures.

Where driveways extend further than 300 feet and are of single access design, turnarounds suitable for fire protection equipment
use shall be provided and shown on the final map. Turnarounds shall be designed, constructed and maintained to insure their
integrity for Fire Department use. Where topography dictates, turnarounds shall be provided for driveways that extend over 150

feet in length,

The private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and Firelane” with the widths clearly depicted.
Driveways shall be maintained in accordance with the Fire Code.

Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction to all required fire hydrants. All required
fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to construction.

This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone™ (formerly
Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan” shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance. {Contact: Fuel
Madification Unit, Fire Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-2904, Phone (626) 969-5205 for details).
Provide Fire Department or City approved street signs and buiiding access numbers prior to occupancy.

Additional fire protection systems shall be installed in lieu of suitable access and/or fire protection water.

The final concept map, which has been submitied to this department for review, has fulfitled the conditions of approval
recommended by this department for access only,

These conditions must be secured by a C.U.P. and/or Covenant and Agreement approved by the County of Los Angeles | ire
Department prior to final map clearance.

The Fire Department has no additional requirements for this division of land.

Comuments:  Provide an emergency gated entraance / exit from Calle Banderos to Tr, 47449, said gate shall be a minimum

width of 26' and meet all requirements as set forth by the Fire Department. The main bridge entrance from
San Dimas shall be improved with a capacitv of 75,000 1bs, live load design. Primary access to San Dimas shall
be constructed prior to the issuance of any building permits. Prior to the elearance of the final map verification
from the Citv of San Dimas shall be provided to our department for the proposed access connections to Calle

Banderos and San Dimas.

By Inspector:  fhuae Hho Date  6-Mar-06

Land Development Unit — Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax {323) 890-9783



E’ LOS ANGELES COUNTY
D RTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATYON

PARK OBLIGATION REPORT

Tentative Map # 47449 DRP Map Date:041/10/2006 SCM Date: [ ] Report Date: 03/02/2006
Park Planning Area # 14 COVINA HIGHLANDS Map Type:REV. {(REV RECD)
Total Units = Proposed Units + Exempt Units E:E

Sections 21.24.340, 21.24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130, and 21.28.140, the County of Los Angeles Code, Title 21, Subdivision
Ordinance provide that the County will determine whether the development's park obligation is to be met by:

1) the dedication of land for public or private park purpose or,
2} the payment of in-lieu fees or,
3) the provision of amenities or any combination of the above.

The specific determination of how the park obligation will be satisfied wilt be based on the conditions of approval by the advisory
agency as recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

ACRES: 0.61
IN-LIEU FEES: $123,499

The park obligation for this development will be met by:
The payment of $123,499 in-lieu fees.

See also attached Trail Report.  WALNUT CREEK TRAIL - Contact Tom Dittmar, Trails Coordinator at (213) 351-5129 for trail
requiremenis.

Contact Patrocenia T. Sobrepefnia, Departmental Facilities Planner |, Department of Parks and Recreation, 510 South Vermont
Avenue, Los Angeles, California, 90020 at (213) 351-5120 for further information or an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment.

For information on Hiking and Equestrian Trail requirements contact Trail Coordinator at (213) 351-5135.

N
Supv [} Sth

- L At Yoo
By: Ll J A
James Barber, Advanced Planning Section Head March 08, 2006 08:06:14
QOMBOZF FRX




[’ LOS ANGELES COUNTY
D RTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREANON

PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET

Tentative Map # 47449 DRP Map Date: 01/10/2006 SMC Date: [ | Report Date: 03/02/2006 :
Park Planning Area # 14 COVINA HiGHLANDS Map Type:REV. (REV RECD) |

The formula for calculating the acreage obligation and or in-lieu fee is as follows:
(P)eople x (0.003) Goal x (U)nits = (X) acres obligation
(X) acres obligation x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Where: P = Estimate of number of People per dwelling unit according to the type of dwelling unit as
determined by the 2000 U.S. Census*. Assume * people for detached single-family residences;
Assume * people for attached single-family (townhouse} residences, two-family residences, and
apartment houses containing fewer than five dwelling units; Assume * people for apartment houses
containing five or more dwelfing units; Assume * people for mobile homes.

Goal = The subdivision ordinance allows for the goal of 3.0 acres of park Iand.for each 1,000 people
generated by the development. This goal is calculated as "0.0030" in the formula.

U= Totat approved number of Dwelling Units,

X = locat park space obligation expressed in lerms of acres.

RLV/Acre = Representative Land Value per Acre by Park Planning Area.

Detached S.F. Units 2.91 0.0030 70 0.61

M.F. <5 Units 2.10 0.0030 0 0.00

M.FF. >= 5 Unils 2.587 0.0030 0 0.00

Mobile Units 1.63 0.0030 0 0.00
Exempt Units 0

Total Acre Obligation = 0.61

Park Planning Area = 14 COVINA HIGHLANDS

@(0.0030) $123,499

Provided Space:

Total Provided Acre Credit: 0.00

v [ Public Land Ciat | Prv. Land Crat.
0.00

$123,499

Supv D 5th
March 06, 2006 08:06:18
OMBO1F . FRX



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Community Through People, Parks and Programs”
Russ Guiney, Director

March 6, 2006

NOTICE OF TRAIL REQUIREMENT
FOR TRACT MAPS AND PARCEL MAPS

Map #: TR -47449 Date on Map: Jan. 10. 2006

Provide a variable width easement for the Walnut Creek Trail to the satisfaction of the
Department of Parks and Recreations’ Standards. The Department understands that the
developer will perform a more detailed site investigation and develop a modified trail
alignment, which will supercede the trail alignment shown on the approved tract map.
This revised alignment shall be submitted to the Department for approval prior o
dedication of the trail. Because of the necessity to show the frail alignment as it pertains
to topographical lines, trail grade shall not exceed 10%. grade to a maximum of 16% shall
be permitted for only distances of less than 300 feet, all information pertaining to trail
requirements must be shown on the Tentative Parcel Map.

X  TRAIL OK AS SHOWN.

**'k************************************'k*‘*'k***********************************************************
v

Dedications and the exact following language must be shown for trail dedications on the
first phase of the final map.

Title Page: We hereby dedicate to the County of Los Angeles a variable width
easement for Riding and Hiking purposes for the Walnut Creek Trail.

X IF A WAIVER IS FILED, A PLAT MAP DEPICTING THE TRAIL
MUST ACCOMPANY THE WAIVER.

For any questions concerning trail alignment or other trail requirements, please call
(213) 351-5137.

Jeremy Bok/ Acting Trails Coordinator

Planning and Development Agency * 510 South Vermont Ave - Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 - {213) 351-5198
Trirpi47448-06a






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES .
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

Public Health

BRUCE A. CHERNOF, M.D.
Acting Director and Chief Medical Officer

FRED LEAF
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER

JONATHAN E. FIELOING, M.D., M.P.H.
Director of Public Health and Heailth Officer

Environmental Health
ARTURO AGUIRRE, Director

Bureau of Environmenta! Protection
Mountain & RuraliWater, Sewage & Subdivision Program
5050 Commerce Drive, Baldwin Park, CA 81706-1423

TEL {626)430-5380 - FAX (626)813-3018
www.lapublichealth.org/eh/progsienvirp.htm

February 28, 2006

Tentative Tract Map No. 47449

Vicinity: San Dimas

Tentative Tract Map Date: January 10, 2006 (11" Revision)

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Gloria Molinz
First District

Yvonne Brathwaite Burke
Second District

Zev Yaroslaveky
Thirg District

Don Knabe
Fourth District

Michael B, Antonaovich
Fifth District

RFS No.06-0002415

The Los Angeles County Department of Health Services’ conditions for approval for the Reactivated
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 47449 are unchanged by the submission of the revised map. The

following conditions still apply and are in force:

1. Potable water will be supplied by the Southern California Water Company, a public water

system, which guarantees water connection and service to all lots.

2. Sewage disposal will be provided through the public sewer and wastewater treatment facilities of

the Los Angeles County Sanitation District #22 as proposed.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at {626) 430-5380.

Respectfully,

Becky Valesti, E.FLS. IV

Mountain and Rural/Water, Sewage, and Subdivision Program






NMECEIVER
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES |[]E2 51 VIE
FIRE DEPARTMENT §§;"fé jgg :
i3 I
1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE §§ §§ i i
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294 L i §
(323} 890-4330 =5 R
P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FiIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN
November 3, 2005

Ms. Annie Lin

Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Lin:

REVISED OAK TREE PERMIT #99-028, DENTEC HOLDINGS, INC, REACTIVATED

VESTED TENTATIVE TRACT MAP #47449, VISTA VERDE RANCH - “SAN DIMAS”

(FOURTH REVISION)

We have reviewed the “Request for Revised Oak Tree Permit #99-028.” The project, Vista Verde Ranch

reactivated Tentative Tract Map #47449, is located north of Valley Center Drive, south of Calle Bandera and west

of San Dimas Avenue in an unincorporated arca of San Dimas. The Ouak Tree Report is accurate and complete as

to the location, size, condition and species of the Oak trees on the site. The revised "Oak Tree Report Addendum"

refers to the document prepared by Debra Day, Arborist, dated Aprii 11, 2005, The iitial version was prepared

by Don Case and Dentech Holdings Inc, dated August 12, 2003.

We recommend the following as conditions of approval:

OAK TREE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS:

1. This grant shall not be effective until the permittee and the owner of the property involved (if other than
the permittee), have filed at the office of the Department of Regional Planning their affidavit stating that
they are aware of and agree to accept all conditions of this grant.

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

2 The permittee shall, prior to commencement of the use authorized by this grant, deposit with the County
of Los Angeles Fire Department a sum of $800. Such fees shall be used to compensate the County
Forester $100 per inspection to cover expenses incurred while inspecting the project to determine the
permittee’s compliance with the conditions of approval. The above fees provide for one (1) mitial
inspection of temporary fencing (required to secure the protected zone of all remaming Oak trees), prior

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
AGOURAHILLS BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBY POMONA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HiLLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH £L MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWCOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CERRITCS EL MONTE INDUSTRY L ANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILES ESTATES TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PALCS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
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to the commencement of construction and seven (7) subsequent annual inspections until the conditions of
approval have been met.

The Director of Regional Planming and the County Forester shall retain the right to make regular and
unannounced site inspections,

Before commencing work authorized or required by this grant, the consulting arborist shall submit a letter
to the Director of Regional Planning and the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
stating that he or she has been retained by the permittec to perform or supervise the work, and that he or
she agrees to report to the Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester any failure to fully
comply with the conditions of the grant. The arborist shall also submit a written report on permit
compliance upon completion of the work required by this grant. The report shall include a diagram
showing the exact number and location of all mitigation trees planted as well as planting dates.

The permittee shall arrange for the consulting arborist or a similarly qualified person to maintain all
remaining Oak trees on the subject property that are within the zone of impact as determined by the
County Forester for the life of the Oak Tree Permit or the Conditional Use Permit. The consulting
arborist shall provide quarterly reports to the County Forester describing any work performed and an
evaluation of the health and vigor of the remaining Oak trees on site. The quarterly reports shall be
submitted even if work is not being performed. This wili document the condition of the remaining Oak
trees on the property and record any natural decline in their health and vigor and/or record any natural
catastrophes (i.e. — fire, earthquake damage, and insect infestation).

The permittee shall install temporary chain-link fencing, not less than four (4) feet in height, to secure the
protected zone of all remaining Oak trees on site as necessary. Those trees that are permitied for
encroachment shall be fenced to allow specific work to be performed and still provide protection from
larger equipment. The fencing shall be installed prior to grading or tree removal, and shall not be
removed without approval of the County Forester. The term "protected zone" refers to the area extending
five (5) feet beyond the drip line of the Ogk tree (before pruning), or fifteen (15) feet from the trunk,
whichever is greater.

Copies of the Oak Tree Report, Oak tree location map, mitigation planting plan, and conditions of
approval shall be kept on the project site and available for review. All individuals associated with the
project as it relates to the Oak resource shall be familiar with the Oak Tree Report, Oak tree location map,
mitigation planting plan, and conditions of approval. If the conditions of approval are not present on site
during a monitoring inspection of an active project, the County Forester will give an immediate “Stop
Work Order”. This will be administered both verbally and in writing. The “Stop Work Order” will be
rescinded after the conditions of approval are present on the site and all employees associated with the
project are fully aware of these conditions.

PERMITTED OAK TREE REMOVAIL AND ENCROACHMENT:

7.

This grant allows the removal of one hundred twenty-nine (129) trees of the Oak genus (Quercus
agrifolia) identified as Tree Numbers: A, B, C, D, M, R, 441, F-3, -3, 380, 383, 434A, 434RB, 437, 99-
148, 99-149, 99-150, 99-164A, 99-164C, 99-164D), 99-164E, 99-185, 99-297, 99-298, 99-299, 99-300,



Ms. Annie Lin
November 3, 2005

Page 3

99-301, 99-314, 99-315, 99-316, 99-317, 99-318, 99-319, 99-320, 99-321, 99-322, 99-323, 99-324, 99-
325, 99-326, 99-327, 99-328, 99-329, 99-330, 99-331, 99-332, 99-333, 99-334, 99-335, 99-336, 99-337,
99-338, 99-339, 99-340, 99-341, 99-342, 99-343, 99-344, 99-345, 99-346, 99-347, 99-348, 99-349, 99-
350, 99-361, 99-362, 99-363, 99-364, 99-533, 99-534, 99-535, 99-536, 99-537, 99-539, 99-542, 99-543,
99-544, 99-660, 99-661, 99-662, 99-664, 99-665, 99-693, 99-694, 99-695, 99-696, 99-697, 99-699, 99-
700, 99-701, 99-703, 99-704, 99-705, 99-706, 99-707, 99-709, 99-718, 99-727, 99-740, 99-753, 99-917,
99-918, 99-929, 99-942, 99-943, 99-987, 99-989, 99-990, 99-991, 99-1014, 99-1017, 99-1018, 99-1019,
99-1020, 99-1085, 99-1086, 99-1087, 99-1088, 99-1089, 99-1090, 99-1091, 99-1092, 99-1093, 99-1094,
99-1095, 99-1096, 99-1097, 99-1098, and 99-1099.

This grant also allows encroachment within the protected zone of twenty-four (24) trees of the Oak genus
(Quercus agrifolia) identified as Tree Numbers: L, H-2, 1-2, J-3, 381, 382, 394, 99-151, 99-187, 99-188,
99-363, 99-546, 99-658, 99-666, 99-667, 99-668, 99-702, 99-710, 99-711, 99-728, 99-916, 99-941, 99~
992, and 99-1103. Trenching, excavation, or clearance of vegetation within the protected zone of an Oak
tree shall be accomplished by the use of hand tools or small hand-held power tools or other methods
approved by the County Forester prior to any construction. Any major roots encountered shall be
conserved to the extent possible and treated as recommended by the consulting arborist.

In addition to the work expressly allowed by this permit, remedial pruning intended to ensure the
continued health of the protected Oak trees or to improve their appearance or structure may be performed.
Such pruning shall include the removal of deadwood and stubs and medium pruning of branches less than
two (2) inches in diameter in accordance with the guidelines published by the National Arborist
Association. Copies of these guidelines are available from the County of Los Angeles Fire Department,
Forestry Division. In no case shall more than 20% of the tree canopy of any one (1) tree be removed.

Except as otherwise expressly authorized by this grant, the remaining Oak trees shall be maintained in
accordance with the principles set forth in the publication, “Oak Trees: Care and Maintenance,” prepared
by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division. A copy of the publication, Ozk Trees:
Care and Maintenance, 1s enclosed with these conditions,

MITIGATION TREES:

10.

11.

The permittee shall provide mitigation trees of the Oak genus at a rate of two to one (2:1} trees for one
hundred twenty (120) trees removed and five to one (5:1) for nine (9) trees removed. Mitigation
replacement for one hundred twenty (120) trees removed is two hundred and forty (240) trees. The
following list of trees require replacement at the higher rate of five to one (5:1) due to their size and
higher tree value: Tree numbers 383, 99-314, 99-326, 99-348, 99-363, 99-542, 99-544, 99-991, and 99-
1096 for a total of forty-five (45) trees. Therefore, the total number of mitigation trees required is two
hundred eighty-five (285).

Each mitigation tree shall be at least a 15-gallon specimen in size and measure one (1) inch or more in
diameter one (1) foot above the base. Free form trees with multiple stems are permissible; the combined
diameter of the two (2) largest stems of such trees shall measure a minimum of one (1) inch in diameter
one (1) foot above the base.
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12.

13.

14

15.

16.

Mitigation trees shall consist of indigenous varieties of Quercus agrifolia grown from a local seed source.

Mitigation trees shall be planted within one (1) year of the permitted Oak trec removals. The seven-year
maintenance period will begin upon receipt of a letter from the permittee or consulting arborist to the
Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester indicating that the mitigation trees for the
removals have been planted. Mitigation trees shall be planted either on site or at an off-site location
approved by the County Forester. Alternatively, a contribution to the County of Los Angeles Oak Forest
Special Fund may be made in the amount equivalent to the Oak resource loss. The contribution shall be
calculated by the consulting arborist and approved by the County Forester according to the most current
edition of the International Society of Arboriculture's "Guide for Plant Appraisal.”

The permittee shall provide the ISA value for any tree specified above that dies as a result of the
approved encroachments within three (3) years after the completion of this project. At the end of the
three-year period, the County Forester can extend the monitoring period if the health of any encroached
tree is in decline. This will require additional monitoring fees by the County Forester. The contribution
shall be calculated by the consulting arborist and approved by the County Forester according to the most
current edition of the International Society of Arboriculture's "Guide for Plant Appraisal.”

The permittee shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and shall replace any tree failing to survive due
to a lack of proper care and maintenance.

All mitigation Oak trees planted as a condition of this permit shall be protected in perpetuity by the Los
Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance once they have survived the required maintenance period.

NON-PERMITTED ACTIONS AND VIOLATIONS:

17.

18,

19.

20,

21.

Encroachment within the protected zone of any additional trees of the Oak genus on the project site is
prohibited. If the applicant encroaches or removes an Oak tree not specified in the Oak Tree Report, all
work must stop immediately. A new Oak Tree Report, which accurately identifies the project conditions
must be submitted for approval through the permitting process. The applicant will be responsible to pay
all associated fees for the new Oak Tree Permit.

Should encroachment within the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak genus on the project site
not permitted by this grant result in its injury or death within three (3) years of the initial encroachment,
the permittee shall be required to make a contribution to the Los Angeles County Oak Forest Special
Fund in the amount equivalent to the Oak resource damage/loss. Said contribution shall be calculated by
the consulting arborist and approved by the County Forester according to the most current edition of the
International Society of Arboriculture's "Guide for Plant Appraisal.”

No planting or irrigation system shall be installed within the dripline of any Oak tree that will be retained.

Utility trenches shall not be routed within the protected zone of an Oak tree unless the serving utility
requires such locations.

Equipment, materials and vehicles shall not be stored, parked, or operated within the protected zone of
any Oak tree. No temporary structures shall be placed within the protected zone of any Oak tree.
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22. Violations of the conditions of this grant shall result in immediate work stoppage or in a notice of
correction depending on the nature of the violation.

23. Should any future inspection disclose that the subject property is being used in violation of any one (1) of
the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be held financially responsible and shall reimburse the
County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division for all enforcement e fforts necessary to bring
the subject property into compliance.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) §90-4330.

Very truly yours,

) ' A L - oA s »
LR \{3”&;@%&" “af? : e %wg}g

DAVID R. LEININGER, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

DRL:sc
Enclosure

c: Daniel Singh/Ron Brown, Dentec Holdings, Inc.
Daryl Koutnik, Department of Regional Planning






BURDEN OF PROOF
OAK TREE PERMIT
VISTA VERDE RANCH, SAN DIMAS 1999/ TTM 47449

That the proposed construction or proposed use will be accompiished without endangering the
health of the remaining trees subject to thie Part 16, If any, on the subjact property,

The Oak Tree Ordinance and Department of Forester and Fire Warden Publication 808-89 “Oak
Trees: Care and Maintenance” will be foliowed. Precautions will ba taken to prevent any cutting,
grading, filling, trenching or other modifications of the grades within the dripline of remalning
native oaks. Construction of trenches, retaining walls, driveways or other construction within the
dripline shall be monitorad by a project arborist.

Where needed the remaining oaks shall be pruned as required In accordance with the County
Foresters guidelines under the supervision of the project arborist.

Landecaping that requires an frrigation system wiil not be located within any oak trees Dripline.
Irrigation systems for landscaping shall be designed to prevent water seepage to oak trees,
Surface runoff shall be channeled away from the oaks. Precautions shall be taken, where the
naturat terrain has been altered, to direct water flow away from the oak trees to eliminate ponding.

Oak trees adjacent to any proposed grading work will be secured by a fance at Jeast 4-ft in height.
Upon completion the Forester and Fire Warden will be notified prior to any grading. Fencing shall
be retained for the period of construction to be removed after inspection and approval by the

Forester and Fire Warden as authorized by the LA County Oak Tree Ordinance (No. 82-0168). The

retalning oak trees wiil be preserved and protected as a result of the aforementioned preventative
measures. .

That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed will not result in soil eroglon through the
diversion or increased flow of surface waters which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated.

The following measures shall be implemented to avold soll erosion:

s+ Grading and Storm Drain plans will be processed and approved by the County. Project
engineers will diligently incorporate grading and drainage designs Into the plans to mitigate any
potential soll erosion within the proposed residential development.

+  The soil will be re-compacted under the direction of a certified Solls Engineer In accordance
with the standards of Los Angeles County’s Department of Public Works.

«  Surface runoff and storm water will be diverted from the remaining oaks while maintaining the
natural water flow.

«  Storm water trunk devices will be designed to drain the water away from a minimum of 6-ftto
10-ft of the oak tree's critical area and not be allowed to pond and become trapped.



That in addition to the above facts at least one of the following findings apply:

The removal of ask trees proposed is necessary as continued existence at present locations
frustrates the planned improvements and planned use to such an extent that:

a. Alternative development plans cannot achlieve the same permitted density and that the cost
of such alternative would be prohibitive, and

b. Placement of oak tree(s) preciudes the reasonable and efficient uge of such property for a
use otherwise authorized, and

The residential subdivision was designed to make use of level sections of the property, thereby
retaining the maximum number of oak trees by preserving their natural hillside habltat. The
proposed yield for the subject property Is wall befow the allowable density.

The oak trees proposed for removal interfere with streets within and outside of the subject
property, and no reasonable alternative to such an interference exists other than removal of the
trees. Access to the development requires the construction of a mils-long road.

A number of the oak trees proposed for removal are serlously dabilitated or in danger of failing
such that cannot be retained through reasonable preservation methods.

The removal of oak trees proposed will not be contrary to, or be in substantial conflict with the
Interest and purpose of the oak tree permit procedurs.



COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF SEWER OFFER TO MESAOAKS RESIDENTS

There are a hundred and seventeen (117) lots located within the Mesaoaks Community,
of which ten (10) lots are located on Woodhurst Drive that may not gravity flow. The
Developer proposes to install an eight inch sewer main line and iaterals to the property
boundary of each of the hundred and sevenieen parcels, the construction of which will be
paid for by the Developer.

Attached is a table that describes the fees that will be paid by the Developer and those
fees that will be the responsibility of individual homeowners. The ten lots on Woodhurst
Drive may require a pump station. The Developer will continue to work with the County
Public Works and residents on an appropriate design for resolving the method of
sewering to these lots.

It is the Developer’s understanding that the County Public Works has conceptually
approved the sewer design for all of the lots with the exception of the ten lots on
Woodhurst Drive. The Developer requests the Commission impose 4 condition that
would require Developer to continue to work with Public Works and 10 residens for a
design resolution of the ten lots.

MOV 32 2226 14103 SRGE. B2



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 47449
DENTECNISTA VERDE

PROPOSED PROVISION OF SEWERS FOR ADJACENT MESA OAKS COMMUNITY
ESTIMATED FEE SUMMARY SHEET as for November 1, 2006

Fee Type

Fee Amount

To Be Paid By

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS (DISTRICT NO. 22)

Responsible for cperation and imaintenance of regional wastewater collection systems and treatment plants (www.iacsd.org)

ANNEXATION FEES

-> Proposed by Developer

-> Proposed by Develaper

->» Froposed by Develpper

- Typical Single Family Residence (1/2 ac) $3,600 individual
- Denlec Project One Time Fee $14,300 Developer
- Mesa Daks Community $15,100}individualiCommunity
- Dentec Project plus Mesa Oaks community $17,700 Developer
CONNECTION FEE Ore Time Fee $1,725 each Individual
SERVICE CHARGE: -
Annual F 05.25

(Applicable once connected) nualree g Individual
CONSOLIDATED SEWER MAINTENANCE DISTRICT
Responsible for maintenance of local sewer infrastructure
ANNEXATION FEES .

- Dentec Project plus req portions of Mesarica One Time Fee 59,839 Developer
- Dentec Project plus Mesa Oaks community 314,710 Developer
SEWER SERVICE CHARGE

- For Developed Property Annual Fee $35.50 Individual
- For Undeveloped Property $17.75 individual
SADDLE PERMIT FEE *

* Only applicable if Developer does not extend One Time Fee $154 each Individual
{aterals to property line (PL)

- Instatiation of maintine and laterals to PL NIA MNIA Developer
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

PERMIT FEES .

- Abandonment of Existing Sepfic Tank One Time Fee| (included below) Individual
- Installation of Private Sewer Lateral 3150

OTHER POTENTIAL COSTS

- Decommission/Removat of Fxisting Waste Syslem Varias Individuat
_ Instaliation of Laterals from Property Line fo Connection Varies tndividual

=
>

NOU 30 2886 1410



DISCUSSIONS WITH THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS AND MESAOAKS
COMMUNITY

On August 9, 2005, the Subdivision Application was heard by the Regional Planning
Commission (RPC). The Applicant held fourteen meetings with different members of the
City of San Dimas staff and council members in order to elicit input for a project
redesign. On August 24, 2005, the Applicant presented a concept plan to the RPC. The
concept plan intended to address the issues raised at the public hearing of February 9,
2005 and in the meetings held with the City of San Dimas.

In the last several months the Applicant’s representatives have attended a public forum
meeting held by the City of San Dimas during which the applicant made a presentation of
the present Subdivision Application and project design. Additionally, the Applicant
responded to questions from the community. The Applicant’s representatives have also
contacted four of the five council members for the City of San Dimas and atlended three
meetings with individual council members to discuss the present proposal.

The Applicant’s representatives also attended a public meeting with the Mesaoaks
Community members to discuss the terms of the offer submitted to the Mesacaks
residents for sewer mains and laterels and to answer questions the community members
had with regard to the installation of sewer in their community. Finally the Applicant has
attended 3 meetings with individual homeowners concerning sewer for the community.

MOV 32 2806 141835 PEOE.
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LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLp '
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

221 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET, SUITE 1200, L0OS ANGELES, CA 90012
PHONE: (213) 250-1800 | Fax: (213) 250-7900 | WEBSITE: www.lbbslaw.com

JULIASYLVA OCTOBER 26, 2006 FILENG.
DIRECT DiAL: 213.680.5110 33333-333
E-MAIL: sylva@lbbslaw.com

Pat Modugno, Chairman, and

Members of the Regional Planning COPIES: EACH COMTIONER

Commission STAFF _
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL ATV RN N
PLANNING -
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Thts

520 West Temple Street Ny
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Vs

Re: Project: 60-Acres (Vista Verde Ranch) located in the
unincorporated area of City of San Dimas; Subdivision Application# 99-
028 and TTM 47449

Date of Public Hearing: December 6, 2006

Applicant: Vista Verde San Dimas Avenue Properties, LLC

Dear Chairman Modugno and Members of the Regional Planning Commission:

The subject project consists of 70 single-family homes with limited removal and
relocation of oak trees, access to public streets and sewer connection, and minimal
environmental impact (the “Project’). The Project was before the Regional Planning
Commission (“RPC") on four (4) prior occasions, the rescheduled date for a public
hearing date is now December 6, 2006. :

On August 24, 2005, the Applicant presented a concept plan to the RPC which
addressed the comments made by the RPC, the staff of the Department of Regional
Planning (“DRP”), the City of San Dimas (the “City”) and members of the public at
previous public hearings conducted by the RPC. After reviewing the concept plan along

SAN FRANCISCO SAN DHEGO LosTA MESA INLAND EMpIRE SACRAMENTC NEW YORK 1.AS VEGAS PHOENIX TUCSON CHICAGO
{415) 362-2580 {619) 233-1006 {714) 545-9200 (909) 387-1130 (916} 564-53400 (212) 232-1300 (702) 893-3383 (602} 383-1040 (520) 202-2563 (312) 345-1718
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LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH Lirp

Pat Modugno, Chairman, and

Members of the Regional Planning Commission
October 26, 2006

Page 2

with the additional public comments, the RPC directed the Applicant to submit the
concept plan as the revised design project to the DRP for its review.

The Los Angeles County’'s General Plan, provides for a maximum allowable density of
364 dwelling units on the 60-acre parcel. Two-thirds of the property or 40-acres is
relatively flat and disturbed as a result of prior grading. The Project is consistent with
the General Plan: no zone change or conditional use permit are necessary for the
approval of the Project. After many years of hearings, meetings, plans and project
revisions, the Applicant is ready to proceed.

in spite of an earnest effort to work cooperatively with the City, unfortunately, we believe
that the Project may be faced with further needless delays and impediments as a result
of the unreasonable position of the City; specifically, the following:

1. The City's insistence that the only access to the subject property, the existing
stubbed-out street at the Project's southern boundary, not be utilized. This
access would result in limited or, virtually, no biological impacts. The remaining
two other possibilities are to the north or to the east, since there is already an
existing residential development to the west. In the past the City has opposed
access to both the north and east due to significant biological impacts as a result
of grading and constructing roads through the canyons that separate the property
from the north and east.

2. The City's vision for development of the subject property fluctuates and is
unstable, depending on what the Applicant proposes; each time the Applicant
proposes a plan that would meet the requests of the City, a lower density is
demanded by the City. inexplicably, the present vision of the City is to construct
large estate lots; there is little or no demand for this type of product in the market
place.

In mid-October 20086, the Revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR”)
were issued. The DEIR provides that some of the environmental impacts that would
have occurred under the original pian have been eliminated, reduced or modified under
the revised design project proposed. In these cases, mitigation measures that were
originally proposed have been replaced with new mitigation measures required to
address the environmental impacts that would potentially occur under the revised
design project. The Applicant accepts all of the mitigation measures proposed by the
DEIR and we are confident that the mitigation measures proposed will adequately and
fully address the environmental impacts associated with the Project.

4841-2932-5313.1
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Pat Modugno, Chairman, and

Members of the Regional Planning Commission
October 26, 2006

Page 3

Please bear in mind that this is a brief summary of project developments occurring
during the past eighteen (18) months. Pursuant to your directive at the first Public
Hearing before the RPC, the Applicant's team of professionals, including this office,
expended a tremendous amount of effort in frying to work out a mutually agreeable plan
with the City. Collectively, we attended 14 different meetings with City Council Members
and City staff. The development plan was revised on a number of occasions pursuant
to the guidance and at the direction of the Council Members and City staff. At one
point, just prior to presenting the concept plan to the RPC, it appeared as if the City was
close to supporting the current 70-lot plan. However, shortly thereafter, the City held a
study session without nolifying the Applicant or other interested parties. The study
session was attended by the City Council, City staff and certain members of the
community selected from a private list of one the Council Members opposed to the
Project. It is apparent that this study session was another bad faith effort and attempt to
organize opposition to the Project and derail the Applicant's efforts to reach a
consensus on the proposed plan.

The Applicant has a solid tract record of reaching out to the City in seeking a mutually
agreeable plan. Originally, approximately ten years ago, the Applicant filed a
subdivision application with the City. The City made little or no effort to process the
application so the applicant withdrew it after two years and filed a subdivision
application with the County instead.

On the positive side, we have received favorable responses from many members of the
community as well as the RPC. it is a good design. The following are the differences
between the initial plan submitted to the RPC and the present proposal:

¢ The access has been revised so that a bridge will be utilized to connect
San Dimas Avenue and the first natural plateau of the property. The
bridge will span almost 700 feet at an additional cost of about seven
million dollars. Little or no impact will result to biological resources as a
result of constructing the bridge.

¢ The grading has been reduced from 680,000 yards to 230,000 yards.
No grading is proposed on the eastern portion of the property between
the first natural plateau and San Dimas Avenue. This was a major point of
contention by the City.

e Approximately 30 undisturbed natural acres are proposed as either
permanent open space or a permanent natural park.

4841.2932-5313.1
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Pat Modugno, Chairman, and

Members of the Regional Planning Commission
October 26, 2006

Page 4

¢ Approximately, 380 oak trees will be saved as a result of revising the
plan.

e The Project is proposed on approximately two-thirds of the subject
property which is composed of relatively flat and disturbed terrain.

o A1 % acre park is proposed adjacent to Loma Vista Park.

In short, the Applicant has made every conceivable effort to work cooperatively with the
City. The bridge is a very costly solution and places the burden of approximately
$100,000 per Iot on the Project. Not only does it not make sense to develop larger lots
(since market data shows that there is a dollar limit to what people are willing to pay in
this location) but developing estate-type lots effectively and unfairly changes the
existing land use.

The Applicant has complied with all directives of the RPC by processing the concept
plan through the DRP. The Project meets all local zoning and land use requirements.
We are hopeful that the RPC will approve the Application as presented.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions. Thank you for your attention
to this matter.

{““*»\XSEncereiy, (\

S Neees

Julia Sylva of
LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP

JS:mj

cc: Daniel Singh, Managing Member

4841-2932-5313.1
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Javier and Mary Marquez

3834 M. Briarpath Ave. Covina, CA %1724

September 21, 2006

Ms. Susie Tae, Planner

LA County Regional Planning
320 West Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Tract Map #47449/Support for Sewers in the Mesa Oaks Development

Dear Ms. Tae:

We are writing this letter to express our support of approval for Tract Map #47449,
contingent upon the developer providing sewers with laterals to property lines in the
development on all public streets and Oak Twig Lane as proposed (no cost to home
owners). We support their proposal for the following reasons:

The price is right.

Sewers are environmentally friendlier than septic systems.

Sewers are more efficient and require little or no homeowner maintenance.

An overwhelming majority of residents are in support of the developer’s proposal
to our development.

o

We are confident that if a vote were to be sanctioned by the Mesa Oaks Homeowner’s
Improvement Association, it would be passed by an overwhelming majority. An
advisory ballot was sent to residents at the request of the developer. Immediately
following the mailing of the ballots to residents, the HOA Board issued a
“denouncement” of the advisory vote, citing that it lacked Board sanction, and
questioning the validity of the developer’s letter. Prior to the denouncement, 42 ballots
were collected, 36 in favor and 6 opposed.

An overwhelming majority of the HOA Board consists of residents who live
geographically closest to the proposed development and are opposed to the development
of the property and any related proposal. Their personal views do not reflect the
opinion of the majority of the Mesa Oaks homeowners.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call us at (626) 339-6904.

fgincerely,




September 7, 2006

Ms. Sugie Tae, Planner

LA County Regional Planning
320 West Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Tract Map #47449/Support for Sewers in the Mesa Oaks Development

Dear Ms, Tae:

We are writing this letter to express our support of approval for Tract Map #47449,
contingent upon the developer providing sewers with laterals to property lines in the
development on ail public streets and Oak Twig Lane as proposed. We view the
developer’s proposal as guid pro quo, and subsequently support their proposal for the
following reasons:

The price is right.

Sewers are environmentally friendlier than septic systems.

Sewers are more efficient and require little or no homeowner maintenance.

An overwhelming majority of residents are in support of the developer’s proposal
to our development.

SRCER

We are confident that if a vote were to be sanctioned by the Mesa Oaks Homeowner’s
Improvement Association, it would be passed by an overwhelming majority. An
advisory ballot was sent to tesidents at the request of the developer. Immediately
following the mailing of the ballots to residents, the HOA Board issued a
“denouncement” of the advisory vote, citing that it lacked Board sanction, and
guestioning the validity of the developer’s letter. Prior to the denouncement, 42 ballots
were collected, 36 in favor and 6 opposed.

An overwhelming majority of the HOA Board consists of residents who live
geographically closest to the proposed development and are opposed to the development
of the property and any related proposal. Their personal views do not reflect the
opinion of the majority of the Mesa Oaks homeowners.

1f you have any questions, please feel free 1o call us at (626) 332-2524.
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August 11, 2006

Michael Antonovich, 5" District Supervisor
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 W. Temple Street, Suite 8§69
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re- Insiallation of sewer line within Mesa Oaks Tract and proposed TTM
47449 (70 lots Subdivision)

Dear Honorable Supervisor Antonovich,

As a resident of the Mesa Oaks area of Los Angeles County, [ am writing
this letter in support of the installation of a sewer line within our tract and
consequently, in support of the proposed 70 lot subdivision.

In the late 1970s I lived on the Mesa for ten years and within the last two
vears I moved. The one draw back to living in this lovely area is that we
are all on septic tanks. My residence was built in 1959 and so I am
dealing with a very old system, as are most of the residenis in this area. i
is to our advantage that this sewer line be installed. It will be an asset io
our homes.

We have an association board that seems to have its majority against the
sewer lines because all their properties back up to the proposed
development. This association is to make sure the association pool is
clean and trees on the Mesa are trimmed not to make decisions that will
affect the individual homeowner.



Sure we would like to see any open land stay that way, but it is foolish to
think that this property will stay open forever. And again we would be
foolish not io take the offer of this developer for eventually a developer
will build on this land and maybe the next developer will not be this
generous.

In closing I would say that if you polled the Mesa the majority would like
to be able to take a shower and not worry about how much water they use.

Sincerely,

L 9 ff""/
Tz / ”
Lee A%/ CLCUL

Mona

cc. Pat Modugno, Planning Commission Chairman
Jay Gomez, 5" District Field Deputy
Paul Novak, 5" Districk Planning Deputy
Suzie Tae, Subdivision Section Head

Daryl Koutnik, Impact Analysis Section Head



March 27. 2006
Daniel Singh
RAD Developers, Corp.
10365 West Jefferson Blvd.
Culver City, CA 90232

RAD | DEVELOPERS | CORP

William and Patricia Lietz
3676 N. Woodhurst Drive
Covina, CA 91724

et

RE: Recent Negotiations Regarding Your Community’s Waste Disposal System
Dear Mesa Oaks Homeowners:

As you may already know, there has been extensive discussion among your community’s municipal
entities including the Regional Planning of the County of Los Angeles, and Mesarica’s Home Owner’s
Association regarding the approval of a sewage line within Mesarica Road to be instalied to service a
residential housing development adjacent to your neighborhood.

As the asset managers of the property owners, we are autherized to convey the property owners’
willingness to commit to incurring the entire cost of instalfation of main sewer lines throughout the entire
area known as Mesa Oaks (i.e., under all the public roads of Mesa Oaks). There will be no cost to the
community for the construction of the sewer lines and the laterals to each property owner’s boundary.
The above offer is only available subject to approval by the County of Los Angeles and a majority of the
residents being committed to supporting this matter.

The proposal to take on the work and costs of instatling sewer lines to each individual house is outside the
scope and obligations of the property owners of the land on which the proposed housing development is
being considered. Nonetheless, having the main lines installed under each public street at no cost to the
Mesa Oaks residents represents a considerable savings for those who choose (or are forced. due to falling
septic systems) to hook up to a sewer system. It is estimated that if the Mesa Oaks residents were to
decide to install main sewer lines on the Mesa without outside funds (i.e., no developer’s financial help),
cach homeowner would need to contribute (pay) approximately $20.500' toward the construction alone.
In addition the area would have to pay for the required fees, licenses, inspections and so forth of the
entirely new system which would total to about $5 7,4000° (to be divided among the residents).

Please keep in mind the costs provided are costs your comsmunity would have to raise on its own,
otherwise. Your support is required before the property owners will commit to making such enormous
expenditures outside the realm of the needs of the development. With your support however. the utmost
will be done to bring about a result that promotes content and satisfaction among your community.

Very ours,
Daniel Singh

RAD Developers, Corp.

' LA County estimate as of 1999
2 -
* Figures from the property owners of proposed developiment

10365 W. Jefferson Bivd * Culver City, CA 980232
Phone: (310} 945-3030 ¢ Fax: (310) 945-3036 * Rad@landeveloper.net



TRINIDAD ESTRADA
3684 Woodhurst Drive, Covina CA 91724 (626) 967-6077

August 9, 2006

Susie Tae

Subdivision Section Head Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Suite 1390

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Support for the Installation of Sewer Line in Mesa Oaks and
Proposed Development TTM 47449

Dear Honorable Supervisor:

This letter is to inform vou of the support that my wife and I are giving to a proposal
made by the current developer of TTM 47449. The developer is willing to install sewer
lines in the area known as Mesa Oaks, a tract located in an unincorporated area of Los
Angeles adjacent to the proposed development (TTM 47449). We live in this
unincorporated area and have long favored the installation of sewer lines through our arca
so that the existing waste systems, which are exclusively that of septic tanks and
cesspools, could be retired. The developer has offered to build sewer lines and laterals in
our area if the majority of the residents do not oppose his project of 70 homes on nearby
vacant land. He has seen first hand that a vocal minority from the Mesa Oaks Tract
adjacent to his land speaking in opposition about another nearby development can delay
the plans of his development. They have done so in the past. Provided this proposed
development gets all the proper permits and legal approvals, my wife and 1 do not object
to the development of the adjacent, privately owned land known as TT 47449. A poll
taken by Pat Leitz (a former liason between the local home owners association and the
applicant for the development of TTM 47449) and myself shows a majority of
respondents feel the same.

I believe the majority of residents of Mesa Oaks have been underrepresented and/or
misrepresented in the past at various county meetings by a minority of the residents of the
Mesa Oaks Tract who have maintained that information regarding the builder’s offer and
any open descussion of this matter be channeled solely through Mesa Oaks Community
Improvelment Association, a voluntary organization which does not have all of the
residents of the area in its membership and which apparently has a majority of its board
members adamantly opposed to any development on the land in question. Please
consider the majority opinion when assessing the feelings of those living in Mesa Oaks
regarding the development of TTM 47449 and their desire to accept the builder’s offer to
assist in the modernization of the areas current waste disposal systems by making sewer’s
available.

Sincerely,

Trinidad L. Estrada

cc: Michael Antovich, 5® District Supervisor Los Angeles County Board
Pat Modugno, Planning Commission Chairman Regionat Planning
Paul Novak, 5" District Planning Deputy
Jay Gomez, 5* District Field Deputy
Daryl Koutnik, Impact Analysis Sectin Head Regional Planning



March 27, 2006
Daniel Singh
RAD Developers, Corp.
10365 West Jefferson Blvd.
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RE: Recent Negotiations Regarding Your Community’s Waste Disposal System
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Dear Mesa Oaks Homeowners:

As you may already know, there has been extensive discusstion among your community’s municipal
entities including the Regional Planning of the County of Los Angeles. and Mesarica’s Home Owner’s
Association regarding the approval of a sewage line within Mesarica Road to be installed to service a
residential housing development adjacent to your neighborhood.

As the asset managers of the property owners, we are authorized to convey the property owners’
willingness to commit to incurring the entire cost of installation of main sewer lines throughout the entire
areca known as Mesa Oaks (i.e., under all the public roads of Mesa Oaks). There will be no cost to the
community for the construction of the sewer lines and the laterals to each property owner’s boundary.
The above offer is only available subject to approval by the County of Los Angeles and a majority of the
residents being committed to supporting this matter.

The proposal to take on the work and costs of installing sewer lines to each individual house is outside the
scope and obligations of the property owners of the land on which the proposed housing development is
being considered. Nonetheless, having the main lines installed under each public street at no cost to the
Mesa Qaks residents represents a considerable savings for those who choose (or are forced, due to failing
septic systems) to hook up to a sewer system. It is estimated that if the Mesa Oaks residents were to
decide to install main sewer fines on the Mesa without outside funds (i.c., no developer’s financial help),
each homeowner would need to contribute (pay) approximately $20,500" toward the construction alone.
in addition the area would have to pay for the required fees, licenses. inspections and so forth of the
entirely new system which would total to about $57,4000° (to be divided among the residents),

Piease keep in mind the costs provided are costs your community would have to raise on its own,
otherwise. Your support is required before the property owners will commit to making such enormous
expenditures outside the realm of the needs of the development. With your support however, the utmost
will be done to bring about a result that promotes content and satisfaction among your community.

Ver OUrs,

/A

Daniel Singh
RAD Developers, Corp.

"LA County estimate as of 1999
- Figures from the property owners of proposed development

10365 W. Jefferson Blvd * Culver City, CA 90232
Phana: (310) 045.3030 ¢ Fax: (310) 945-3036 * Rad@Landeveloper.net
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3710 Woodhurst Drive
Covina, CA 91724

T 626.339.0545

Re: Support for Installation of Sewer Line in Mesa Oaks and the Proposed TTM 47449

Eo——y

Michaet Antonovich

5th District Supervisor

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 W. Temple Street Suite 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Date 8/3/06 "

Dear Honorable Supervisar,

This letter is to inform you of the support that my wife and | are giving to a proposal made by the current
developer of TIM 47449 to install sewer lines in the area known as Mesa Oaks, a tract iccated in an
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County adjacent to the proposed developrment (TTM 47449). We live is
this unincorporated area and have long favored the installation of sewer lines through our area so that the
existing waste systems, which are exclusively that of septic tanks and cesspoois, could be retired. The
deveioper, Mr Singh, has offered in writing to build sewer lines and laterals in our area Jf the majority of the
residerts here did not oppose his proiect of 70 homes on nearby vacant land. He has seen first hand that a
vocal minority from the Mesa Oaks Tract adjacent to his land and speaking in opposition to such a nearby
development, can delay the development of the land in question. They have done $o in the past. Provided
this proposed development gets alt the proper permits and legal approvals, my wife and | do not object to
the development of the adjacent, orivately owned land known as TT 47449, A poll taken by Pat Lietz {a
former llaison between the local home owners association and Mr. Singh) and myself shows that a majority
of respondents feel the same.

| believe the majority of residents of Mesa Oaks have been underrepresented and/or misrepresented in the
past at various county meetings by a minority of the residents of the Mesa QOaks tract who have maintained
that information regarding the builder's offer and any open discussion of this matter be channeled solely
through the Mesa Oaks Community Improvement Association, a voluntary organization which does not
have all of the residents of the area in its membership and which apparently has a majority of its board
members adamantly opposed to any development on the land in question. Please consider the opinions of
alt the residents in the area when assessing the feslings of those living in Mesa Caks regarding the
development of TTM 4744y ang that i appears that & majority accepts the builder's offer to assist in the
modernization of the area’s available waste disposal systems by making sewers available.

Sincerely yours,

Sam McDonald

ce: Pat Modugno, Planning Commission Chairman
Jay Gomaez, 5th District Fisid Deputy
Paul Novak, 5th District Planning Deputy
Suzie Tae, subdivision Section Head
Daryl Koutnik, Impact analysis Section Head




Sonja Jones
3685 N. Woodhurst Drive
Covina, CA 91724

July 28, 2006 é

Michael Antonovich, 5™ District Supervisor
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 W. Temple Street, Suite 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE:  Support for proposed TTM 47449 (70 lots subdivision) and sewer line installation
within Mesa Oaks Tract

To The Honorable Supervisor Antonovich,

I am a homeowner in the Mesa Qaks Tract of Covina, in the unincorporated area
of L.A. County, and represent a majority of homeowners in our tract who supports the
above-referenced new proposed subdivision and installation of sewer lines in our
neighborhood.

I have a growing concern for our community’s septic systems which are nearing
the end of their natural lifespan and how our underground water may have been affected.
Many residents have already experienced septic failures or repairs; and with rumors of
new legislation associated with replacing failed septic systems, we would be ignorant not
to accept Mr. Singh’s generous offer (letter attached) to the residents of our neighborhood
for installation of sewer lines at a fraction of the cost, subject to approval by the County
in support of his development.

There are several HOA board members who have tainted the facts about the
proposed project adjacent to our tract, and have refused to put out a fair vote to the
homeowners. They have not told the truth about costs and impact, if any, to our
community.

I am strongly in favor of the proposed TTM47449, and ask that you vote in
support of same.

Sincerely,
Ui
Sonja Jones
Encl.
cc: Pat Modugno, Planning Commission Chairman

Jay Gomez, 5™ District Field Deputy

Paul Novak, 5" District Planning Deputy
Suzie Tae, Subdivision Section Head

Daryl Koutnik, Impact Analysis Section Head



March 27. 2006
Daniet Singh
RAD Developers. Corp.
10365 West Jefferson Blvd.
Culver City, CA 90232

RAD | DEVELOPERS | CORP

William and Patricia Lietz
3676 N. Woodhurst Drive
Covina, CA 91724

RE: Recent Negotiations Regarding Your Community’s Waste Disposal System
Dear Mesa Oaks Homeowners:

As you may already know, there has been extensive discussion among your conununity’s municipal
entities including the Regional Planning of the County of Los Angeles, and Mesarica’s Home Owner’s
Association regarding the approval of a2 sewage line within Mesarica Road to be installed to service a
residential housing development adjacent to your neighborhood.

As the asset managers of the property owners, we are authorized to convey the property owners’
willingness to commit to incurring the entire cost of installation of main sewer lines throughout the entire
area known as Mesa Oaks {i.e.. under all the public roads of Mesa Oaks). There will be no cost to the
community for the construction of the sewer lines and the laterals to each property owner’s boundary.,
The above offer is only available subject to approval by the County of Los Angeles and a majority of the
residents being committed to supporting this matter.

The proposal to take on the work and costs of installing sewer lines to each individual house is outside the
scope and obligations of the property owners of the land on which the proposed housing development is
being considered. Nonetheless, having the main lines installed under each public street at no cost to the
Mesa Oaks residents represents a considerable savings for those who choose (or are forced, due to failing
septic systems) to hook up to a sewer system. It is estimated that if the Mesa Oaks residents were to
decide to install main sewer lines on the Mesa without outside funds (i.e., no developer’s financial help),
each homeowner would need to contribute {pay) approximately $20.500' toward the construction alone.
In addition the area would have to pay for the required fees, licenses, inspections and so forth of the
entirely new system which would total to about $57,4000” (to be divided among the residents).

Please keep in mind the costs provided are costs your community would have to raise on its own,
otherwise. Your support is required before the property owners will commit to making such enormous
expenditures ouiside the reaim of the needs of the development. With your support however, the uimost
will be done to bring about a result that promotes content and satisfaction among your community.

Ver Ours,

/

Daniel Singh
RAD Developers, Corp.

" LA County estimate as of 1999
" Figures from the property owners of proposed development

10365 W. Jefferson Bivd * Culver City, CA 90232
Phone: (310) 945-3030 ¢ Fax: (310) 945-3036 ¢ Rad@l andeveloper.net
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PAT LIETZ
2676 Woodhurst Drive, Covina, CA Q17
Phone: (626) 339-8321

July 21, 2006

Michael Antonovich, 3™ District Supervisor
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 W. Temple Street, Suite 869

Los Angeles, CA %0012

Re: Support for Installation of sewer line within Mesa Qaks Tract and proposed TTM
47449 (70 lots subdivision)

Dear Honorable Supervisor Antonovich,

I am a resident of Mesa Oaks Tract located in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles
County. This letter is intended to convey to the County the position of the Mesa Ouaks
residents with respect to the adjacent proposed development and installation of sewer line
for the Mesa Qaks residents. The Mesa Oaks Tract is adjacent to a proposed 70 lots
subdivision also located in the County of Los Angeles, adjacent to the city of San Dimas.
The houses in the Mesa Oaks Tract have no public sewer and are on septic tanks. Most of
the septic tanks are close to the end of their life span. I was nominated previously by the
Mesa Oaks Homeowners Association as the liason to interact between the HOA and
applicant for the development of TTM 47449. I served as the liason for 3 years. I have
not been the liason for the HOA since August 2005. Recently, I along with several
homeowners residing in the Mesa Oaks Tract composed a questionnaire to see whether
the Mesa Oaks residents supported the installation of sewer line by the developer within
our tract and if the residents supported the proposed TTM 47449,

The questionnaire was mailed to each one of the 118 Mesa Oaks Tract homeowners.
There was an overwhelming consensus amongst the respondents that they supported the
installation of sewer within the Mesa Oaks Tract and they have no objection to the
proposed TTM 47449, | am enclosing copies of the questionpaire that have been
completed by the residents. There were 42 respondents, 88% of them voted in favor of
the installation of sewer line by the developer within the Mesa Qaks Tract; and 8% of
them voted that they did not object to the proposed development of TTM 47449,

I am sending you this information since there are a few people on the Mesa Oaks HOA
Board who are opposed to the development and have provided misleading information to
the County and residents concerning the project. Hopefully this provides a clear message
to the County what the residents really desive. Please call me if you have any questions
concerning this matter.



Sincerely,

Ql,zic;@:g/

Pat Lietz

Ce: Pat Modugno, Planning Commission Chairman
Jay Gomez, 5" District Field Deputy
Paul Novak, 5" District Planning Deputy
Suzie Tae, Subdivision Section Head
Daryl Koutnik, Impact Analysis Section Head
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn itinto a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in alf public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the instailation of
alt of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot)

X ]
Yes No

- Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

] X

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

L] -4

Yes No

- Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

% L]

Yes

No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1.

Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the instaliation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

XN ]

Yes No

- Do you support the instaliation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa

Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

] N

Yes No

- Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.
L] N
Yes No
- Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?
X [
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted itern wiil

be moot.)

B L]
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

L] X
Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

] D

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the instaliation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

Yes No
Crosnc ARl b an/E
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
ali of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moat.)

X []

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

L] =

Yeg No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

Kl []
Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

L X

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it intc a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
alf of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
X []
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

< ]

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
[T <

ra

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted itern will

be moot.)
o u

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardiess of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

[] &

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
] i

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

0 v

Yes No

F William M. Watkins
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

Yes No

. Do you support the instaliation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

2 X

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.

Yes No

. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

X []

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote,

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

. .

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

] i

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

X -

Yes No

Please write your name. address and sign below:

% ey
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not abjecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item wili

be moot.)
0 iq

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardiess of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

] X

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under ali ¢ir-
cumstances.

iﬁ O

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

0 N

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1.

Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot))

Pl n

Yes No

- Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa

Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

X O

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.
£y
ity S
Yes No

- Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the instailation of sew-

ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?
A ]
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L. A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot))
L]
Yes NO

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

vl []

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

e

L] g

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

w 0l

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

[] P
Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

O]

Yag No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

]

Yes No

Please write your name, address and sign below:
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. {Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied

y written qualifications or limiting comments Will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No )w\
vote. BASED
@nd THRE

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
. 1%

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

: I

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
D »

Yesg No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

: %

Yes No

Koerilew
21080 LLONERLAWD DR .



Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

]
Yes . No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

] -4

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

O

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

£

L] @
Yes o
Ericd-ows Lansford
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1.

Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
X .
Yes No
- Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa

Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

L] 28

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.

] ¥

Yes No

- Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-

ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

o O

1, /“\,i_
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.) ;
E»z»/ (]

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

o :
R A
: ) N Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances. /
U

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

o N

Yes h |
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install 2 main sewer
line in all public streets and laterais to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

I

" []

o’

es No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer In all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

Ll

Yes

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under ali cir-
cumstances.

.

£

] ]

Yes Ne

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
X []

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

X n

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.
N X

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the instaliation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

o (]
Yes "
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1.

Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
i O

Yes No

. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa

Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

N X

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
0 g

Yes No

- Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-

ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

] P

hs

-

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1.

S

Jynee

Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa QOaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

L]

Yes 0

. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa

Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

[] - i@

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.
&7/ [
(
Yes No

. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-

ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community? .
T Ve

/
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.) A/TE Wé D%
Y Mels -
A o perwmT 2 Sy
Yes No ower Aénrnst

s+ >
ﬂg{/ﬂ\} Z{) /I@s SeL /4
2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000

if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone? m/

]
Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

. rd

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the instailation of sew-

ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

Yes ﬂbﬁy o, No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

L]

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardiess of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

N vl

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all ¢ir-

cumstances.
] M

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the enti;}desa Oaks community?

]

Yes

No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or fimiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the instatlation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L. A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

i N

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

N N

£

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

] 1%

Yag No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

]
No




Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
X ]

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

[] X

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

L] L]

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

] X

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or fimiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and {aterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the instaliation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L. A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
s N

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

N &

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

N X

Yes NO

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

[ =8

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vole,

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L. A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

o

i .

Yes No

. Do you support the instaliation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

ﬁ 2

Yes No

- Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances. 5 - 4 SS ¢l
- D= “,
i P ,-/'Vj E
Yes No ,»,/«;:; 1 éﬁz}ﬁfﬁj N
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. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire, Mesa Oaks community?
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Cautlon: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
ali of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
| O

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

L

Yes

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

N

& 8

Yes No

Ciro J & Evelyn V Gaudesi
3778 N Woodhurst Dr
Covina CA 91724-3368




Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
] L]
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

L] L]
Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

] L]
Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

L] []

Yes No



Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Flease check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and tumn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

X ]
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

34 ]

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.
N <

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

Xl ]

Yes No
JACK ©. DUNN D e 5
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
E -
Yes No

2. Do you support the instaliation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

4" n

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cu mstances.
M zd

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

zd ]

Yes No
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- Ty (A é\/\ ¢ L’ vy
y 2o &MW



oy ey

e N

e e
Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moaot.) e,

Yes

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

[ X

Yes No

3. Do you object to the
cumstanceg—

No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?




Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
ali of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L. A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.) .

] )
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

S -

Yes No

e

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances. =

] ug

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

L [

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.,

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

X ]

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

g U]

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

N 5

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

N ]

Yes No
E%Wm@wmﬂ' _
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn itinto a No
vote.

1.

Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to instail a main sewer
fine in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the instaliation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted itemn will
be moot.)

1
Yes No

- Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa

Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has 1o bear the entire cost alone?

L]

Yes No

. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
]

Yes No

. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-

ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

b [
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
4 ]

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

0 X

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

D @ wiTh [LESEQVAMon S,

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew:
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community? fs A Cowo:iTior ch'/ 1F pAp Fok
@ y DEVELS PE4L
X ]

¥

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)

Iy L]
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardiess of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

(] ¥
Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

[]
Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

Yes No

P



Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the instailation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

1% L]
Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

.l 0

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

7 e

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

[]

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
g []

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

L]

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
] i

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

Cd []

Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
ali of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will
be moot.)

[] [

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

] e

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

e [

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

N E
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No

vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
X 0]

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

pd 0

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
] w

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

1% [

Yes No

I W o 1506

Sonja Jénes

3685 N, Woedhurst Dr.
Covina, CA 91724
(626)331-6185




Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in ali public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted itern will

be moot.)
R []
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Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

: X

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

) X

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

A .
Yes No
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments wilt invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L. A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
b .

Yes No

2. Do you support the installation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

158 O]

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
O P

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

O W

Yes No

No Name_
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Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Qaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
X, 0

Yes No

2. Do you support the instaliation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone?

> ]

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-
cumstances.

] X

Yes No

4. Would you like the Mesa Oaks Board to actively pursue the installation of sew-
ers for the entire Mesa Oaks community?

K [

Yes No



Mesa Oaks Sewer Project Questionnaire

Please check one box in answer to each question. Caution: Any Yes vote accompanied
by written qualifications or limiting comments will invalidate the Yes and turn it into a No
vote.

1. Do you accept the proposal of the developer Vista Verde to install a main sewer
line in all public streets and laterals to each property line within the Mesa Oaks
community at no cost to you? (This is contingent upon the majority of the residents
not objecting to the proposed development, it being approved and the installation of
all of the above mentioned sewer lines by the developer Vista Verde being added as
a condition to L.A. County’s approval of Tract #47449. Otherwise this voted item will

be moot.)
b

es No

2. Do you support the instailation of a main sewer in all streets within the Mesa
Oaks community regardless of the county’s decision whether or not to approve
the Vista Verde development realizing that you may incur a cost of over $20,000
if the Mesa has to bear the entire cost alone? 5

= ;i

Yes No

3. Do you object to the development of Tentative Tract Map 47449 under all cir-

cumstances.
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Jennifer i, Johnson
914 S Essex Road
San Dimas, CA 917733755

Novermber 26, 2006

Dary! Koutnik, Departrment of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St. Room 1346
Los Angetes, CA 90012

Dear Daryt Koutnik:

This is the second time [ have written you regarding the proposed
deveiopment for the Wainut Creek area. ! will continue to write each and
every time a proposal like this is issued, as | OPPOSE the destruction of the
beautiful canyon so close to my home. What must | do to assist you in
recognizing this land as a significant ecoiogical arears You must realize that
destroying this property will damage the delicate batance of all wildiife that
reside in the Bonelll Park area.

t would fike to begin by stating that | have lived in San Dimas for 20 years. |am
twenty-six years old now, and | am thankfui that my parents moved our family
from the overpopulated neighborhoods of Temple City to a more spacious,
more beautiful city full of tangible nature and rustic charm.

In a greedy society that seeks wealth above ali cther things, | am saddened.
Walnut Creek is one of the few remaining wild-life corridors in our area, and to
think that RAD Devetopers Corp. wishes to flatten and disturb sixty acres of
land and remove 130 [not to mention the Z0-something trees that will be
encroached upon) , those of which are namely Oak, is an atrocity. It has been
stated by the Developer's spokeswoman at the community forum that this
intrusion will be of a nominal impact and that the obliteration of the proposed
sixty acres would not affect the creek and wildlife habitat. That is impossibie.
Once the Oak trees are removed and the land is barren, what becomes of the
wildlife? MHow many animals that represent the delicate balance of the creek
will be demolished, displaced and pushed intc our already cluttered city
streets? '

My greatest concern, as an environmenitalist, 1s that humans are not the only
species existing on Earth; we share the planet withy' so many other anirnats that
‘make life extraordinary. The Developer’s spokeswoman certainly didn't
mention the animals residing in Walnut Creek. Watch the taped video from
the forurm and you'll see she was more concerned with making the
Deveioper's views sound as though they were commonsensical. She stated t©
the effect, "We're only rermoving one hundred and thirty trees. We could build
hundreds of houses, but have chosen to build 70, thus you community
members should see our use of common sense.” Instead this alleged
commonsensical rant displayed for us the rather illogical ideals that the
Developer holds to truly destroy g landlocked piece of undisturbed nature.




Have you witnessed the animals that call the canyon home? Coyotes, rabbits,
squirrels, frogs, sriakes, red-ailed hawks, owls and numerous other birds all
reside in Wainut Creek. If the Developers were to push the native wildlife away
from the only jocation they have left in this concrete jungle, then they wili not
survive. What beauty will be left for my children? \What beauty will be left for
yours?

The destruction of Walnut Creek will not only affect the animals that call the
creek home. It will affect each and every resident in San Dimas. The
desecration of the creek will permanently disrupt the balance of our ity in
every way. San Dimas is knowrt for its western themed events; old town San
Dimas is guaint, and from the Via Verde Hills to just around the comer from
my house are horse trails that are guite often used. San Dimas is & City that
was created around its abounding nature, as Sar Dimas Canyon Parkis a
beautiful place to enjoy. Bonelli Park provides a fun get-away. if only for a day,
and if you ook carefully, it has a trail that leads right into the proposed Walnut
Creek development zone.

Do you remember when Badillo St. was renovated, adding two additional
ianest Traffic has increased greatly since then, | should know, as my bedroom -
faces the street that is so heavily traveled both morning and night. The
addition of 70 homes would bring an estimated 140 cars to our area,
assuming each house would own at least two ¢ars.

Ancther problem | foresee pertains to the sewage lines. Upon the completion
of the Rancho Park Estates located off Cypress and Valley Center, the corner of
Valley Center has become the stench of the neighborhood. Each night, and
most particuiarly on hot nights, the sewage systemn from Rancho Park Estates
pumps fumes of raw sewage straight into our air, permeating the corner of
Valtey Center and Badiilo with an offensive odor. Drive by around.7 p.m. one
night, 1 invite you to smelt it for yourself. Building a sewer that will be beneath
the hormes in the Mesarica area only brings disastrous consequences, you'll
hear plenty of complaints from residents whc are disqusted by unpleasant

smeils. '

What i am asking from you, Mr. Koutnik, or any county supervisor who glances
this way is [hat you. too, see the importance of saving our environment from a
chaotic upheaval. Richard Urshenfeld and the rest of RAD Developers have
been fighting for years to develop this fand and there isn't any way that they
can without destroying a tiny piece of heaven. Building on sixty acres is NOT
an acceptable proposal and you have my vote toward annexing the land that
is zoned for ‘open-space’ to the City of San Dimas. It worked for the plot of
land that was once a horse corral located on the corner of Sunfiower and
Badillo, so | know that annexation is possible.

And just when | thougit | had said it all, there’s more. | have friends who own
a home in the Mesarica area and have an oak tree on their property. They are
prohibited from extracting or merely cutting the tree back. | did my
homework: the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance states that it was
“estabiished to recognize oak trees as significant historical, aesthetic and
ecological resources.” The ardinance also states that ” a person should not cut,
destroy, remove, relocate, infiict damage, or encroach into the protected zone
of any tree of the oak tree genus, which is 8" or more in diameter, etcetera,
without first obtaining a permit.” RAD Developers is proposing to remove over



OCNE HUNDRED oak trees! As the County, please adhere to ydur own policy
and refuse this proposall

it is important for you to know, Mr. Kountik, that my neighborhood, the San
Dimas Estates, caught on fire this past July. | was stepping out my front door
only to see thick smoke coming from the canyon behind Cardiff Street. As one
of the first people at the scene, | watched as the canyon erupted into flames.
The fire depantment missed Essex, our street, and drove all the way around to
the other side of the canyon in atternpt to get to the fire. In this time, half the
canyon was burnt to a crisp, and all we could do is watch.  Luckily our homes
weren't damaged because of our ice piant border fining the canycn. i'm
concerned about the construction of 70 homes {San Dimas Estates consists of
59 homes}, built in the canyon with the only exit being a 700- foot bridge. The
fire hazard In the canyon is high, and we were surprised the canycn hadn't
caught on fire before. { don't krow about you, but | wouldn't want to buy a
home located in a fire pit with a single exit.

Speaking of the single exit, the creation of a 700-foot bridge is unfathomabile. |
would hate to see such an' eyesore cbstructing the view of our beautiful
canyon. And to really think that this bridge won't destroy even more of the
property, and that the larnd moving equipment brought in to build the bridge
won't destroy more of the trees and wildiife is absurd. | oppose the building of
this hieinous Gridge to every extent.

Let us not forget that Walnut Creek is a fault fine, and that the La Conchita
mudslides were a heart-wrenching tale of what happens when rman infringes
upon nature. Let us for once give nature a chance, as I'd hate to get oni the 57
freeway heading south and glance to my right only to see nothing but stucco
and roof tops cluttering the fertile ground.

The L.A. County Department of Regional Planning shouldn't just consider
designating Wainut Creek a “Significant Ecological Area”, it should make & one.
I know the process is a fong one, but once we chiiterate the beauty in our
midst, there's no going back.

I
Please don't let our community dowrt. And most of all don't let me down; I'm
young and hopeful, and would love to see that ai of markind isn't inherently
greedy and self-consurmed.

Please REJE(CT this proposal,

gtuvtﬁ( (AN

R
e ‘ 'i\
Jennifer N. Johnson . J



DEGEVE
NOV 28 2005

November 21, 2006
Daryl Koutnik, Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records, Room 1346

320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012 {

Dear Daryl Koutnik:

We, the residents of San Dimas Estates, oppose the Vistal Verde Ranch Project.
Our neighborhood caught fire on July 9, and put our homes in great danger. We cannot
fathom the building of 70 homes in a remote area of the canyon with a bridge as the main
entrance and exit.

Aside from the absurdity of building a bridge leading to San Dimas Avenue, we
object to the proposed noise levels to which we will be subjected. When the Estates built
on Sunflower and Badillo were constructed, the noise, dust, and traffic was a nightmare.

Lastly, we would like to keep the canyon an dpen space to provide shelter for the
animals who have adapted to coexist with us in our community. Pushing them onto .
Avineda Loma Vista, San Dimas Avenue, and Valley Center is not fair, nor is it
welcomed by us. The animals need a place to live, and we wouldn’t have purchased
homes in the canyon area had we not been partial to San Dimas and its wildlife.

We oppose the Vista Verde Ranch Project without a doubt.

Sincerely,

The residents of San Dimas Estates

)



November 25, 2006

Daryl Koutnik c/o Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St. Room 1346
L.os Angeles, Ca. 90012

Re: The Vista Verde Ranch Project, Tract Map # 47449 NOV 28 2006

Dear Mr. Koutnik,

My wife and I have lived here in Covina all our lives. We moved to the Mesa because
of the rural beauty. We are opposed to the proposed development where the old Bible
College used to be. Here are our concerns:

1. The redistribution of so much soil. The last EIR understated the amount of land that
had to be moved. Further, | don’t understand how the sewage from the northwestern
most lots can flow uphill to the sewer easement unless the northwestern lots are

graded higher than they are telling us.

2. Detracting from the rural setting. The headlights will shine into our neighborhood
all night long. The critters that now inhabit the Walnut Creek Wilderness area will be

further encroached upon.

3. The removal and encroachment on Oak Trees (Oak Tree Permit Case # 99-028-05).

4. The height of the pads facing the Mesa. Two Story homes in this location will not
only destroy the privacy and views of the bordering Mesa neighbors but will also
destroy the view and feel of the neighborhood for anyone who drives by.

5. The extraordinary efforts that the City of San Dimas and the County of Los Angeles
have been asked to undertake to accommodate this project: | understand that the
Developer got a good deal on the land because it was land locked. | don’t think itis
the City’s and County’s responsibility to bend the Traffic requlations and the
Environmental restrictions to accommodate this project.

Renee and | are opposed to the project and hope that you will reject it.

Jonathan Starr

21258 Cloveriand
Covina, CA 91724
626-332-2660
Jstarr@TopService.com

Cc: Supervisor Michael Antonovich
Susan Tae/Department of Regional Planning
Larry Williams/City of San Dimas

J



Albert & Vickie Salgado
903 Calle Frondosa
San Dimas, CA 91773 ,
Salgado_903@msn.com

November 16, 2006 '

Mr. Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning

Hall of Records, Room 1346,

320 W. Temple Street .
1os Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Koutnik:

This is to register our opposition to the Vista Verde Ranch Development Project. The
project would harm the Walnut Creek Area causing a loss of open space, and
destruction of plant and animal habitat. This area is environmentally sensitive and

needs to be protected.

Yours Truly,

Albert & Vickie Salga



ROLAND NORIEGA
FELICIA NORIEGA

21224 Cioverland Dr. Covina, CA 91724
626-967-1854
.Email — merch6070@verizon.net

November 24, 2006

Daryl Koutnik _
Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records, Room 1346

320 W Temple St
Los Angeles, California 90012

i

Re: New Housing Development East of Mesa Oak Community

We are residents of the Mesa Oaks Community and we are very concern with the
proposed development just east of our community.

It appears that the area will need to be elevated from 4 to 12 feet in order to
construct the new sewer system; on top of the new raised soil, the new houses
will be about 35 feet high: we will loose all our privacy, specifically the homes
next to the new project NO ACCEPTABLE Just imagine the loss of value to our

rural properties.

Also because all existing vegetation, inciuding 129 Oak trees, will be removed,
noise will increase dramatically, normal rain draining will be disturb and because

we will be in a lower level will cause damages.

How about existing animal life, definite will be totally disrupted, as well as the
existing Antonovich trail along the Walnut Creek.

WE ARE EXTREMLY CONCERN AND OPPOSED TO THE PROJECT

We belong to the Mesa Oak Association, which represents our nelghborhood
and no other individual may represent us.

Please, if you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact us
Thgnk you very much for your attention to this matter

AP Ly Tredleial

Roland Noriega " Felicia Noriega



November 24, 2006

NECEIVE [

Mr. Daryl Koutnik

Ms. Susan Tae ,
Department of Regional Planning NOV 27 2006
County of Los Angeles

320 W. Temple Street, Room 1346

Los Angeles, CA 90012 , : .

Dear Mr. Koutnik and Ms. Tae

THE PROPOSED VISTA VERDE RANCH PROJECT

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (RDEIR)
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 47449

OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 99-028-(05)

I am a resident of the City of San Dimias and President of the Regency Hill Homeowners
Association. On behalf of our Association Board of Directors, 1 want to express our
appreciation to the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (RPC) and the
Department of Regional Planning for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Project
and its RDEIR, dated October 2006 {SCH No0.19999-061068). The Regency Hill
Community is located on the Northwest corner of Via Verde and San Dimas Avenue,
directly south of the proposed Project. The Community’s main access is provided through
San Dimas Avenue via Avenida Domingo. We respectfully request that the RPC conduct
an evening community meeting to be held in the City of San Dimas. This will provide the
Project’s neighboring residents an opportunity to seek information from the County of
Los Angeles staff as well as the developer. The comment period on the RDEIR needs to
also be extended to some date afier the community meeting is conducted.

We fully agree with the City of San Dimas that the RDEIR:
1. Is poorly prepared, self-serving and lacks complete and meaningful analysis

- 2. Provides conflicting/erroneous information and updated studies do not appear to
adequately address concerns

3. Mitigation measures listed in summary are inconsistent with measures included in
applicable impact analysis sections making it unclear which listing of measures are

intended to apply

4. Fails to address and provide for adequate coordination and/or approvals with/from
the City of San Dimas for Various plans including street improvements along San
Dimas Avenue, street lighting, intersection improvements, etc.
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5. Does not adequately provide for needed safety improvements at San Dimas
Avenue especially in consideration of the recent closure of equestrian trails and
the ongoing safety evaluation of the entire coordinator

6. Fails to address any of the outstanding issues related to streets, sewers and/or any
other infrastructures through or into the City. These issues must be addressed
prior to further action on the Project and its RDEIR

7. Imposes a number of self-created design limitation to avoid the need to respect the
unique environment and character of the entire 150 acres {(not the so-called Project
site) thus avoiding to address the impact to the historic and environmental
character of the Tzu Chi property as well as the impacts on the residential
neighbors on all sides of the property.

8. Fails to recognize that the property is located in an adopted City of San Dimas
Sphere of Influence and thus the Project need for coordination with and
concurrence by the City of san Dimas

Additionally, we had previously submitted comments on the Draft Environmental Report
for the proposal on January 29, 20035, a copy attached. Unfortunately, the RDEIR fails to
address any of our concerns. We continue to be opposed to the proposed development
since, among other things, it would (1) Eliminate one of the few open space areas
remaining in the San Gabriel Valley; (2) Eradicate the only wildlife corridor left in the
area; (3) Destroy the potential Significant Ecological Area and Walnut Creek wilderness;
(4) Cause a heavy loss of biological resources; (5) Fail to provide adequate
infrastructures to insure consistency and compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods
in the City of San Dimas; and (6) Create many other negative impacts that are either not
identified and analyzed in the RDEIR or inadequately addressed in order to serve the
interest of the developer as substantiated by the City of San Dimas and indicated above.

Furthermore we continue to be greatly concerned as to the impact to the traffic impact on
our community, Regency Hill. Among other things, the analysis fzils to address the
impact on Avenida Domingo {with no traffic light/signal) which is the main access for
our Community nor does it address how San Dimas Ave would be expanded to provide
for the proposed additional left turn lane. Our Community is separated from San Dimas
Ave only by a concrete block wall due to lack of available space for a side walk. Further,
the analysis must be updated to consider impacts from new existing developments as well
as those currently under consideration by the City of San Dimas and neighboring
jurisdictions. This deficiency as well as those identified in our letter of January 29, 2005,
must be thoroughly analyzed and the resulting negative impact must be mitigated.
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Please include us on your distribution list to be notified as to any matter re the subject
matter. Should you have any questions, please contact me at the address shown below.

Sincerely,

San Dimas, CA 91773-7334

MMM: 11/24/06

Att.

Cc: Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission Chair and each Member
City of San Dimas Mayor and each Council Member
City of San Dimas Director of Community Development, Larry Stevens
Each Member of the Regency Hill Homeowners Association BODs
Vintage Management Consultants, Aaron Ybarra

Via U.S. Postal Service & Email
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January 29, 2005

Mr. Daryl Koutnik

Ms. Annie Lin

Department of Regional Planning
County of L.os Angeles :

320 W. Temple Street, Room 1346
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Koutnik and Ms. Lin:

PROPOSED 92 SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT
TENTATIVE TRACT 47749 AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 19999061068

I am a resident of the City of San Dimas and President of the Regency Hill Home Owners
Association. The Regency Hill Community is located on the Northwest corner of Via
Verde and San Dimas Avenue, directly south of the proposed development. The
Community main access is provided through San Dimas Ave via Avenida Domingo. I
have reviewed the proposed development and its draft EIR and fully agree with the City
of San Dimas that “The draft EIR is poorly prepared, vague, imprecise, self-serving and
lacks meaningful analysis.”

Further, I am opposed to the proposed development since, among other things, it would
(1) Eliminate one of the few open space areas remaining in the San Gabriel Valley; (2)
Eradicate the only wildlife corridor left in the area; (3) Destroy the potential Significant
Ecological Area and Walnut Creek wilderness; (4) Cause a heavy loss of biological
resources; (5) Fail to provide adequate infrastructures to insure consistency and
compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods in the City of San Dimas; and (6) Create
many other negative impacts that are either not identified and analyzed in the draft EIR as
indicated by the City of San Dimas’ representative at their Community Forum on January
27, 2005, or inadequately addressed in order to serve the interest of the developer as

substantiated below.

Traffic: Among other things, the analysis fails to address the 'impact on Avenida
Domingo (with no light/signal traffic) which is the main access for our Community nor
does it address how San Dimas Ave would be expanded to provide for the proposed
additional left turn lane. Our Commumity is separated from San Dimas Ave only by a
concrete block wall due to lack of available space for a side walk. Further, the analysis
must be updated to consider impacts from new existing developments as well as those
currently under consideration by the City of San Dimas and neighboring jurisdictions.
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Traffic Cont’d: The draft EIR proposes to widen and extend Valley Center Dr through
the proposed development which would ultimately discharge vehicle traffic onto San
Dimas Ave. However, the traffic analysis fails to address the impact on San Dimas Ave
due to the resulting thoroughfare traffic in excess of that generated by the project itself.
This deficiency must be thoroughly analyzed and the resulting negative impact must be
mitigated ' '

Table 5-5 of the draft EIR refers to vehicle trips on Foothill Blvd. What is the
relationship between Foothill Blvd and the proposed development?

Sewer System: The draft EIR fails to address who would be responsible for the
maintenance of the local sewer line within the public/common areas.

Solid Waste Disposal: Contrary to the draft EIR claim, currently solid waste collection
services in the unincorporated areas of the Los Anggles County are provided on an open
market basis. Additionally, the analysis fails to address the impact on in-County landfill
capacity nor does it recognize that similar to the sewage system this is a critical needed
infrastructure that must be addressed as a part of any proposed development such as the
one under consideration.

Drainage System: Again, the draft EIR fails to address the impact of the proposed project
on existing residences adjacent to and northerly of Walnut Creek due to changes in
watershed boundaries/flow directions resulting from the project especially during heavy
rain periods such as the one experienced earlier this year and in1980 (100-Year Flood) in
conjunction with potential nmoff from the Puddingston Dam.

Michael D. Antonovich Trail: The proposed development will negatively impact the
existing trail as well as eliminating the existing access parking area on San Dimas Ave.
The draft EIR must identify these impacts together with measures to eliminate adverse

impacts -

Appendix A: The draft EIR has failed to address any of the issues and concerns expressed
in the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works internal memorandum dated
July 8, 1999, including the concern re the potential landfill gas hazard and protection of
the proposed residences. :

Exhibits 4-2, 3: References to Paseo Al Deano should be deleted since they no longer
exist. : ' '
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Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impact — Loss of Biological Resources: The drafi EIR
must provide a detailed discussion as to what overriding need/justification should be
considered by, the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission if they elect to
approve the proposal. Is it to protect public health and safety? Is it to protect our
environment? Is it to protect our natural resources? Is it to protect the wildlife? Or is it
solely to provide for the financial enhancement of the developer considering that the
developer knew the property was landlocked when it was purchased?

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and please contact me should you
have any questions.

Sincerely,
Original Signed
M. MICHAEL MOHAJER

P.O. Box 3334,
San Dimas, CA 91773-7334

MMM:1/29/05
Cc: Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
J. Gomez, Sr Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich, San Dimas Field Office

City of San Dimas Mayor and each Council Members
City of San Dimas Director of Community Development , Larry Stevens

Via U.S. Postal Service, Fax & Email
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Novemben 22, 2006 .

Subject: Reviaed Draft Environmental [mpact Repont (ROEOR)

Veating Tentative Tnact flap No. 47449 iny IE OB i WoE
Qak Tree ?enmétvfaae No. ;cﬁ 99-028-(05/ i5 @ EE L ‘yj LE

{111 NOv 27 2006
My name la - Anthun #. Childers. [ live at (032 . Soutkeliff St.,
San Dimaa, Ca., 97773

mQ wife and [ made a decision to move to San Dimar and enjoy
countny Living. e picﬁad joufﬁcléff St. aa it had a manveloua view
of Walnut Creek canyon and aunnounding hills coverned with a vanrniety
of tneea, eapecially oab, [hia location had an additional prnice tag
of $500 oven and above tﬁeﬁpnéce of oun housre because of the view.
An (deal place to nalse a ramé[y which we have done. We kave
enjoyed the peace and tranquility of tte anea and want to continue
as long aa time ia alloted to us. We have lived here 42 yeara.

It ia unconacionable to think the addition of 70 neaidencea, the
neaudting auto traffic, noise, dint, polution, ete, arsociated with thia
buidding project, decimatin the anea by deatroying 129 oak treeas.
affecting a vaniety of wildgléfe, conatruecting a brnidge 47,5 feet wide X
700 {feet’ long, adding 4400 linear {feet of aewen line to an aelneady
over loaded sewen aystem, would do anything to improve thia wildenneasa
area. It will not!

The fact alone of building o 700 ft. bridge thnough pant of the area
iA eguaéed to Aaving a aection of the fneeway in youn fnoni on back
yanrd. The cunnent 57 {reeway ia nean enough alneady without having a

almidan duplécatéon to contend with andjﬁavéng to lock at.

Projecta, auch aa thia proposed one, fave been aet befone ua in the
paat and wenre Auundlg oppoaed and defeatad. We did not move to thia
country type wilderness anea to have oun Life st lea changed by those
who seem to put money, or the love of (t fgneed/ akead of the wiatesn
of the people Auﬂnoundtng oUR tnanguil wildenneaa neigﬁéonﬁaod.

Developersfbuildera come in, do thein thing, get paid, and leave,
leaving the aunnounding reighbonhood to live with whats left, whethenr.

you Libe (t on not.

Prion to moving into ounrn new San Dimas bome in (964, we wene casuned thia
arnec would always remain the wildennesrn aﬁeakﬁai {t La today. A promise
waa glven Ln 900d fadtﬁ and atould be Fonored.

[ am veﬁement[%-uppoaed to any pno%ecé tﬁdt cﬁangea the 60 acnea Ln
o

%ueatiun to a uaéng pnagect and ﬁupe and pray the Loa ﬁngelaa Countg
egiona[ ?lanning Commiaion will ine ean to oun pleaa.

Anthun #. Childera



Copy ; gbaﬂyl Koutnit
Depantment of ?egéona[ Planning
Hall of Reconda, Room /346
320 W, /empla Stneet
Loa Angelea, Ca. 90072

Suaan Tae

Depantment of Regional Planning
Hall of Reconda, Room /382

320 W, Temple Street

Loa Angelea, Ca. 900/2

Pat Mlodugno, Chain

Loa Anga[ad Count ﬂegéonal ?lannéng Commianion
Hall of Reconds, Room /390 :
Loa Angeles, Ca. 90072

Supenviaon flickael 0. Antonovich
6/5 £, Foothill Boulevard, Suite
San Dimes, Ca. 91773



Victor and Elaine Rosetti
21239 E. Mesarica Rd.
Covina, Ca. 91724
(626) 732-1140

| DEGEIVE
November 19, 2006 4 NOV 28 2006

Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records, Room 1346
320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

Re: The Vista Verde Ranch Project
RAD Developer/Mr. Daniel Singh
Tract Map # 47449

Qak Tree Permit Case # 99-028-(05)

Dear Mr. Koutnik,

We are residents of the Mesa Qaks Community and reside at 21239 E. Mesarica Rd., Covina,
Ca., 91724. Our property line joins the proposed project on its western boundary. We are
adamantly opposed to this project and would like to state our reasons for opposition and

CORCern.

We have read the RDEIR and have attended meetings regarding this project. Our first area of
concern is the proposed plan to change the elevation of the land directly behind our property
and to the other homes connected to the property line at the east end of Mesa Oaks. Since our
property line is directly connected to the proposed development, (please see attached photos)
and due to the proposed change in elevations to the land directly bebind us, our concern is that
the earth will eventually shift and erode causing damage to our yard, pool and home. We did
raise this concern at the meeting held on October 23, 2006 and were told by a County official _
that “erosion or landslide should not be an issue or a problem.” ‘Can this be guaranteed to us in
writing by the County of L.A.? We have attached newspaper correspondence from an incident
in Corona, Ca., where residents are suffering from damage to their yards as the earth began
moving six months after that project was completed. Should any damage to our property occur
in the future, who will be responsible for it? Will L.A. County, the City of San Dimas, the
developer or the builder be held accountable for destruction to our home and property? The
elevation and grading of this proposed project should be a condition of approval.

Our second concern pertains to the removal of oak tress. We are not permitted to trim the
branch of an oak tree that is larger than 4 inches in diameter. This developer proposes to
remove 129 mature oak trees. In our opinion this is totally unacceptable.



Page 2

Our third concern is regarding the proposed bridge which would be the only access to the
proposed project. It is our understanding that this bridge will be privately maintained by the
homeowners of Vista Verde Ranch. If for some reasen, in the future this “private road” was not
maintained and became inaccessible to fire equipment,then all the homes surrounding this
project would be jeopardized and threatened.

We also want it noted that the Mesa residents are NOT represented by Mrs. Pat Lietz. She has
no official capacity on the Mesa Board and has no legal right to conduct 2 survey on her own,
then pass it on to the developer who then included it in the RDEIR. We take offense that the
RDEIR states “the applicant is working cooperatively with the Mesa Oaks Community
Homeowners Association in processing the annexation.” This is untrue.

Lastly, the RDEIR states that water access for this project will be accessed through Tract #21427
but does not specify a lot number. Since we are located within this tract area, (see attached grant
deed) we need to know if this would affect our property. So far, no one can answer this question.

These are our major concerns regarding this project. There are many other reasons for our
opposition to this project, however we know that other residents of San Dimas, Covina and
LaVerne will bring these issues to your attention. We ask that the County of Los Angeles
consider all opposing opinions when making decisions regarding this project.

Elaine and Victor Rosetti

Ce: Supervisor Michael Antonovich
Susan Tae/Department of Regional Planning
Larry Williams/City of San Dimas

Enclesures/Photos
Grant Deed :
Corona Residents property damage
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CBS2 - KCAL 9 - Los Angeles - Southern Cal_ifornia.n - LA
Breaking News, Weather, Traffic, Sports, Blogs., \'hd’eo,‘
Slideshows: Residents Protest Wal-Mart's Retaining
Wall S | | .

Top News
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Residents Protest Wal-Mart's Retaining Wall

CBS) CORONA, Calif. Residents of a new neighborhood took their case "to the court of public opinion® to force wal
1art and a developer to pay for property damage ailegedly caused by a failing retaining wail. '

he backyards of 17 homes on Radcliffe Drive in the Vista Grande tract in upscale South Corona sit atop a slope an
djacent to the rear of @ Wal-Mart at 1290 East Ontario Avenue.-
!

Jal-Mart agreed with developer Fieldstone Communities Inc. to take ownership of a retaining wall and be
asponsible for its upkeep when the houses were constructed in 2000.

he wall started to fail six months into the year 2000 and the soil started moving, which eventually'daméged decks
nd patios. Stone walls between each of the 17 homes, stretching along 1,150 feet behind Wal-Mart were also

amaged.

hout half the homeowners on Radcliffe Drive sued Wal-Mart and Fieldstone Homes over the matter in April 2004.
sturday morning, some of them stretched banners across their backyard walls overiocking the 13.5-acre Wal-Mar
irking lot, saying "Walmart and Fieldstone Homes don't care about our community™ and "Don't Trust. We learned

e hard way."”

tpi//cbs2 com/topstories/local_story 182194222 himl 8/14/2006



foom - Residents Protest Wal-Mart's Rcimmng Wall ' , | PagL L

Fme of the homeowners were not told of the wall when they bought theur homes, which went for more than

¥ ¢350,000. | .

*All we want is our yards taken care of and our lives back,” said 44-year-old Mark Stahovich, who lives in the 130G
block of Radcdiiffe. "Our homes are demaged permanently. There is a stigma attached to these houses. We have to

disclose (the problems) to new buyers."

Wai-Mart and Fieldstone Homes also filed cross-complaints against the general contractor of the wall and both

companies desire to be removed from the lawsulit altogether.

4

David Crohn, the lead plaintiff in the 2004 suit, said the city declared his second-story' deck. unsafe.

"The city of Corona has declared the wall a public nuisance,“ Crohn said. "We just want our yards back."
+
s marerial mav nar pe Hinshne, nroanraﬁr rewstien, ne

tes 2006 CBY Broadcastng inc. All Rignts Keserven,

radictrihpitard | ha ccamatan Prave cantribaetant o e reancr By

From Our Partners
Dating: Find a date
,";.P-'s-")-?;«.l,‘;{rl?.ﬁi'i l. ihlh"-v

LA Reai Estate License Courses ‘
CA largest Real estate school provides DRE Appreved online and home study courses with highest pass rate and 110% money back

promise, starting as low as $88.00. Request your free info today.
WWW. reaissralelirense . .cam

Compare Free Morrgage Quotes
Find today's lowest mortgage rate for Los Angeles and save up to $1000s. As featured in USA Today and Newsweek

yeww dawermybilis.com

Refinance Rates as Low as 2.9%, CA

Up to 4 free quotes. Compare and choose the best ratel No obligation, Bad credit OK!
www hamelaantiust. com

+

#nd Los Angeles’ Lowest Refinance Rates
Lock tn a better rate now, Get up to 4 guotes - fast. Apply today!

Banki upley Allernalives - Los Angeles '
Reduce debts 60%. Avold bankruptcy. Cut your monthly payments in half, . ‘
wiww malchmybuaget.com

1p://cbs?..com/lo;gstories/]oca]msmry_ 182194222 himl 8/14/2006
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“RECURDING REQUESTED BY .,r‘

INVESTORS TITLE COMPANY 3
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 05 G
VICTOR G. ROSETTI

ELAINE D. ROSETTI 2056157
21239 EAST MESARICA ROAD 1

COVINA, CA 91724 1,

Space Above This Line for Recorder's Use Only
A.P.N.: 8426-025-021 Crder No.: 14072971 /N\ Escrow No.: 25668-A

GRANT DEED (g0 )

THE UNDERSIGNED GRANTOR(s) DECLARE(s) THAT DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER TAX 1S: COUNTY $ 78100

[X] computed on full value of property conveyed, or
{ 1 computed on full value less value of liens or encumbrances remaining at time of sale,

f X1 unincorporated area; [ ]} City of _, and '

' fFDR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, Receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
DONALD E. WARD and DEBORAH S. WARD, Husband and Wife as Joint Tenants

hereby GRANT(S) to ,
VICTOR G. ROSETTI and ELAINE D. ROSETTI, Husband and Wife as Joint Tenants

the following described property in the County of Los Angeles State of California;

Lot 21 of Tract #21427, in the County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded
“in Book 560, Page(s) 13 and 14 Inclusive of Maps, in the Office of ihe County Recorder of said

County.

Except therefrom that portion of said Lot lying Northwesterly of a straight line, which extends
from the Northwesterly corner of said Lot to a point in the Northeasterly line of said Lot, distant

Southeasterly thereon 36.00 feet from the Northeasterly corner of said Lot.

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 21239 EAST MESARICA ROAD, COVINA, CA 91724

Date: JULY 27, 2005

GRANT DEED CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

Mail Tax Siatements tn- SAME AS ABOVE or Address Noied Below
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To: SHusan Tate
Department of Regional Planning
Fax #- 213-626-0434

Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Plapning
Room 1346

320 West Temple Street

T.os Angeles, CA 80012

Re: Vesting Tentative Tract Map Noc. 47749 and Oak Tree
Permit Case No. 99-0028-(5)
Vista Verde Project

We strongly oppose building of this project. We feel that the
only connection via San Dimag Avenue will be a sericus
environmental and traffic concern. In case of fire or an
earthquake this would be a complete disaster for our homes and
lives in the Via Verde area. We also are completely against the
removal of any oak trees.

We also strongly suppert the City of San Dimas stand on this
project and all objections given at meetings regarding this
project.

Our address is 1320 Avenida Loma Vista, Ban Dimas, CA 91773
our phone # 209-071-0424

e-mail address: mchakerians@aol.com

Sarkis Martin Chakerian and Marilyn Morgan Chakerian

Fax # 909-871-0884
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| Room 1246, 220 w - Temple Str. 228 Poces Morelos
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A ton . CDO.J‘SI Koutnile
__(\/?,o/oc,

Re. Vesting TTontntve Traek WMop MNo. 47449 aud

Qo Tree Permit Case No. 49-028-(os) .@;r Uista
Verde Ramcn Project

T have —emdosed a copy) O{.-Hm_ ((ler Hot T had
Sent B Sufpu\fisor Michael Prvte wovich On 7/%«:/0_5 (%PY’QQSE.}&@
: Yw8 coveerns  amd O’Ppasi*h‘dh T reqard o e abave \okojed»,

’piwe consider ywa ey as a ne Vel -(::v e projeuh

Tom c‘;m,le_~ |



Michoet D. Pntonovich Nicholas O. Ohanyan |
Board 04, Supervisers 1228 Raseo fNorelos

615 & Foothill Blvd. Swke D, Soan ;’D\‘maé, CA- qt1713
Son DPimas, (A. 41773

7/ ?;o /oS

Dear §up@rvisc\g
Tn Novewber 1aT8 T puvchased o house in Via Verde
Onee. OJ, Sam Dimas that h,a,d {7)0-13 Ok open Space awd rural '
ehacadenistics  at Huk time . Over Hu Yeers donelopers buwilt
~ pro perdies on Qe imaginable lowd Huey could get, causing
_ ]A,ugz Pop_u(a.h‘on gmwm in He area ./rod@ a developer Womts o
build houses, called "Vista Verde Ramch Brojeck o onthe Llast vewadning
opom Lomd withe lots of cal drees amd habitet, where e old
Paptst (ollege was located. My house is located on Ave. loma Vistz, oue
0Jf,m bugy man Sheets. Z{J% Aayy , Hhe wotse /FYb\M He passing drafie,
Jusk Qoft away from ™y bedroom wakes me wp Oround 4130 am
YUnning wutit Ul pwm Thic new project will add a new busy main Streek
fUnning Pa/rallel Yo Avenida Lowea Viste about 100 yards away , creatvg
many short city blocks: My block will consist O,‘L‘Hflfee_ awerage 1500 f£*
Small houses, Samdwiched between 2 busy main siveets, pevheaps
i will be he shovtest ity block -t nedion. |
lwf-ﬂuz. praject ie approved He area will lose ks Last
(ewmaining  breathable , natural opew space , will have more “rafpe,
move Nojlsg awd above all meore aivr POHH’HGH.i
T am ’}'O't“o,uﬂ dd  absolutely opposed +o “Vista Verde
Romck Hroyeet, . -
' K\‘/D,%‘m:era?



November 18, 2006

Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records, Room 1346

320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: RDEIR Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 47449, Oak Tree Permit Case No. 99-028-(05)
Dear Mr. Koutnick,

I would like to express my vehement opposition to the building of 70 residences and the
removal of 129 oak trees in the 60 acre portion of the former Baptist Bible College near my
home in San Dimas.

I live on the corner of Valley Center and Cypress. The residences to be built are in an area
just south of my home, and I do not want more people, more smog, and more traffic in my
neighborhood.

This location is a beautiful place, and needs to be presetved and protected. There is no
place like it anywhere around here, with hundreds of trees, a stream, wildlife and natural
beauty. We do not need any more homes or people here, and we do not need to destroy a
tiny reminder of how beautiful this area once was.

The people around here treasure this place as it is - an open, natural space to have a picnic,
walk their dogs or horses, and enjoy a day away from civilization, even though it 1s just down
the street. It would be a horrible thing to kill the trees and the animals that live there, and
pave over it.

Once destroyed, it can never be replaced.
Please do not approve this project.

Sincerely,

v
|

{\ . kY -
\}\:\‘J\JK“‘?)‘; X

Christine Parra

JIAN A

“
o

1421 CYPRESS 8T,
SAN DIMAS, CA 91773



Nov G7 06 10:07a Doug & Elaine Baxter 628 335-3445 n.1

November 6, 2006

Susan Tae

Department of Regional Planning
Room 1348

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA. 80012

Re: VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 47749 AND OAK TREE PERMIT
CASE NO. 89- 028-{5)

Dear Ms. Tae

We are homeowners living in the community known as the Mesa Oaks area. Our
home is within 1000 feet of the proposed development. The Mesa Oaks
community are all custom built homes in a rural setting.

We are very concerned with the density of the proposed development, especially
toward the west erd of the development. The DIER proposes 5 houses east of
to the established homes on Mesarica Road in the Mesa QOaks area. The DIER
states the proposed home will be about 35 foot high. The proposed development
property is quite higher than the homes on Mesarica Road. The DIER does not
state how high the homes will be above Mesarica Rood or the existing homes.

The density is also a concerned with utilities. At this time we are already faced
with electricity brownouts and blackeuts. In the DIER the developer addresses
possibility of a water supply located to the west of his development in Mesa
Oaks. This water supply is from Suburban Water Systems, which supplies the
Mesa Oaks area. With the existing homes our, water pressure already goes
down to 15 to 20 psi at times of heavy use.

The removal of 129 Cak Trees is unacceptable and will not only harm the
environment but also destroy a vast amount of animails living in the area. This
unigue San Gabriel Valiey area is one of the few left in Los Angels and should
not be over developed for a few realfors or developers.

S G Funti & Bl

Howard D. Baxter Roberta E. Baxter
21234 Rimpath Dr.
Covina, CA. 91724




ROLAND NORIEGA
FELICIA NORIEGA

24224 Cloverland Dr. Covina, CA 91724 MY E & % Wi @
626-867-1854 EGEIY
Email — marghi807 00 verizon nal

NOV 27 2006

Movember 24, 20056

Susie Tae

Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records, Room 1382

320 W Temple St

LLos Angeles, California 90012

Re: New Housing Development East of Mesa Oak Community

We are residents of the Mesa Oaks Community and we are very concern with the
proposed development just east of our community.

It appears that the area will need to be elevated from 4 to 12 feet in order to
construct the new sewer system; on top of the new raised soil, the new houses
will be about 35 feet high: we will loose ali our privacy, specifically the homes
next o the new project NO ACCEPTABLE. Just imagine the loss of vaiue to our
rurai properties.

Also because all existing vegetation, including 129 Oak trees, will be removed,
noise will increase dramatically, normal rain draining will be disturb and because
we will be in a lower level will cause damages.

How about existing animal life, definite will be {otally disrupted, as well as the
existing Antonovich trail along the Wainut Creek.

WE ARE EXTREMLY CONCERN AND OPPOSED TO THE PROJECT

We belong to the Mesa Oak Association, which represents our neighborhood,
and no other individual may represent us,

Please, if you have any questions, do not hesitate o confact us
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter

Felicia Moriega

Resland Noriega




Novemben 22, 2006

Suégect: Reviaed Qna{t inviﬁonmanﬁal [mpacf Repont Cﬁﬁfﬂ?}P
Vesting lentative Tnact fap No. 470449 i )
Dak [ree Penmit Cane No. No. 99-028-105) |

ECEIWE]

My name 4 - Anthun #. Chiddena. I Live at 7032 1. jﬁﬁficliff St.,
San Dimaa, Ca., g/773.

ﬁg wé{e and [ made a decialon to move to San Dimasr and enjoy
countnry Jévéng. e picéed SOufﬁcliff St as it had a marveloua view
of Walnut Creek canyon and Aunaounding hidla covered with «a vanietly

of tnees, eapecially valt., This location Fad an qdditienal prnice tag
af $500 overn and above the price of ounr house because of the view.
An deal place to naisie a famify which we kave done. We fave

en#oged the peace and taanaui[éfy of the arnea and want to continue
as long an time ta alloted to ua. We have lived hene 42 geans.

T+ is unconacionable to think the addition of 70 neaidencea, the
neaultiag auto faaffic, nolase, dint, pofufion, etc.arnociated with thia
éuilding project, decimating the anea 6§ deatnoying (29 vak treeas.

. . . -« - . .t
affectang e vaniety of wild ltfe, conatnucting a 6&Ld§e b7, 5 fee{ wide X
700 feet long, adding 4400 linear {eet of sewen line to an alneady
over loaded newen system, would do anything to Improve thia wilderneas
anea. 1t widl not!

lhe fact alone of 6u£ldin9 a 700 fﬁ. éaidge tﬁﬁougﬁ panrt o{ the anrea
LA eguaéed to Aav&ng a asectlion o{ the fneeway in youn nont on back
gand. {he cunnent 57 fﬁeewag {a nean enougﬁ alneadg without ﬁaving a
aimidan duplicaf&on to contend with and Aaving to look at.

?aofecta, auvch as thia PRGPO&&d one, have been aet éa[une ua in the
paai and wene 4oundly oppoaed and defaated. e did not move to thia
country type wildernness area to have oun life atyleas clanged by tFose
who seem to put money, on the love of it (gneed/ akead of the wiaheas
af the people Aunnounding oun tnanguil wildenneas neigﬁéanﬁood.

Davelapena/éuildan& come in, do thein tﬁdng, get aid, and leave,
leav&ng the Aunaounding nedgﬁéonﬁood to live with whata [efﬁ, whethen
you like it on not.

Prnion to moving (nto oun new San Dimas bome in {964, we wene aaauned thia
arnec would alway& remain thre wilderneass aﬂea&ﬁai Lt la todag. A promiae
was glven (n §ood faétﬁ and stould be honored. '

[ am vetemently o oaed to ant noiect that changea the 60 acrea in
g opp any p % &

%ueation to a housing project and Aope and pray the Loa ﬁngele& Cuunig
egiunal Planning Commiaion will give ean to oun pleaa.

At fsr M A FdLara
Anthun #. Childenas




Copy : ﬂangl Koutnit
Bepaatment of Regdonal Plannin
Hall 0{ Reconds, Room 7346
320 W. Tempie Stneet

Loa ﬂn;elea, Ca. 90072 N

“Susan Tae o
ﬂepamtment Uf Regional ?Zannin§
Hall of Reconds, Room /382
320 W. TQmpZe Street
Loa ﬂngelea, Ca. 90072

3

Pat ﬂiaajugﬂo, Chain

Loa 4&9&1&4 Count ?egional ?Jannéng Commiasion
Hall of Reconda, Room /390

Loa #nge[ea, Ca. G00/2

Supeavigoa fictael . Antonovich
615 E. Foothildl Boulevand, Suite
San Dimaa, Ca. 91773



MBoard of Bupernisors
County of ?ﬁnﬁ g\ngeleﬁ

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
December 13, 2005 MAYOR

Mr. Frank Neal
1250 Avenida Loma Visia
San Dimas, CA 91773-4153

Dear Mr. Neal:

Thank you for your e-mail concerning the Vista Verde project near the City of San
Dimas. | appreciated it.

This project is currently being analyzed by the staff of the Department of Regional
Planning and the Regional Planning Commission. | will also forward your letter and
concerns to Jim Hartl, Director of Planning and Russ Guiney, Director of Parks &
Recreation to consider your suggestions about alternative uses of the property. The
decision by the commission is appealable to the Board of Supervisors, and if this issue
comes before the Board | will consider your concerns,

Thank you again.

Sificerely,

/
V\AECHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Mayor

MDA:pno

cC! Jim Harll
Russ Guiney

ROOM B69 KENNETH HAHN MALL OF ADMINISTRATION, 500 WEST TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
TELEPHONE (213) 974-5555 « FAX (2133 974-1010 » E-MAILfifthdiskict@bos.co.la.ca.us






Message . .

Page 1 of 2

Tae, Susan

From: Osuna, Susie [SOsuna@lacbos.org]
Sent:  Tuesday, December 27, 2005 5:36 PM

To:

Tae, Susan

Subject: FW: UPDATE ON WALNUT CREEK/ VISTA VERDE RANCH

Per vour request....sorry!

----- Qriginal Message---—

From: Antonovich, Michael

Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2005 9:44 AM

To: Barger-Leibrich, Kathryn; Gomez, Juventino; Novak, Paul
Subject: FW: UPDATE ON WALNUT CREEK/ VISTA VERDE RANCH

NEED REPLY

~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: Cycleman [mailto:cycleman@bigplanet.com]

Sent: Monday, November 28, 2005 9:38 AM

To: Antonovich, Michael

Subject: Fw: UPDATE ON WALNUT CREEK/ VISTA VERDE RANCH

Dear Mr. Antonovich,

A comment from an effected home owner of Via Verde.
Thark you for your time and assistance!

A Voier! - Frank Neal, San Dimas

To: BDBertone@acl.com

Cc: vauchzee@msn.com ; jclift@lycos.com ; merolic@earthlink.net ; ghenderson@rmarmonkeystone.com ;
bredbrian@verizon.net

Sent: Sunday, November 27, 2005 2:44 PM

Subject: Re: UPDATE ON WALNUT CREEK/! VISTA VERDE RANCH

Hi Denis,
Thank you for the response.

My name is Frank Neal. | live on Avenida Loma Vista. | rode the bus with you, attended the last County
meeting, and spoke about my liitle piece of this neighborhood.

if public activism will make a difference, piease let me know what | can do to help!

{ am opposed to any sort of residential developement on that parcel! My compromise is that | would
encourage developement of the area for a school, museum, Nature Conservancy, Park, or any of many
for-profit efforts that would not be so destructive to the area, but would give the Developer a chance to

recover his cosis over time.

At the County meeting, some yahoo said, "The Developer has spent the money. The bell cannot be
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Message . .

unrung.” | beg to differl There are LOTS of ways the Developer can get his money back. How about
giving the area to the County/State? Make it a park, named after the Developer, with his name to be
continued into perpetuity, and with a clause that it can never be developed? AND, he gets to take a HUGE

write-off on his taxes?

Denis, here's the deal: The Developer wants money. We want no further residential developement. BUT,
there 1S a compromise. While there is a solution to this, it will take a better mind than mine to come up
with a solution. Has the City Council considered hiring a National Arbitration Manager for advice? For a
fee, they might come up with a solution that would make us alt say, "Duh! Why didn't we think of that?"

I'd like this to be resolved to the betterment of the neighborhood and fairmess o the Developer. 1 believe,
this can be done without more residences being added to the area. 'm leaving this to you. As my Elected
Official; you have my name, my voice, my support, and my time! Get some Great Minds together (even if
San Dimas City needs to pay some fees!) and find a compromise sotution that will accomplish this!

Most humbly,

Frank Neal

1250 Avenida L.oma Vista
San Dimas, CA 91773-4153
909.582.2727
Cycleman@BigPlanet.com

1T YTINNR
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Fitzgerald, Ellen

From: Hartl, James

Sent:  Thursday, August 25, 2005 4:39 AM

To: Fitzgerald, Ellen; Ruiz, Rosie

Subject: FW: RAD Developer { Tract 47448 ) project 99028

From: Oncallrt@aol.com [mailto:Oncalirt@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2005 7:45 PM

To: jharti@planning.co.la.ca.us

Subject: RAD Developer { Tract 47449 ) project 99028

Dear Mr Hartl -

As a resident of the Mesa Qaks community to the the west of this proposed housing project, I am opposed to the project
and the installation of sewers, Though a woman stood in favor of this project at the meeting today, Pat Leiiz is not on the
Mesa Oaks Association Board, nor is she a representative for me or others in my community. She stated that residents voted
for this project and the sewer installation and documents sent 10 Daryl Koutnik from our President, Gil Apodaca will support
my cofrunenis.

Mrs Leitz has been working with this developer and has misrepresented facts to the Commission that need to be corrected.
Thank you for your attention to this matter. I look forward to your response.

Leslie Roberts

8/25/2005
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Pat Modugno, Vice Chair

Harold V. Helsley

Lesiie G. Beliamy

Esther L. Valadez

Regional Planning Commission of County of Los Angeles
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 47749
Oak Tree Permit Case No. 99-028-(5)

Dear Planning Commission Members:

The City of San Dimas welcomes the opportunity to present comments on the
above referenced project. The City appreciates the previous actions that you
took last February to not approve the project and to direct the Applicant to work
with your Staff and the City to address the many outstanding issues.

During the time since that Planning Commission hearing the City Staff has met
with the Applicant on a number of occasions to discuss revisions to the project.
Most of ihese revisions have moved in a positive direction (o address the issues
of concern. We are continuing to discuss further changes with the Applicant to
address unresolved issues.

Our comments focus on the proposed Tentative Tract design and the recent
revisions thereto. It is anticipated that previous comments on the DEIR will be
addressed by Staff and be further considered by the Planning Commission at any
future hearing. If additional studies have been prepared to respond to comments
made, it may be prudent to re-circulate the DEIR before bringing it back to the
Planning Commission for action.

245 DAST DONITA AVENUE - GAN DIMAS - CALIPORNIA 917733002 - (B09) 3346200 - EAX [S09) 3248208
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Vista Verde Ranch Tract ~ RPC Letter 2
August 17, 2005

At its meeting of July 26, 2005 the City Council acknowledged the positive
revisions and directed Staff to continue to work with the Applicant to address
remaining concerns. Noting that progress in parts of the plan are not enough to
make the whole plan acceptable, the City Council unanimously opposes the 70
lot proposal as currently presented. Specific unresolved areas of concern
include:

* Proposed density, including design and location of certain iots ~ 70 lots
exceeds the number which is appropriate for this property. Elimination of
lots near the easterly knoll and along the north side of the proposed street
leading to San Dimas Avenue should be considered. Since the early
1980's the City has reviewed many different developments in the Via
Verde area to the south. Most of this development has been on properties
with hillside characteristics less challenging than this property and the
informal siandard to not exceed one dwelling unit per gross acre has been
applied to nearly all of the residential specific plans in Via Verde. While
other limitations (access, topography, oak trees, Walnut Creek, historic
buildings, etc.) may point fo a lesser density on this property, it certainly
should not exceed that longstanding community standard.

s Sewer connection ~ There are two possible connections to a public sewer.
The City will not allow connection to the nearby City sewer located in
Walnut Creek unless the property is annexed. The remaining option
requires a one-mile fong sewer through the unincorporated Mesa Oaks
neighborhood with a connection to the County trunk line in Puente. Area
residents have expressed opposition to this extension and a portion of the
extension traverses City right-of-way. The City has not received any
requests for necessary easements and/or encroachment permits and may
not support extension of the sewer line within its right-of-way. The City
needs to be included in any Subdivision Committee meetings conducted
regarding the sewer connection.

s Bridge design/impacts ~ While the bridge alternative positively reduces
impacts associated with grading and tree removal, it does introduce some
additional issues. These include aesthetics (selection of materials for a =
600-foot long bridge needs to be carefully considered); width (particularly
to determine if pedestrian access will be accommodated); point of
connection to San Dimas Avenue (may require traffic signal and does
require City approval since San Dimas Avenue is a City street); and, long-
term maintenance since the bridge would be part of a public street.

¢ Coordination with Tzu Chi ~ Provision should be made to aliow the Tzu
Chi property to access the new street and to any emergency access which
might be approved to Calle Banderas. The residential subdivision design
needs to evaluate the possible impacts of new residential building on
existing historic buildings on the Tzu Chi property.

« Adequacy of access ~ Access for this property is and always has been
severely constrained. While topography certainly contributes to these
constraints, the current access problem is largely self-created resulting



Vista Verde Ranch Tract ~ RPC Letter .
August 17, 2005

from the ill-conceived lot line adjustment creating the opportunity for two
separate landowners while land-locking one of the properties that was
created. Subsequent litigation to secure certain access rights did not
consider public policy and design issues. Creating access through
bridges, filling canyons or connecting to existing public streets to
overcome these constraints to support some level of “expected” or
“desired” development seems flawed. Perhaps the level of development
should adjust to these constrainis rather than expecting surrounding
property owners, the County and/or the City to accept these “created”
access solutions.

s Fire safety ~ A long cul-de-sac with nearly all of the lots on the westerly
end of the cul-de-sac presents safety concerns. Hillside brush clearance
standards may adversely affect preservation of some existing trees and
natural underbrush. Any emergency access through the Tzu Chi property
is constrained by the narrow driveway to Valley Center. Emergency
access to Calle Banderas is at the pleasure of the City. The City has not
determined whether it will approve revisions to upgrade the access to
meet Fire Department requirements or allow continued use for emergency
access.

e Open space preservation ~ The subject and the surrounding property are
a unique scenic and environmental resource and every effort to preserve
those characteristics needs to be considered when evaluating this
proposal. The area is replete with small canyons and oak trees and is
traversed by Walnut Creek and the Michael Antonovich Trail. It is
proximate to Bonelli Park. It has been historically underutilized by smatl-
scale, compatible institutional uses (Cal Poly, a boys’ home, and
churches). Development will irreversibly alter this area. if there must be
development, it needs to respect these characteristics and design itself to
fit in rather than stand out.

o County zoning/lot line adjustment approval ~ The City asserts that its prior
objections to the current zoning require further evaluation. Any rezoning
associated with the settlement of the EIR lawsuit over the prior Century
American project should not be considered valid. The City also questions
approval of the lot line adjustment which created this parcel as being
inconsistent with the Map Act and certainly iii-conceived.

The City is hopeful that further progress can be made to address these concerns
before the matter is brought to hearing. The City is committed to working
positively to address these issues. You should understand that our comments
are generally based upon the latest proposal presented to the City which may
differ in some details from the plan presented to you.

In addition, you should be aware that the Tzu Chi Foundation, owners of the
remaining 90 acres within the 150 acre unincorporated County island, has
indicated that they intend to file an application to annex their property to the City
of San Dimas. Both properties are within our adopted Sphere of Influence. The
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City Council fully supports their request and intends to file an application with
LAFCO to annex the entire 150 acres in the very near future. Since the Applicant
had indicated the desire to annex to the City after Tract Map approval by the
County, part of our most recent discussion focused on merging the two requests
and processing the Tract Map with the EIR/pre-zoning associated with the
annexation. If these discussions continue, they will require additional time.

At this time, the City requests the Planning Commission to support annexation of
the subject property to the City and support re-filing the current applications with
the City for consideration in the EIR/pre-zoning procedures associated with the
anticipated annexation application. If the Planning Commission cannot support
this approach, the following actions are suggested:

1. Refer the matter to County Subdivision Committee for technical review.

2. Provide for a noticed hearing when the matter is brougnt back io the
Planning Commission.

3. Direct further revisions consistent with the comments contained herein.

4. Direct Applicant to continue to work with County Staff and City.

Please contact me at 909-394-6250 if there are any questions regarding our
comments.

D;rectorf Community Development

cc:  Mayor and City Council
City Manager
City Attorney
Elien Fitzgerald, County Planning Staff
Honorabie Michael Antonovich, Board of Supervisors
J. Gomez, Senior Deputy
Paul Novak, Planning Deputy
Daniel Singh, Vista Verde Ranch
Guy Williams, Tzu Chi Foundation



Victor and Elaine Rosetti
21239 E. Mesarica Rd.
Covina, Ca. 91724
{626) 732-114¢

DECEIVE
Nov 2 zo5 (L)

November 19, 2066

Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records, Room 1346

320 W, Temple St.

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

Re: The Vista Verde Ranch Project
RAD Developer/Mr. Daniel Singh
Tract Map # 47449

Oak Tree Permit Case # 99-028-(05)

Dear Mr. Koutnik,

We are residents of the Mesa Qaks Community and reside at 21239 E. Mesarica Rd., Cevina,
Ca., 91724, Our property line joins the proposed project on its western boundary. We are
adamanily opposed to this project and would like to state our reasons for opposition and
concern.

We have read the RDEIR and have atiended meetings regarding this project. OQur first area of
concern is the proposed plan to change the elevation of the land directly behind our property
and to the other homes connected to the property line at the east end of Mesa (aks. Since our
property line is directly connecied to the proposed development, (please see attached phetos)
and due to the proposed change in elevations to the land directly behind us, our concern is that
the earth will eventuaily shift and erode causing damage to our yard, pool and home. We did
raise this concern at the meeting held on October 23, 2006 and were told by a County official
that “ereosion or landslide should net be an issue or a problem.” Can this be guaranteed to us in
writing by the County of L.A.? We have attached newspaper correspondence from an incident
in Corona, Ca., where residents are suffering from damage to their yards as the earth began
moving six months after that project was completed. Should any damage to our property eccur
im the future, who will be responsible for it? Will L.A. County, the City of San Dimas, the
developer or the builder be held accountable for destruction to our home and property” The
elevation and grading of this proposed preject should be a condition of approval.

QOur second concern pertains to the removal of oak tress. We are not permitied to trim the
branch of an oak tree that is larger than 4 inches in diameter. This developer preposes to
remove 129 mature oak trees. In our opinion this is totally unacceptable.
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QOur third concern is regarding the proposed bridge which would be the only access to the
proposed project. It is our understanding that this bridge will be privately maintained by the
homeowners of Vista Verde Ranch. If for some reason, in the future this “private road” was not
maintained and became inaccessible to fire equipment then all the homes surrounding this
project would be jeopardized and threatened.

We also want it noted that the Mesa residents are NOT represented by Mrs. Pat Lietz. She has
no official capacity on the Mesa Board and has no legal right io conduct a survey on her own,
then pass it on to the developer whe then inciuded it in the RDEIR. We take offense that the
RDEIR states “the applicant is working cooperatively with the Mesa OQaks Community
Homeowners Association in processing the annexation.” This is untrue.

Lastly, the RDEIR states that water access for this project will be accessed through Tract #21427
but does not specify a lot number. Since we are located within this tract area, (see attached grant
deed) we need to know if this would affect our property. So far, nc ene can answer this guestion.

These are our major concerns regarding this project. There are many other reasons for our
epposition to this preject, however we know that other residents of San Dimas, Covina and

LaVerne will bring these issues to your attention. We ask that the County of Los Angeles
consider all opposing opinions when making decisions regarding this project.

Elaine and Victor Resetti
7 ;/ jéﬁ ) ,-0
{J{”?’(f%@ + (jrere 6@%x, ‘
/ ,
Ce: Superviser Michael Antonovich /
Susan Tae/Department of Regional Planning
Larry Williams/City of San Dimas
Enclosures/Photos

Grant Deed
Corona Residents property damage
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Residents Protest’

(C8BS) CORONA, Calif. Residenis of a new neighborhood tock their Case "o the court of public opinion” to force W

Mart and a developer to pav for property damage aliegediy caused by a Talling retaining wall,

The bacivards of 17 homes on Radcliffe Drive in the Vista Grande tract in upscale South Corona sit atop 2 siope ¢
adjacent to the rear of 3 Wal-Mart at 1290 East Ontario Avenue.

Wal-Mart agreed with developer Fieldstone Communities Inc. to take ownership of a retaining wall and be

responsible for its upkeep when the houses were constructed in 2000.

The wall started to fail six months into the year 2000 and ths

and patios. Stene“wai!s be
W ‘ e e

About haif the homeowners on Raddiffe Drive susd Wal-Mart and Fleldstone Homes over the matler in Apri 2004
Szturday morning, some of them streiched banners across ther backyard walls overlooking the 13.5-acre Wal-Me

parking iet, saying "Walmart and Fieldstone Homes don't care about our community” and "Don't Trust, We leame

the hard way.”

hﬁgz;’f@b&?.csnﬁiaps&sﬁesf%ma%mﬁmy 182194222 himl 8714900



' obsz.com - Residents Protest Wal-Mart's Retaimng Wall L L

Some of the homeowners were not told of the wall when they bought their homaes, which went for maore than

$350,000.

"all we want is our vards taken care of and our lives back,” said 44-year-old Mark Stahovich, who lives in the ]
block of Radoiffe. *Our homes are damaged permanently. There is a stigme attached {o these houses. We haw

disciose {the problems) to new buysers."

Wal-Mart and Fieldstone Homes also filed cross-compiaints against the general contractor of the wall and both

companies desire to be removed from the lawsull altogether,

David Crohin, the lead plaintiff in the 2004 suit, said the city declared his second-story deck unsafe.

“The city of Corona has declared the wall a public nuisance,” Crohn said. "We just want our yards back.”

(e 2006 (RS Broadoasimg inc. Al Rights xeserven. (S marens) may nnt ne unhshed, Droaaeast rewrtien o

caarhictriniprart fhao dconcisrant Brove contetbadaed Foof o péamcis b

Dating: Find a date

RGNS RS F RS

LA Real Estate License Courses
CA largest Real estate school provides DRE Approved online and home study courses with highest pass rate and 110% maney back
promise, starting as low as $88.00. Request vour frae info today.

WIEE FeRIRLERIBHOPRSe C oIl

Compare Free Morrgage Quotes

Find today's lowest mortgags rate far Los Angeles and save up to $1000s. As featured in USA Today and Newswesk,
o loweraivbilis.oom

Refinance Rates a2 Low a8 2.8% CA

Up fo 4 free quotes. Compare and choose the best rate} Ne obligation. Bad cregit OK!

¥ind Low Angeies’ Lowest Refinance Rares
Lock in & betler rate now. Gat up to 4 guotes - fast, Apgly today!

WV DNCTIV NG OO

Banki sploy Allernatives - Los dagelss

Reduce debls 60%. Aveld bankrupicy. Cut vour monthly payments in haif,
www matchimybuaget com

hitp://cbs2 comfiopstories/local_story_ 182194227 html B/ 4720
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INVESTORS TITLE COMPANY
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VICTOR G ROSETTI
ELAINE D, ROSETTI
21239 EAST MESARICA ROAD
COVINA, CA 91724
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Space Above This Line for Recorder's Use Goly
AP N B426-025-023 Owder No.: 145725871 Escrow MNo.: 25608-A
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GRANT DEED (g0 )

THE UNDERSIGNED GRANTOR(s} DECLARE(s) THAT DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER TAX I5: COUNTY § ?gf; Nt
[ X} computed on fuil value of property conveyed, or

I 1 computed on full value less value of licas or encombrances remaining &t time of sale,

[ X1 unincorporated area; [ 1 City of _, and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, Receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,

) and DEBORAH 8. WARD, Husband and Wife as Joint Tenanis

"DONALD E. WAJ

hereby GRANTIS) 1o
VICTOR G. ROSETTI and ELA

NE D. ROSETTI, Husband and Wife as Joint Tenanis

the following described property in the County of Los Angeles Siate of California;

Lot 21 of Tract #21427, in the County of Los Angeles, Siate of California, 2as per map recorded
in Book 560, Page(s) 13 and 14 Inclusive of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said

County.

Except therefrom that portion of said Lot lying Northwesterly of a straight line, which extends
from the Northwesterly corner of said Let to a point in the Northeasterly line of said Lot, distan
Southeasterly thereon 36.00 feet from the Northeasterly corper of said Lot.

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 21239 FAST MESARICA ROAD, COVINA, Ca 91724

Date; JULY 27 2005

GRANT DEED CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

Mail Tay Snatemenis i RAME AR AROVE nr Addesce hlnted Dalau.






November 20, 2006

21236 East Cloveriand Drive
Covina TA 91724

DIECEIVE
NOV 21 7008

iy
hww

Dary! Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning, Room 1346
320 West Temple Street

ios Angeles CA 90012

Diear Mr. Koutnike

The intent of this letter is to provide written comments regarding inaccuracies and
misrepresentations in the Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR) described as Tract Map
Number 47449 that was released to the public October 2006.

In the DEIR section labeled Appendix L Questionnaires to Mesa Oaks Residents, there is a map and
copies of survey responses from 44 (forty-four) residences within the Mesa Oaks community.

The Mesa Oaks Board did not create, approve, authorize, or distribute that survey. The Board did
not have prior knowledge of the survey. When the Board became aware of a survey, the Board
issued = letter to all residents stating the survey was not from the Mesa Oaks Board.

The DEIR also contains a map of homeowner names and residence locations within the Mesa Qaks

community. That map was created for internal use of the Association. That map was not issued for
public distribution. Ms. Lietz did not have approval from the Mesa Oaks Board of Directors or the

homeowners to use or distribute that map outside of the Mesa Qaks community.

The survey in the DEIR was created, distributed, and complied by Ms. Pat Lietz. No one but Ms.
Lietz knows who received her survey or who returned her survey. Ms. Lietz also interpreted the
results of her survey, The DEIR reports 42 responses, 2 of those appear to be duplicates. In the
DEIR, it appears that Ms. Lietz implies 36 positive responses is a majority. Thirty-six (36) is not
the majority of 116 residences. The area of the map adjacent to the proposed development area
indicates no responses reported from the majority of the residences negatively impacted by the
proposed development. : '

In section 3.0, Revised Design, Project Description, page 7, the EIR states, the applicant is working
cooperatively with the Mesa Oaks Community Homeowners Association in processing the
annexation. That statement is a fabrication. The applicant {developer) does not communicate with
the Mesa Oaks Community Improvement Association. The developer communicates with Mrs.
Lietz.

Ms Lietz was not appointed to be the liaison between the Dentec (developer) and Mesa Qaks
Community Improvement Association, Inc. In 2003 Ms. Lietz asked the Board to inquire about the
procedure and costs for installing sewers. At that time, according to the minutes of the Board for
July 8, 2003, the Board and President Don Hahn, approved Ms. Lietz to chair a commitfes
concerning matters relating to sewers and property use. Sometime after that meeting, Ms. Listz
appointed herseif as a Haison to the developer and the Board allowed her to continue. The
committee was never created. '



After the February 9, 2005 Los Angeles Planning Commission meztmg, Gil Apodaca, the President
of the Mesa Board of Directors at that time, repnmanded Ms Lietz because she publicly stated at the
Commission Meeting that she represented the Mesa Oaks Board of Directors. Ms Lietz was
removed from the ad hoc chair position. The Board of Directors has not authorized Ms. Liez to
represent the Board of Directors at any mesting or in any manner.

I have lived in the Mesa since 1983. | have been a member of the Mesa Oaks Association for
twenty-three (23) years. Of those 23 years, I have been President of the Board for four (4} of those
vears, Vice President for two (2) vears, Treasurer of the Board for eight (8) of those years, and
Director member for at least four {4) of those years. 1 have attended ninety-five percent (95%) of
all Board of Director meetings. [ have attended twenty-two (22) of the twenty-three (23) Annual
Mesa Oaks meetings. In the past and currently, I maintain the historical and pertinent records for
the Mesa Board of Directors. You may contact Doug Baxter, President of Mesa Oaks Association
to verify my credibility and to document facts | have stated.  His phone number is 626.339.3445.

The development and the installation of sewess are extremely controversial in the Mesa QOaks
neighborhood. Unfortunately, these issues have created hostility, mistrust, and the spread of
misinformation among the neighbors. The Board has not even been able to distribute the
information from Los Angeles County without receiving complaints of bias from the residents.

I write this letter in frustration. i am surprised and disappointed to find Los Angeles County
allowed the DEIR to be published with not only undocumented data that is biased but also personal
data created for non-public purposes. This data has caused irreparable damage to the reputation of
the Mesa Oaks Association and its members. Even [ have had to refute the data the County
published. Other organizations and entities outside of the Mesa Gaks now believe the majority of
Mesa Oaks approve the development because of the data published in the DEIR.

Yes, I would certainly be negatively impacted by the proposed development. However, if a
development is approved, I do not want inaccurate and false information 1o be a partial basis for
approval. Nor do I want approval because some of us did not speak up. '

I sincerely hope that you do not accept the resuits of an undocumented survey or the undocumented
narrative of the developer 1o serve as the as the opinion of the majority of Mesa Oaks residents,
Please consider a process to check the accuracy and suitability of future published documents.

1 appreciate your time and effort in this matter.

Sincerely,

Lynda Appleton

Ce¢: Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
Cc: Susie Tae, Department of Regional ?iaﬁnmgf
Ce: San Dimas City Council



STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governot

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

320 WEST 4™ STREET, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 30013
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NOV 14 2006

Daryl Koutnik

L.A. County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr, Koutnik:
Re: SCH# 1999061068; Vista Verde Rancho Project No. 99-028, Tract Map No. 47499

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend 'that any future'
development projects planned adjacent to or near Metrolink’s San Bernardino _Lme, Union Pacific
Railroad Company, and BNSF Railway Company right-of-ways be planned with the safety of the
rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on streets a-nd at
intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering pedestrian
circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for glsade separat}ons for .
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-

way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval. is sought fqr the
new developments. Working with Commission staff early in_ the conceptual design phase will
help improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the City.

Please advise us on the status of the future development projects. If you have any questions in this
matter, please contact me at (213) 576-7078 or at rxm@cpuc.ca.goy.

)
incerely.
B : ¢'§

F 3 jf,

L \\:E—//
Résﬁ@(&uﬁoz, _

Utilities Engineer
Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection & Safety Division

C: Rob Harris, Metrolink



Mesa Oaks
Community Improvement Assoctation, Inc.
3785 Woodhurst Drive
Covina, California 91724

October 21, 2006

Mr. Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles

210 W. Temple Street, Room 1346
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Subject: Tract Map #47449

Dear Mr. Koutnik,

On October 19, 2006 we became aware of a letter written to the Honorable Supervisor
Antonovich on July 21, 2006 from Mrs. Pat Lietz. The Mesa Oaks Community Improvement
Association, Inc., has not taken a position on the proposed housing project (Tract Map #47449)
currently being processed through the Count of Los Angeles.

The Mesa Oaks area has 115 homes in the area. The Mesa Oaks Community Improvement
Association is a voluntary membership association with 94 active members. In 2004 the
association polled the entire community regarding the proposed development and the sewers.
The association found this to be a very coniroversial subject with strong views on both sides of
the issue. At that time, the association presented its resuits to the county at the public hearing for
the development TIM 47449,

it is true, Mrs. Lietz was appointed, by the association, as a liaison person between the County of
Los Angeles, the deveioper of TIM 47448, and the association. During her time as liaison person
it became obvious she could not be objective to the entire community and wanted sewers
regardiess of any plans of the development TIM 47448. Mrs. Lietz has continually asked the
poard to send out another guestioner and has been told the board was going to wait untit the new
EIR report was published. Mrs. Lietz did send out her personal questionnaire, which she
controlled and counted.

Since 2004 their has been about 10 homes that has changed ownership in the Mesa Oaks
community. The new owners are just as divided on this issue as the previous owners were. The
new Draft EIR report was issued this week and the County of Los Angeles will be hosting a
community meeting on October 23, 2006. This meeting will give the homeowners the opportunity
to have their questions about the development answered by a proper authority. After this meeting
the Board of Directors will survey ALL Mesa Oaks homeowners. The association will forward the
unbiased results to the County of Los Angeles to be considered at the public hearing.



The Mesa Qaks Community Improvement Association Inc., and some of its members are
concermned with the map, and the names of homeowners in the area included in the Draft EIR.
The Board of Directors did not approve the association’s map for publication, to the public. Some
Mesa Qak residence are in crifical employment positions and do not have published information
in order to protect their privacy. If this information can be removed from the EIR it would be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

H. Douf Bakiér — President Pro Tem David Gomer — Developrent Liaison

626 339-3445 626 858-4929

Cc. Susie Tea, Subdivision Section Head
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November 30, 2006

21236 East Cloverland Drive
Covina CA 91724

Daryl Koutnik

Department of Regional Planning, Room 1346
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles CA 90012

Dear Mr. Koutnik:

The intent of this letter is to provide written cormments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) described as Tract Map Number 47449 that was released to the public October 2006.

The history of proposed developments in the area spans at least 23 years and at Jeast three different
developers. T believe there have been nine different proposals to develop the land. The multitude and
variety of problems of developing this area are inherent in the property. It-is a land locked wilderness
area. The problemns are compounded when you consider the impact on the surrounding areas.

When you look at the aerial map, you do not many green areas. Yes, there is Bonelli Park on the east
«ide of San Dimas Avenue. When it was Puddingstone, we could take our kids there free. Now it has an
entry fee of at least $7. This elimination and disruption of a wilderness area Is significant to the
hundreds of surrounding residents. Walnut Creek and the Antonovich are trail are a wilderness area that
are available free of charge. There are no other areas locally where you may take your child for a hike,
walk on a trail, see some wild life, maybe run into a skunk, watch out for poison ivy and not see tracts of
homes. Obviously there will also be major disruption to existing animal [ife and existing vegetation.

The area has a value that cannot be expressed in dollars and cents.

The DEIR does not address Native American concerns sufficiently. The Mesa Oaks area and the
proposed development property are a part of a natural mesa. Walnut Creek is a-natural water way. The
geographical setting of a mesa combined with water availability is an area typically occupied in the past
by Native Americans. The DEIR does not contain any discussion, reference, or document to indicate
any consultation with local Native American councils. ‘

The density of the homes at the west end of the project is not similar to the density of the adjacent area
in Mesa Oaks. The DEIR density would have the largest impact on the adjacent homes in Mesa Oaks.
The density described in the tract rap exceeds the density of the adjacent homes in Mesa Oaks. It
appears the density in the west area exceeds the density in the surrounding areas and may exceed the
prescribed density requirements. This is not discussed in the DEIR. The applicant does not address the
impact of this density on the neighboring Mesa Qaks homes. Residential lots of 10,000 square feet
calculates to only 22% of an acre. That is more than 4 homes to an acre of land. Homes adjacent to the
west end of the project are on lots 3/4 of an acre to more than 1 acre in size.

DEIR applicant falsified information in an attempt to persuade the Planning Commission to approve the
project. On page ten of Section Two, the applicant attempts to show ‘that a majority of the Mesa Oaks
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residents approve the dcvclopmaﬁt. That narrative is completely erroneous. There are 116 residences in
Mesa Qaks. In the survey depicted, 42 residences were sent the questionnaire. They report that 36
responses is 88% of 116. Do I need to tell you that 88% of 116 is 102, and not 367

The applicants continue to reduce the numbers of howes to be built. It is obvious the reduction is to
reduce the numbers of re:quircmcnts they must complete. It appears the daveiopmem will resultin a
number of areas that are noncompimnt to existing regulations.

There are multiple contingencies in the DEIR. How can the Commission approve a proposal with so
many contingencies? How can this developer receive an approvai from the Commission before he

obtains approvals from the other entities impacted?

How long will the Commission confinue to use County staff time and taxpayer money whenever he
comes up with another plan for this land? Why does this developer continue to have the right to use the

time of public employees to serve his own needs?

Property values are based on location location, location. Does this developer have the ri ght'to devalue
our location for him own financial benefit?

Why is the apphcant allowed to continue to report the muftxple areas of impact fmm the view of the
applicant and not report the impact on the surrounding areas? For example, drainage report is on the
drainage within the proposed development instead of the impact on the surrounding arcas,

“This project has been before the Commission at least 9 times in the last 20 years. Please finai!y deny a
development on this land. Please do not allow the 70 homes to forever corrupt a wildemness area and

forever change the rural setting of the surrounding homes.

Sincerely

@M{ /efsaéét

Lynda Appleton

Cc: Supervisor Michaei D. Antonovich
Ce: Susie Tae, Department of Regional Planning
Cc: Larry Stevens, Community Development Director, City of San Dimas
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Rev, Mary Mitchell
20780 Mesarica Road
Coving, C4 91724
626-332-1451

November 28, 2006

Mr. Dary] Koutnik (faxed to 21 3-626-3434)
Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Koutnik:

As a resident of Mesa Oaks, this letter is to express my very strong opposition to the
proposed Vista Verde Ranch development VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP
NO. 47749 and OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 99.028-(%5) DEIR REFORT.

Reasons:

Environment: The removal (destruction) of 129 oak trees is unconscionable.
Developers should be held to the same law regarding oak trees as residents and not be
granted special privileges through purchasing permits, nor should they be allowed to
remove historic structures located in the area.

This project encroaches on the Walnut Creek Wilderness area which is a significant
wildlife corrider and includes the Antonovich Trail, the integrity of which will be
compromised by the proposed 700 foot bridge. Development will threaten wild life and
have an irreversible negative ecological impact.

Archaeological Study: The entire area affected by this development was home to the
Gabrielino Native American Tribe which still has active members. An archaeological
study, as required, has not been done.

Incorrect Information: I has been incorrectly implied, by an individual who is not an
authorized representative of Mesa Oaks, that Mesa Qaks residents support this project
and that the developer is working closely with us. Quite to the contrary, the developer
has not met with Mesa Oaks residents since December 6, 2003. At that meeting, the
developer implied that the County had approved the project which, of course, was not
true. When asked questions, the developer, and his representatives, was gvasive and
unable to satisfactorily answer questions..

« B2
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QWET'S psg s Residents: The developer verbally stated that he would install
sewer ius at his expense but has not confirmed this in a written commitment to the
Board of Directors. At the December 6, 2003 meeting the developer verba}ly stated he
would repave the streets in Mesa Oaks after sewer construction but no writien

commitment has been received.

Traffic Considerations: There is only one way for ingress and egress on Mesarica Road

in Mesa Oaks. Sewer construction would propose a significant to residents in case of
fire, earthquake or other emergency situation.

If approved, the developer will have to connect to the County sewer at the corner of
Puente and Mesarica. This is a narrow and heavily trafficked intersection and the
presence of construction workers and equipment would create another hazard, especially
if there were another emergency.

Conclusion: Proposed developments during the past 20 years have been denied because
this is & land-locked area and a protected wildemness area. It is now more important than
ever that government officials and citizens act to preserve the limited wilderness arcas
that stil} exist.

As [ stated in my letter of opposition dated January 31, 2005, public officials are elected
by constituents who trust that they will serve them by making decisions in the best
interest of the citizens, their communities and the environment.

This proposed development will adversely affect surrounding neighborhoods and a
unique wilderness area and wildlife corridor. 1 urge the public officials
representing this area to uphold their responsibility to the citizens involved and
oppose this development and any future proposals.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

o -
Lot

ZIST IS

Rev. Mary Mitchell

ce: Supervisor Michael Antonovich (faxed to 909-592-0751
Susan Tae (faxed 1o 213-626-0434)
Larry Stevens, City of San Dimas (faxed to 909-304-6200)
Denis Bertone, City of San Dimas (faxed to 909-304-6200)



