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PROJECT BACKGROUND

On September 30, 2009, your Commission continued the public hearing to October 21, 2009 and
instructed staff to continue working with the applicant on completing revised findings and conditions of
approval. The last set of draft findings and conditions were provided to your Commission for the
September 16, 2009 continued hearing. :

- Staff has continued to work with the applicant to revise the project’s conditions. After making a
number of revisions, currently four outstanding issues remain. These issues include (1) specific
condition language regarding fuel modification/brush clearance activity within Schabarum Park, (2)
calculation and credit of the Quimby obligation fee, (3) language regarding “donation” vs. “dedication”
of the open space, and (4) the reqwred monltorlng period for oak trees planted to mitigate impacts to
oak woodlands.

REMAINING PROJECT ISSUES

. Fuel Modification/Brush Clearance Activity within Schabarum Regional Park

As you may recall, your Commission indicated concerns during the March 17, 2004 and August 19,
2009 hearing regarding the potential for fuel modification/brush clearance activity within adjacent
Schabarum Park resulting from development of the subject property. Single-family Lot No. 15 is
-located approximately 120 feet from the boundary of Schabarum Park, with the distance ranging from
64 feet to 220 feet from property line to property line. »

Through discussions with the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden (“Forester”) and Los
Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner, the applicant was able to confirm that the brush clearance
distance required for a habitable structure ranges from 30 feet to 200 feet, and this required distance
is determined at the building permit stage. This means that while less. than 200 feet exists between
the property line and Schabarum Park, it may be possible at the building permit stage for a structure
to be constructed without requiring any brush clearance/fuel modification within Schabarum Park.
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If the maximum clearing distance is required for Lot No. 15, the applicant has calculated that this
would result in 9,779 square feet (0.22 acres) of Schabarum Park affected by brush clearance.

The applicant contends that should this worst-case scenario should occur, building should not be
prohibited on Lot No. 15 as there are other factors the Commission should consider. Existing ongoing
brush clearance activity occurs onsite and offsite from existing homes on adjacent Schabarum Park
and within the Edison right-of-way to the west. The applicant also proposes to transfer 10 acres (Lot
No. 58) of natural open space to the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation
(“Parks & Rec”), who maintains Schabarum Park; these 10 acres were originally discussed within the
context of offsite mitigation for a separate offsite library project not required by this project. The
applicant has indicated that they are also willing to provide additional land to Schabarum Park at a 1:1
ratio for any Park land affected by brush clearance. Therefore, the applicant believes that these
factors should offset and outweigh the maximum potential of 0.22 acres affected within Schabarum
Park. Attached is an updated exhibit prepared by the applicant depicting the maximum offsite brush
clearance area as well as existing brush clearance boundaries.

While the transfer of 10 acres of natural open space to Parks & Rec is a benefit, staff does not
recommend any construction within Lot No. 15 if any brush clearance should be required within
Schabarum Park. The Commission indicated concerns with burdening the Regional Park with brush
clearance to allow for development of a new private project. The Commission discussed that many of
the surrounding homes existed before the creation of Schabarum Park, and these should not be used
in consideration of whether new development should affect Schabarum Park now in existence. Staff’s
recommended conditions (Vesting Tract Condition No. 20, CUP Condition No. 21) reflect that at the
building permit stage, if all other means have been implemented and brush clearance is still required
within Schabarum Park for a structure on Lot No. 15, no building permit should be issued for Lot No.
15.

= Quimby Park Land Obligation

The Quimby park land obligation required for local park space for this project is 0.49 acres. In their
report dated February 10, 2009, Parks & Rec has recommended that the Quimby obligation be met
with the payment of in-lieu fees, calcuated at $109,206. The applicant is offering 1.03 acres of
pedestrian access for public use through 20-foot and six-foot easements, to be owned and maintained
by the homeowners association. The applicant will also be providing 10 acres within Lot No. 58 to
Parks & Rec. This Lot No. 58 will however need to be relocated from its current location on the latest
tentative map, to the southeast corner of the property to avoid any manufactured slopes and to be
considered acceptable by Parks & Rec. This relocation is conditioned as such in Tract Condition No.
14 and a proposed relocation is also depicted on the applicant’s attached fuel modification exhibit.

The applicant contends that certain County Code sections allow the applicant to meet the Quimby
obligation with park land, which may include trails. The applicant contends that these public
pedestrian access easements qualify as trails for purposes of computing park land. The applicant
also contends that the 10 acres of Lot No. 58 for Parks & Rec is much larger than the 0.49-acre
obligation. In the applicant’s letter dated September 15, 2009, the applicant indicated that they were
willing to shift the 10 acres of open space on the condition that Parks & Rec determines that the
Quimby park land obligation is met and therefore, no fee is required. Therefore, the applicant
contends that the public access, the shifted 10 acres, or an additional contiguous 0.49 acres that can
be carved out of the remaining natural open space, can individually or in combination be considered
as meeting the Quimby obligation.
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According to the County Code, the County is not obligated to accept park land that is not suitable for
park use. With any park land offer, the Code states that Parks & Rec has the discretion to evaluate
whether the offered park land is suitable to meet local park and recreational facilities contained in the
Recreation Element of the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan. This includes an evaluation of
slopes on the property, and whether the design and location of such space and its amenities if any,
would be suitable. Based on this evaluation, Parks & Rec provides its recommendation to the
advisory agency or in this case, your Commission. Based on the February 10, 2009 report from Parks
& Rec, the Director of Parks & Rec is requesting in-lieu fees. These in-lieu fees are to address the
provision of local park space; any land proposed to be added to Schabarum Park would be
considered regional in nature as Schabarum Park is a regional park. The public pedestrian access
offered by the project was also considered by staff as an amenity to address hillside projects that
exceed the midpoint density; these access easements would not meet County standards for a public
hiking trail.

= “Donation” vs. “Dedication” language

The project provides 101.7 acres of open space (89 percent of net area), of which 78.3 acres will
remain natural and are intended for ownership by a public agency or conservation organization. The
applicant proposes to transfer 10 acres (Lot No. 58) to Parks & Rec, of which Parks & Rec has
indicated their intent to accept with its relocation, in their letter dated September 8, 2009 (previously
provided in the September 16, 2009 Supplemental Package dated September 10, 2009; attached
again for ease of reference).

The applicants contend that the 10 acres is a voluntary donation to Parks & Rec. This transfer is not
required of the applicant, but has been offered by the applicant for many years. The term “donation”
is important to the applicant as the applicant contends that the County’s characterization of the
property transfer with the entitlements documents has tax implications with the federal Internal
Revenue Service.

While a nonurban hillside management project would be required to provide a minimum of 70 percent
of the project site as open space, as a density-controlled development all remaining undeveloped land
is required to remain open space. Therefore, all 101.7 acres of open space is required open space.
As part of standard practice and consistent with standard condition language in other similar projects
the County uses the term “dedication” when referring to requirements of a project. Parks & Rec’s
letter dated September 8, 2009 confirms their accepting the applicant’s offer to dedicate this to Parks
& Rec as permanent open space.

n Oak Woodland Conservation Act Monitoring Period

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) Measure No. M-B-2 requires that all
mitigation trees be properly maintained, and if any tree fails to survive due to a lack of proper care and
maintenance, will have to be replaced with a tree meeting the specifications. This maintenance
period is for a period of seven years. The seven-year maintenance period begins upon receipt of a
letter from the applicant or consulting arborist to the Director of the Los Angeles County Department
of Regional Planning and the Forester, indicating that the mitigation trees have been planted. The
maintenance period of any mitigation failing to survive the seven-year maintenance period starts anew
with the planting of a replacement tree for that replacement tree.

The applicant contends that the maintenance period should only be for a total of seven years. If any
replacement tree dies within that seven-year period, the maintenance period for that tree is only that
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time left within the original seven-year period. If the replacement tree dies within year six, only one
year of maintenance would be required. Otherwise, the applicant contends that if the maintenance
period starts anew then the maintenance period could be in perpetuity.

Staff believes that in order to meet the mitigation requirements of the Oak Woodland Conservation
Act, the maintenance period of seven years applies anew. However, staff clarified to the applicant
that if a replacement tree should die as a result of the failure of the applicant to properly monitor or
maintain that mitigation tree, the maintenance period of seven years would start anew, but would only
apply to that new replacement tree. This calculation of the appropriate maintenance and monitoring
period is designed to provide adequate protection to the mitigation trees to maximize survival and is a
standard approach used by the County on other approved projects. (OTP Condition No. 18).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff and the applicant have worked diligently on trying to resolve the four remaining issues; however
the four issues continue to remain unresolved at this time. Based on staff's recommendations,
attached draft findings and conditions of approval are attached for your Commission’s review and
approval if acceptable.

Suggested Motion: "l move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing,
and approve Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153, Conditional Use Permit Case No. 92027
and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 92027 with the attached recommended conditions.”

SMT:REC
10/08/09

Attachments: Applicant’s updated Fuel Modification Exhibit
Parks & Rec letter dated September 8, 2009
County Librarian letter dated February 27, 2003
Department of Public Works e-mail dated September 16, 2009
Puente Hills Landfil Native Preservaton Authority letter dated
September 14, 2009
Watershed Conservation Authority letter dated September 25, 2009
Additional correspondence




FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FOR VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission ("Commission")
conducted a noticed public hearing in the matter of Prgject No. 92027-(4) and
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153 on January 14, 2004, March 17, 2004,
April 8, 2009, July 15, 2009, August 19, 2009, Sep ber 16, 2009, September
30, 2009 and October 21, 2009. Vesting Tent ct Map No. 51153 was
heard concurrently with Condltlonal Use Perm 92027 and Oak Tree
Permit Case No. 92027.

ingle-family
\ lane lot, one
'seven open space lots on

is provided by the southerly extension of
pot wide private and future street.

project site
im Require
ffective or

6,000 Squa c t Minimum Required Lot Area - Seven Units per Net Acre) to the
north; O/S (Open Space) to the east; A-1-5 (Light Agricultural — Five Acre
Minimum Required Lot Area) to the west and City of La Habra to the south.

The subject property consists of one lot currently unimproved. Surrounding uses
include single-family residences to the north, Schabarum Park to the east,
Southern California Edison right-of-way and single family residences to the west,
and City of La Habra Heights (single-family residences) to the south.
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10.

11.

The property is depicted within the Non-Urban 2 (N2 —

The project is consistent with the R-A zoning classification. Single-family
residences are permitted in the R-A zone pursuant to Section 22.20.410 of the Los
Angeles County Code (“County Code”). The proposed density of 47 single-family
lots is consistent with the maximum 114 dwelling units that can be accommodated
by the R-A-1 zoning.

0 1.0 Dwelling Units per
nmunity Plan (“Plan”) and
untywide General Plan
) nsity analysis, which
provides different densities for the zero teg25 | | acres), 25 to 50
percent (52.3 acres), and over 50 perg . categories, the
j proposes 47
| tions. The
project will require a CUP since the p welling units exc ds the low
density threshold of nine dwelling units. 4rl of compatibility with nonurban
hillside design criteria, the opment will be required to provide a
minimum of 70 percent open : ion22:52.215 of the County Code. As
a density-controlled develop : nd is required to remain as
permanent open space. The
space (89 percent).cee

Net Acre) land use category of the Hacienda Heights:
Non-Urban (R) land use category of the Los Ang

bed areas.

Conditional
compliance
Ecological

0. 92027 is a related request to ensure
nurban hillside management, Significant
ntrolled development as well as onsite

n, labeled as “Exhibit A,” dated January 7, 2008, depicts a

uste) ntial development of 47 single-family lots on approximately
114.3 gross The residential lots range in size from 5,002 square feet to
20,980 square feet. Graded building pads range in size from 4,366 square feet to
11,535 square feet and are depicted to show the extent of development. The
project provides 101.7 acres of permanent open space (89 percent) consisting of
disturbed and undisturbed areas. Two open space lots, Lot No. 57 (69 acres in
size) is undisturbed area and Lot No. 58 (10 acres in size) includes 9.3 acres of
undisturbed area and 0.7 acres of disturbed area cover approximately 69 percent
(78.3 acres) of the project site. Lot Nos. 51 and 53 through 56 are disturbed open




VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153 Page 3
Draft Findings

14.

15.

space lots that will be graded and total an area of 20.6 acres. Lot No. 52 is
proposed as a debris/detention basin consisting of disturbed area and 1.7 acres in
size. The project's main access is Apple Creek Lane, a 64-foot-wide public street
and will provide access to a proposed gated 64 foot wide private and future street
(Lot No. 48) which will serve as main access for the project. Internal access will be
provided by a private driveway and fire lane (Lot No. 49), 46 feet wide. Grading
consists of 1,033,400 cubic yards (506,700 cubic yards @f.cut and 516,700 cubic
yards of fill) with a potential for 10,000 cubic yards @f imported material, but is
expected to be balanced onsite during grading.

The project was originally submitted on Janua C a different developer
proposing 57 homes, a private school and i
from 10,583 square feet to 88,341 squ
feet. Proposed residences located nea

back 155 to 350 feet. Due to the fill re also 60
to 150 feet above existing homes. Gr. ubic yards
(690,000 cubic yards of cut and 670,000 ¢ s of fill) was proposed on site.

On November 14, 1999 th : i ific Communities, revised the
design from 57 single-family ( ingle-family lots, two public

Preservation Authority, the South Coast Air Quality
e cities of La Habra and La Habra Heights. The 13
the project, with concerns related to traffic impacts
nding community expressed concern about adverse traffic
n Apple Creek Lane and existing congestion on Dawn

open space When they purchased their homes in the 1970s, reS|dents in the
development to the north had been led to believe that the subject property was
open space dedicated to Los Angeles County as part of the park system and
expressed concern about the loss of this open space and ecological impacts).
Comments on the Draft EIR primarily raised concerns regarding the significant
impacts on biotic resources, the loss of wildlife habitat, and the proposed oak tree

removals.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22

23.

24,

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the Commission heard a presentation
from staff as well as testimony from the applicant’s representatives as well as the
public regarding the proposed development.

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, staff gave a presentation stating that
the proposed development consisted of 50 dwelling unit 0 open space lots and
two public facility lots on 114.3 gross acres. Staff alsoaised issues related to the
proposed development such as density transfers en 50 percent or greater
slopes, the creation of building pads that will ext 150 feet above existing

substantial community opposition.

During the January 14, 2004 public h ission i d from staff if
the proposed project exceeded the n¥
of access consisting of Apple Creek L that the project was below
the maximum with only 56 dwelllng uni ingle means, consisting of the
proposed 50 dwelling units ag isti

During the January 14, 2004
presentation detailing the hist ]
land that encom : ' ity members were under the
impression thatdhe p¥c i :
Los Angele . The & ve also stated that the project site would
create 68 the existing 200 car trips a day. The
applicant’s 1 d the planned removal of 0.6 acres of
eX|st|ng Mule X

included the destruction of the existing hills and natural
. wildlife, unstable hillsides which create mudslides during
rainy sea of open space.

During the Jantrary 14, 2004, the Commission inquired from the HHIA if they had
met with the applicant and if a reduction in density had ever been discussed. The
HHIA stated that they had met with the applicant and at the meeting were told the
project scope and the project suggestions they provided were never taken.

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the applicant’s representative in
rebuttal to the opposition’s testimony stated that the project's grading would
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mitigate the unstable hillside and was a public benefit. The applicant’s
representative also stated that the project site could accommodate 74 dwelling
units per County guidelines but is proposing a clustered project of 50 lots.

25. During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the Commission inquired about the
proposed water tank and if its size was determined by the number of dwelling
units. The applicant’s representative stated that the size.of the water tank was
determined by the Rowland Water District (“RWD” sed on required water
pressure for the proposed development.

26. After taking public testimony, the Commissi nti :the public hearing to
March 17, 2004 to allow time for the appli
and work with staff and the community.

MARCH 17, 2004 PUBLIC HEARIN

27. Two comment letters were submitted to ission for the March 14, 2004
public hearing. The two le i ion to the project, with concerns
related to loss of open sp
development; unstable terra
landslides; and proposed 50
unacceptable visuaki cts.

history of mudslides and
nd water tank will create

28.  During the N 04 i ing, the Commission heard a presentation
from staff a 1

29. ng, staff gave a short presentation on the
that the conceptual redesigned project still consisted of
ad significant open space preservation, as well as
oodland, and a minor reduction in the amount of

rds of cut to 640,000 cubic yards of cut.
30. iNg 004 public hearing, staff clarified two items the Commission

ots being proposed; none were proposed and would not be
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (“Public
Works”). The second inquiry consisted of how many units would be taking access
from Apple Creek Lane and if it exceeded the maximum threshold of 75 dwelling
units allowed for a single means of access. The project is proposing 50 dwelling
units and currently 13 homes were accessing Apple Creek Lane for a total of 63
homes, which is still below the maximum of 75 dwelling units.
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31. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, staff suggested that the applicant
redesign the project with private driveways which would allow a reduction in
grading.

32. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the applicant’s representative gave a
presentation which detailed an alternative conceptual project consisting of
reduced grading by 150,000 cubic yards (11 percent), balancing all grading
onsite. The alternative conceptual project also depi ifting water tank from
the east side of project to west side of project WhIC ces grading. The project
also includes the addition of five acres of undis n space to a total of 83
acres; and a reduction of impacts to oak wood onsite between 800
to 1200 oak trees, to impact 70 oak trees. appli ‘ST sentative was also
in support of private driveways instead
further reduce grading impacts.

33.

34.  During the March ~' ‘ ission inquired from the RWD
about the proposed wai : at the proposed water tank was
planned in cg . ed development. The Commission inquired

35. ; . 2004 public hearing, two persons testified in opposition to

36. 004 public hearing, the applicant’s representative in rebuttal

for the propo development and for fire protection.

37. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the Commission inquired about fuel
modification for proposed single family lots adjoining Schabarum Park and how it
would be impacted. The applicant stated that the fuel modification issue for
adjoining single family lots did not arise during previous discussions with the Los
Angeles County Fire Department and will guarantee no fuel modification within
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38.

39.

APRIL 8, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

Schabarum Park. The project can also create an additional wet zone on single
family lots or additional setback requirements to prevent any fuel modification
within Schabarum Park.

After taking public testimony, the Commission took the matter off calendar for the
applicant to work with staff to take in consideration concerns expressed by the
Commission; including working on a redesign that wo reduce dwelling units,
reduce grading, creating private streets or driveways duce grading impacts,
and prohibiting fuel modification in Schabarum Park

40.

41.

42.

43.

Prior to the April 8, 2009 public hearing,
adjoining property owners. Concerns
destruction of surrounding

traffic along Apple Creek La

iAclude loss of open space;
bitat for wildlife; and increased

staff describing
residential dev, ly lots, one private and future
ne lot, one public facility lot, one drainage
OTP increased the removal to 126 oak

into the protected zone of 20 oak trees

increased | of oak trees for the proposed project also stating that the
applicant was requesting a continuance to continue to work with staff.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired from County
Counsel on standard practice regarding opening a public hearing when the
applicant was requesting a continuance and was not prepared to give testimony.
County Counsel stated that the public hearing could be opened with testimony
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44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

taken from all parties. In the discussion considering the continuance request, your
Commission preferred to defer questions and detailed discussion on the project to the
continued public hearing, and instructed the applicant to return to the Subdivision
Committee (“SCM”), settle all differences with Staff, and work with the 4th Supervisorial
District Office.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the Commission stated that the applicant
and staff were seeking guidance on how to proceed itk the project and also
stated their concern with becoming “referees” between and the applicant.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the applil epresentative stated that
staff's analysis and presentation of the prope:
consistent with Draft EIR. The applicdnt
mentioned impacts to oaks but did nof [ itigatior ich had been
approved by the Los Angeles Cg d a 60-day
continuance of the public hearing in o the errors
and inconsistencies in the staff analysis.

During the April 8, 2009 pul
proposed project and stated

reduced grading and units. He
also stated that the redesigne P

dditional 14 oak trees from

ur persons testified in opposition to the
traffic along Apple Creek Lane and

he proposed project would donate undisturbed open space
Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority or the San
Gabriel egional Conservancy. The applicant also stated that they
would be o voluntarily donate Lot No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to the Los
Angeles County Department of Parks-and Recreation (“Parks & Rec”) as an offsite
mitigation parcel for the separate library project proposed within Schabarum Park.

On April 8, 2009, after taking all public testimony from the applicant and his
representatives and five individuals in opposition, the Commission continued the
public hearing to July 15, 2009 and instructed staff to work with the applicant and
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50.

51.

the Fourth Supervisorial District Office on a design all parties could support.

On April 22, 2009 staff received a detailed letter describing the applicant’s
concerns with staff's analysis of the project. Issues described in the letter included
consistency with the General Plan, Plan and development within an SEA. The
letter also raised issues with staff's interpretation of the oak mitigation plan as it
did not fully describe the project’s mitigation of replacm he 126 oak trees to be
removed with 277 oak trees.

On June 10, 2009, and June 25, 2009, staff the applicant and his
Acting Director of Regional Planning an
dedication consisting of undisturbed opep!
No. 58, a 10-acre lot proposed to be de
offsite library project proposed wit
discussed included Hillside Manag
applicant that the project would need to
to increase density from th
stated that the Commissio
benchmark to allow an increa
amenities and Fuel Modificatio
brush clearance
single-family regi

e community benefits in order
f 42 dwelling units. Staff also
the mid-point density as a
itional community benefits or
the applicant stated that
Park to accommodate a

hich requires brush clearance around an
200 feet. Staff inquired whether proposed
. private park lot, thereby eliminating the
m Park. The applicant declined to offer
e community benefits/amenities that the
viding. The applicant also stated that existing homes
h clearance, and would prepare an exhibit depicting
rum Park.

nce of the July 15, 2009 Commission public hearing to allow
applicant to resolve a few remaining issues regarding the

project’s its environmental impacts.

JULY 15, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

53.

During the July 15, 2009 public hearing, the Commission heard a brief

presentation from staff which included a continuation request from the applicant.
Staff and the applicant had been working together to prepare the Final EIR and
resolve outstanding issues. The Commission continued the public hearing to



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153 Page 10
Draft Findings

August 19, 2009 and instructed staff to continue working with the applicant to
resolve outstanding issues.

AUGUST 19, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

On August 6, 2009 staff submitted a hearing package to your Commission for the
August 19, 2009 continued public hearing. On August 18, 2009, staff received a
detailed letter describing the applicant’s concerns e August 6, 2009 staff
analysis. On August 11, 2009, staff met with the apg t and his representatives
to discuss those issues which included the applig eing to provide a more

association (“HOA”). The proposed path
southwest lot lines of Lot No. 56. It was g
correspondence from the RWD dated
within the water tank access road wo#
to construct and maintain a picnic/
additional open space amenity.

During the August 19, 2009
from staff as well as testimon
the proposed development.

ymmission heard a presentation
s.well as the public regarding

aring, staff gave a presentation which
public hearings heard by the Commission.
the applicant on August 11, 2009 which
strian access along the proposed access

During the A
discussed th

grading desiga of the manufactured slopes of the proposed project not having
contour cuts. The Public Works representative stated that the slope cuts had been
reviewed and approved by Public Works, and recommended the applicant respond
regarding grading design.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commission also stated that they
had concerns with the addition of a picnic/rest area with benches as it would
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59.

60.

61.

62.

create maintenance and public nuisance problems for the HOA while increasing
the cost of HOA fees, and inquired on the amount of fees that would be required
for the proposed development. Staff stated that the applicant estimated between
$600.00 to $800.00 per month in fees to maintain manufactured slopes,
landscaping in common areas, private driveway and fire lane, private and future
street and trails.

ave a brief history on
will be providing such as
tion grading of loose fill

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the appli
the project and discussed public benefits that the p
private trails to be owned and maintained by HO
material that was inappropriately deposited on
No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to Parks & Rec
separate library project proposed withi
stated that they agreed to replant the
the removal of 126 trees (a 2.2 to 4
percent of the project as open space
disturbed terrain, that was in excess of tk »ed 70 percent open space for
non-urban hillside projects.

During the August 19, 2009
the proposed project.
vegetation and it
density and o :
density of 4 i i opriate for hillside development that would

ak trees.

09 public hearing, in rebuttal to the opposition's
representative stated that the project’s density was
feral Plan and zoning. The applicant’s representative
roject’'s oak tree mitigation plan and mule fat replacement
by the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden and

During the Atgeist 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commission stated their desire that
all open space be maintained by a public agency or non-profit organization. The
applicant’s representative stated that public agencies or non-profit organizations
would not accept manufactured slopes those and would be best maintained by
HOA. The applicant stated that the project was providing 89 percent open space of
which 23 acres (22 percent) are manufactured slopes. The applicant also stated
that the San Gabriel Regional Mountains Conservancy had stated their interest in
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63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

accepting the undisturbed open space lots.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commission also stated that they
did not want any picnic areas or benches as these areas could become nuisances
and preferred rocks or boulders as sitting areas.

The Commission also stated that they could not su
modification/brush clearance was required within S
accommodate a structure being constructed within L@
should be treated as the Santa Monica Moun

ort this project if fuel
arum Park in order to
15 as Schabarum Park
d. A smaller structure

On August 19, 2009, the Commission & ] September
i approval.

The Commission also instructed staff

six-foot wide public easements with roc »

by the HOA, and another iti bits any fuel modification/brush

Lot No. 15.

I hich outlined three outstanding issues that
the applica as well as draft findings and conditions for

approval.

2009 staff submitted a supplemental information package to
r the September 16, 2009 continued public hearing. Included
ljon package was the letter received from Parks & Rec, and an e-
mail from the applicant to the Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner
dated September 3, 2009 discussing appropriate language for the brush clearance
condition. Also included in the supplemental package was proposed condition
language from staff for the dedication of open space Lot No. 58, a 10-acre library
mitigation parcel, to Parks & Rec and proposed condition language from staff and
the applicant for fuel modification/brush clearance.
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69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

75.

During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, the Commission heard a brief
presentation from staff. Staff discussed the supplemental information package
that the Commission had received and also stated that the applicant was
requesting a continuance of the public hearing. The applicant requested the
continuance to allow time for the completion of draft findings and conditions for
approval of the proposed project.

During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, one
to the project. Issues raised included concernss

son testified in opposition
proved geology report;

vesting issues of the tentative map.

During the September 16, 2009 publig ated that the
soils and geology reports for the pro ) |

Works. County Counsel also stated th
and its stability has also been reviewed a

During the September 16, i the applicant’s representative
stated that they would comp ate requirements related to

September
completin
Commissio

gs and conditions for approval. The
cifically complete and submit all hearing

generally described the remaining issues including
garding any fuel modification/brush clearance within
ulation and credit of the Quimby fee, language regarding
,‘ ation” of the open space, and interpretation of the Oak
Woodland ation Act regarding the mitigation period. Staff also stated that
the applica requesting a continuance of the public hearing to allow time for
ongoing discussion and completion of draft findings and conditions for approval of
the proposed project. The applicant was present but gave no testimony.

During the September 30, 2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired if staff
and the applicant would be able to reach an agreement on the language for the
outstanding draft conditions. Staff stated that they hope and are continuing to
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diligently work with them that the draft conditions could be completed for the next
public hearing.

76. On September 30, 2009, the Commission continued the public hearing to October
21, 2009, and instructed staff to continue working with the applicant and complete
the necessary draft findings and conditions for approval.

OCTOBER 21, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

77. During the October 21, 2009 public hearing, mission heard a brief
presentation from staff. Staff further describe
remaining issues including condition ,
modification/brush clearance within Schab? nd credit of the
Quimby fee, language regarding “donati en space, and
interpretation of the Oak Woodlan

period.
78.  During the October 21, 2009 i i phcant s representative

discussed their proposed lant g conditions which included

their interpretation of the con

79.  On October 21, 2 public hearing to December

3, 2009, and in the applicant and complete
the necessa

80. The propos ivisi visions for its design and improvement are
consistent with<ht i e Plan and General Plan. The project

ousing and promotes the efficient use of
centrated pattern of urban development consisting of a
an existing single family development.

81. e for the type of development and density being
property has adequate building sites to be developed in
County grading ordinance, has access to a County-

supplies an ution facilities to meet anticipated domestic and fire protection
needs, and 3 have geologic hazards mitigated in accordance with the
requirements of Public Works.

82.  The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements will not cause serious
public health problems, since sewage disposal, storm drainage, fire protection,
and geologic and soils factors are addressed in the conditions of approval.
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83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements will not cause
substantial environmental impacts. The subject property is located in a Significant
Ecological Area but does not contain any stream courses or high value riparian
habitat.

The design of the subdivision provides for future passive or natural heating or
cooling opportunities therein.

iner set forth on this map

The division and development of the property in the.
) exercise of public entity

will not unreasonably interfere with the free and ¢
and/or public utility rights-of-way and/or ease

not contain or front upon any public wa
lake or reservoir.

The discharge of sewage fro ' ivisi o the public sewer system will

not violate the requirement ifornia pnal Water Quality Control
Board pursuant to Division 7 ' ) 13000) of the California
Water Code.

The housing the region ere considered and balanced

local residents and available fiscal and

Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.)

(“CEQA , CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document
Reporting R es and Guidelines of the County of Los Angeles. The Initial
Study identi potentially significant effects of the project on geotechnical,

biological resources, visual/landforms, traffic and access and air quality/climate
change. Based on the Initial Study and project revisions, a Final EIR has been
prepared for this project. The Final EIR consists of the Recirculated Draft EIR
dated January 2009 and the Responses to Comments and identifies mitigation
measures to be implemented as part of the project. The Findings of Fact are
incorporated herein by this reference, as if set forth in full.
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91.

02.

93.

94.

95.

96.

The Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that it reflects
the independent judgment of the County. As stated in the Final EIR and Findings
of Fact, implementation of the project will result in specifically identified significant
effects upon the environment. Identified significant adverse effects can be
reduced to acceptable levels with the mitigation measures identified in the Final
EIR and incorporated as conditions for this project.

P”) consistent with the
as prepared, and its

A Mitigation Monitoring Reporting and Program
conclusions and recommendations of the Fi
requirements are incorporated into the conditin

Therefore, the project is not ) la Department of Fish and Game
fees pursuant to Section 71 i ®ish and Game Code.

Approval of this subdivision is
attached conditio ditions of approval for CUP
Case No. 9202

Department o i ional Planning”), 13th Floor, Hall of
Angeles, California 90012. The custodian
aterials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions

AL PEANNING COMMISSION:

EIR was completed in compliance with CEQA and the State
related thereto; certifies that it independently reviewed and
considered ormation contained in the Final EIR, and that the Final EIR
reflects the pendent judgment and analysis of the Commission as to the
‘environmental consequences of the project; indicates that it certified the Final EIR
at the conclusion of its hearing on the project and adopted the Findings of Fact,
and MMRP, finding that pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section
21081.6, the MMRP is adequately designed to ensure compliance with the
mitigation measures during project implementation, as stated in the Findings of
Fact, and
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2. Approves Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153 subject to the attached
conditions and recommendations of the Los Angeles County Subdivision
Committee.







DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING Map Date: 1-7-2008
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153

DRAET CONDITIONS:

1. As depicted on the approved map dated January 7, 2008, Vesting Tentative
Tract Map No. 51153 (“TR 51153"), is approved as a subdivision of 47 single-
family lots, one private and future street lot, one private deiveway and fire lane lot,
one public facility lot, one drainage basin lot and en open space lots on
approximately 114.3 gross acres. The term “map d4 means the date stamped
by the Los Angeles County Department of 4 | Planning (“Regional
‘Planning”). The subdivider or successor ifi| all conform to the
requirements of Title 21 of the Los Ang ’ (“County Code”)
(Subdivision Ordinance)_and the Couni ‘ i gram _including
Drought Tolerant Landscaping and «& ildi i except as

forth_herein below and to the conditioRs] equirements set forth in the
attached reports recommg Angeles County Subdivision
Committee, which consists Angeles County Department
of Public Works (“Public Wor EFire”), Department of Parks
and Recreation ("Parks & Rec¥Y Bublic Health”), as well as.
Regional Plannl ein_by reference. . Project

- orth_inAlso-conform-to-the
‘Case No. 92027, Oak Tree Permit Case
on Monitoring and Reporting Program

2. grant, Condition No. 23 below, and by
0. 92027, the subdivider or successor in_interest shall
equirements of the R-A-1 (Residential Agricultural
3 bnditional Use Permit Case No. 92027, this land division is
ban hillside, density-controlled development in which the
ed single-family lots may be averaged over the area of the
( calculated prior to any dedication of open space, to collectively
conform to th&minimum lot area requirements of the R-A-1 zone as depicted on
-the vesting tentative map dated January 7, 2008.
4. The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial
compliance with the approved vesting tentative map, dated January 7, 2008.
5. Permission is granted to waive minimum _street frontage requirements per

Section 21.24.040 of the County Code.
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6. Per Section 22.56.205(2) of the County Code all dwelling units shall be single-
family residences within this proposed development.

7. Per Section 22.56.205(1)(a) of the County Code the subdivider or successor in
interest_shall be required to permanently reserve all commonly owned areas.
Such reservation shall be by establishment of a homeowners association,
maintenance district or other appropriate means or methods to ensure to the
satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning (“Didctor of Planning”) the
permanent reservation and continued perpetual enance of required
commonly owned areas.

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (“
and covenants to Regional Plannin i alto _confirm
compliance with applicable require The
CC&Rs shall includeattach all of the

9.. The subdivider or successo for_the ownership and
maintenance of the private and .No. private driveWay and fire

acres of ope , wners asscnatlon to the satisfaction of
successor in interest shall submit a draft

10.

11.

ng to comply with the required environmental mitigation
in_the approved MMRP Prior to recordation of the

- MMRP, to the Director of Plannlng for review to_confirm compllance with this

conditionand-appreval.

12. - The subdivider or successor in interest shall submit a landscape plan that depicts
Oonly native, drought-resistant plant materials as feasible within the proposed
project site. _ ilnclude conditions in the tractsprojects CC&Rs or maintenance '

- agreements to require continued enforcement of this condition. A landscape plan
which may be incorporated into a revised site plan, shall be submitted and
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

approved by the Director of Plannlng prior to issuance of any grading permit
and/or building permit.

Permission is granted to adjust lot lines to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.

The_subdivider or successor in interest shall relocate the boundaries of open
space Lot No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to the souteast portion of the project site
adjoining Schabarum Park to the satisfaction of Regional Planning and Parks &
Rec prior to final map recordation. The relocated Lot 58 shall not contain
any manufactured slopes, disturbed areas or mitigati eas required pursuant
to the approved MMRP, including, but not limi planting necessary to
mitigate impacts to oak trees or oak woodlands. ‘

The subdivider or successor in interest sh :  Hkdinal map Lot Nos.
51 and 53 through 58 consisting of the i feaegres of reqUIred
open space (89 percent_of net are; intai

-
afaVa NOL--Accant-onan
-

" and-to-tha i i i s Dedicate and shall placea

note on the f nal map dedu ights of this area to the County
and shall label this area as Restriction Area” on the final
map. .

NThe subdivider ri er all open space lots on the
: all also-and provide access;
achfor those open space lots to be

owned an8fnaintai egwners association (Lot Nos. 51 and 53
- through o6) ¢ gional Planning.___The subdivider or

opy of the prolects CC&RS or other

interest shall dedicate in fee title approximately
oped open space (Lot No. 57 and 58) to Parks & Rec or a
diified conservation organization pursuant to Mitigation
approved MMRP. If this open space cannot be dedicated
to Parks qualified conservation organization to the satisfaction of
Regional P then it shall be owned and maintained by the homeowners
association. T0 the extent that conservation easements are required by the
approved MMRP, the conservation easement shall be held by a responsible and
qualified conservation organization or Parks & Rec pursuant to Mitigation
Measure M-B-1 of the approved MMRP to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.

Permission is granted to create additional open space lots to the satlsfactlon of
~ Regional Planning.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

.the subdivider or successog

‘clearance will be required on

As agreed to by the subdivider, Fthe subdivider or successor in interest shall
dedicate a 20six-foot-wide public pedestrian access easement alignmentalong
the northern boundary of the project site, and a_six-foot-wide access easement
contiguous with the west lot line and southwest lot line of Lot No. 56 and over the
driveway of water tank Lot No. 57 as generally deplcted on the proposed
easement exhibit dated X

space. The subdivider or successor in interest shall also provide or ensure that
at least three (3) and no more than five (5) rocks or boulders rare—available
suitable for Slttmq are placed within the access eas@ To the extent

necessary, the alignmen A wpedaccess easement
shall be held and malntalned by the homeowne ociation er-sucecesserin
interest—or—public—ageney—to the satisfactio ggional Planning. SThe
subdivider or successor in interest shall sub he CC&R's or other

documents to the Director of Planning for pliance with this
condition prior to final map recordation '

vide evidence throuqh an
, No_fuel modifi catlon/brush

approved fuel modification/br

structure on Lot b : rks & Rec, the Los Anqeles
County Agric ) issi the Diri ctor of Planning. _then—nNo
G ny structure on Lot No. 15 if the fuel -
hin Schabarum Park.

shall pProvide a landscape plan that
irrigation system in accordance with the
ble County requirements. The subdivider or successor
ditions in the trast'sproject's CC&R's or maintenance
require continued maintenance of the plantings for
slopes_in_accordance with County requirements. The

S0r_in mterest shall Pner——te—ﬂnal—nwp—appreval—submut a

mant to ho and-approved pro|ect’s CC&RS or

condition prigi mal map recordation.

No gradihg permit shall be issued prior to the recordation of a final map, unleés
the Director of Planning determines that the proposed grading conforms to the
conditions of this grant and the conditions of Conditional Use Permit Case No.

- 92027.

Per Section 21.32.195 of the County Code, the subdivider or successor in
interest shall plant or cause to be planted at least one tree of a non-invasive
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- 24.

25.

' 26.

27.

time of payment (currently $150.00 per inspe

species within the front yard of each residential lot. The location and the species

of said trees shall be incorporated into a site plan or landscape plan. Prior to
final map approvalrecordation, the site/landscaping plan shall be approved by the
Director of Planning and a bond shall be posted with Public Works or other
verification shall be submitted to the satisfaction of Regional Planning to ensure
the planting of the required trees.

For the posting of any performance bonds for conditions herein, inspections
related to the verification of improvement(s) installationgad/or construction shall
be conducted by Regional Planning. Upon reque a bond release, the
subdivider or successor in_interest_shall pay t ount charged for bond
release inspections, which shall be the amount, e recovery cost at the

Pursuant to Chapter 22.72 of the Cou de, the subdivid
interest_shall pay a fee to the Los Angt
issuance of any building permit,
impacts on the library system in the

Planning Area, in the amount required b

r successor in

r 22.72 at the time of payment
ng. The current fee amount is
$¥-90—99§788 00 per dwellln ! welling units = $37,036.00).

approval, the subdivider or successor in
rrently $2,843.25) payable to the County

gction 21152 of the California Public

it the California Fish and Game Code to
nd wildlife protection and management incurred by the
h and Game. No project subject to this requirement
til the fee is paid.

res set forth in the ﬁprejeet—Mﬂgaaen—Measures—Due—te

ion’ ion—of-the—Draf pr0|ect’s MMRP, adopted in

a means of ensunng the effectlveness of the mltlgatlon measures, the subdlwder
or_successor in interest shall submit mitigation monitoring reports to Regional

Planning as required by the approved MMRP_to “show compliance with the
required mitigation measures.__The subdivider or _successor in_interest shall
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28.

20.

30.

record a covenant and agreement, and submit a draft copy to Regional Planning
for review which attaches the approved MMRP prior to recordation of the
covenant, agreeing to the mitigation measures of the approved MMRP.

Within three{3)30 days of approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153,
the subdivider or successor in interest shall deposit the sum of $3,000.00 with
Regional Planning in order to defray the cost of reviewing the subdivider's reports

and verifying compliance with the-information-contained-in-the-reportsrequired-by
the approved MMRPMitigation-Menitering-Program.

The subdivider or successor in interest shall defen g
the County, its agents, officers, and employ
proceeding against the County or its agents, g

emnify and hold harmless
_any claim, action or

aside, void or annul this tract map appro tlonary approvals
whether legislative or quasi-judicial, Whl A 1 the applicable
time period of Government Code “other applicable
limitation period. The County shall yany claim,
action or proceeding and the County blyfully coope ate  in the
defense. ‘

In the event that any claim$§ g as described above is filed
against the County, the subdi st shall within ten days of
the filing pay Regional Planning Dosi 000.00 from which actual

involved in the dek ﬁ » se, including but not limited to,
nce to subdivider, or subdivider's counsel.
wing supplemental deposits, from which

, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of the
the subdivider shall deposit additional funds to bring the
ount of the initial deposit. There is no limit to the
| deposits that may be required prior to completion of

ection and duplication of records and other related documents will

be paid by subdivider according to Section 2.170.010 of the County Code.
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Recional Plansing.







FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027

1. The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission ("Commission")
conducted a duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit
Case No. 92027 on January 14, 2004, March 17, 2004¢:.April 8, 2009, July 15,
2009, August 19, 2009, September 16, 2009, Septe "30, 2009 and October
21, 2009. Conditional Use Permit Case No. 9202 heard concurrently with
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153 and Oak it Case No. 92027.

residential development (known as Pacifi isti 7 single-family
ane lot, one
public facility lot, one drainage A
approximately 114.3 gross acres (111

therly terminus of Apple Creek Lane and
da Heights Zoned District. Access to the

The project ' is currently zoned R-A-1 (Residential Agricultural — One Acre
Minimum Required Lot Area) which was established by Ordinance No. 10827 and
became effective on April 9, 1974,

8. Surrounding zoning includes RPD-6,000-7U (Residential Planned Development —
6,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Lot Area - Seven Units per Net Acre) to
the north; O/S (Open Space) to the east; A-1-5 (Light Agricultural — Five Acre
Minimum Required Lot Area) to the west and City of La Habra to the south.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The subject property consists of one lot currently unimproved. Surrounding uses
include single-family residences to the north, Schabarum Park to the east,
Southern California Edison right-of-way to the west; and City of La Habra Heights
(single-family residences) to the south.

cation.  Single-family
on 22.20.410 of the Los
fensity of 47 single-family
t can be accommodated

The project is consistent with the R-A zoning clas
residences are permitted in the R-A zone pursuant to $
Angeles County Code (“County Code”). The propo
lots is consistent with the maximum 114 dwelling
by the R-A-1 zoning.

The property is depicted within the Non-U
Net Acre) land use category of the Hacj (“Plan”) and
Non-Urban (R) land use category o e, Seneral Plan
(“General Pian”). Based on the applican ibmit ope density analysis, which
provides different densities for the zero to pt (20.8 acres), 25 to 50 percent
(52.3 acres), and over 50 . s) slope categories, the subject
property yields a maximum o welli i > project proposes 47 dwelling
units which is consistent with* aximi alculations. The project will
require a CUP since the prop i
threshold of nine
design criteria, th

ibflity with nonurban hillside
ired to provide a minimum of
2.215 of the County Code. As a density-
land is required to remain as permanent

acres of permanent open space (89
rbed areas.

P”) Case No. 92027 is a related request to allow the removal
al eritage oaks) and the encroachment into the protected zone
of 20 oak eritage oaks).
The applicant’s site plan, labeled as “Exhibit A,” dated January 7, 2008, depicts a
gated clustered residential development of 47 single-family lots on approximately
114.3 gross acres. The residential lots range in size from 5,002 square feet to
20,980 square feet. Graded building pads range in size from 4,366 square feet to
11,535 square feet and are depicted to show the extent of development. The
project provides 101.7 acres of permanent open space (89 percent) consisting of
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disturbed and undisturbed areas. Two open space lots, Lot No. 57 (69 acres in
size) is undisturbed area and Lot No. 58 (10 acres in size) includes 9.3 acres of
undisturbed area and 0.7 acres of disturbed area cover approximately 69 percent
(78.3 acres) of the project site. Lot Nos. 51 and 53 through 56 are disturbed open
space lots that will be graded and total an area of 20.6 acres. Lot No. 52 is
proposed as a debris/detention basin consisting of disturbed area and 1.7 acres in
size. The project’'s main access is Apple Creek Lane, a
and will provide access to a proposed gated 64 foot wide private and future street
(Lot No. 48) which will serve as main access for the t. Internal access will be
46 feet wide. Grading
t and 516,700 cubic

15.  The project was originally submitted
proposing 57 homes, a private school ag
from 10,583 square feet to 88,341 square
feet. Proposed residences
back 155 to 350 feet. Due t
to 150 feet above existing ho
(690,000 cubic yards of cut an

g homes to the north were set
osed residences were also 60

16. On November
design from
facility lot

17.

JANY

and comments on the Draft EIR were submitted to
ding from the Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority, the
abitat Preservation Authority, the South Coast Air Quality
Managem isi and the cities of La Habra and La Habra Heights. The 13

18.

(residents in the surrounding community expressed concern about adverse traffic
impacts with access on Apple Creek Lane and existing congestion on Dawn
Haven and Colima Road); grading impacts (concerns were raised regarding the
dramatic alteration of terrain that has a history of geologic instability); and loss of
open space (when they purchased their homes in the 1970s, residents in the
development to the north had been led to believe that the subject property was
open space dedicated to Los Angeles County as part of the park system and
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

expressed concern about the loss of this open space and ecological impacts).
Comments on the Draft EIR primarily raised concerns regarding the significant
impacts on biotic resources, the loss of wildlife habitat, and the proposed oak tree
removals.

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the Commission heard a presentation
from staff as well as testimony from the applicant’s repre “atatives as well as the
public regarding the proposed development.

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, sta » a-presentation stating that
the proposed development consisted of 50 dwe its open space lots and
two public facility lots on 114.3 gross acres sues related to the
proposed development such as density rcent or greater

slopes, the creation of building pads t , " bove existing
residences, private yards being in i
substantial community opposition.

ommission inquired from staff if
dwelling units with one means
that the project was below
eans, consisting of the

of access consisting of Apple
the maximum with only 56 d
proposed 50 dwelli

During the Jaauar " i ring, the applicant’s representative gave a
creation of the existing private parcel of

e also stated that the project site would
increase from the existing 200 car trips a day. The
also discussed the planned removal of 0.6 acres of

g of two homeowners and one member of the Hacienda
Heights Imj ent Association (*HHIA”), gave testimony in opposition to the
project. Issues raised included the destruction of the existing hills and natural
habitat of the existing wildlife, unstable hillsides which create mudslides during
rainy season, and loss of open space.

During the January 14, 2004, the Commission inquired from the HHIA if they had
met with the applicant and if a reduction in density had ever been discussed. The
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25.

26.

27.

28.

290.

30.

31.

HHIA stated that they had met with the applicant and at the meeting were told the
project scope and the project suggestions they provided were never taken.

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the applicant’'s representative in
rebuttal to the opposition’s testimony stated that the project’'s grading would
mitigate the unstable hillside and was a public benefit. The applicant's
representative also stated that the project site could aggommodate 74 dwelling
units per County guidelines but is proposing a clustere pject of 50 lots.

sion inquired about the
e number of dwelling
he water tank was
required water

During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the
proposed water tank and if its size was det
units. The applicant’s representative stated
determined by the Rowland Water Dis
pressure for the proposed developmen

14- the size
‘RWD”) based

fhued the publie” hearing to
design the proposed project

After taking public testimony, the Co
March 17, 2004 to allow time for the ap
and work with staff and the unity.

MARCH 17, 2004 PUBLIC HE

ission for the March 14, 2004

ppos o the project, with concerns

ing hills with history of mudslides and
ily homes and water tank will create

t to oak woodland, and a minor reduction in the amount of
000 cubic yards of cut to 640,000 cubic yards of cut.

reduction of
grading from®

During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, staff clarified two items the Commission
had inquiries on during the January 14, 2004 public hearing. One inquiry consisted
of any transitional lots being proposed; none were proposed and would not be
permitted by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (“Public
Works”). The second inquiry consisted of how many units would be taking access
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from Apple Creek Lane and if it exceeded the maximum threshold of 75 dwelling
units allowed for a single means of access. The project is proposing 50 dwelling
units and currently 13 homes were accessing Apple Creek Lane for a total of 63
homes, which is still below the maximum of 75 dwelling units.

32. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, staff suggested that the applicant
redesign the project with private driveways which wo allow a reduction in
grading. '

33. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the :
presentation which detailed an alternative

acres; and a reduction of impacts to 03 surrently onsite between 800
to 1200 oak trees, to impact 70 oak trees. ,
in support of private drivew instead o ting public streets which would
further reduce grading impa

34. During the March 17, 2004 pu ission inquired about the
amount of runoff and how the proposed
development w { i . cant’s representative stated

35. During the Ma ‘ the Commission inquired from the RWD
D stated that the proposed water tank was
for the proposed development. The Commission inquired
d a water tank be required. The RWD stated that any

36. in 1%, 2004 public hearing, two persons testified in opposition to

wanted to esigned project that had less units and a smaller water tank.

37. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the applicant’s representative in rebuttal
to the opposition’s testimony stated that the project's grading would improve the
hillside stabilization by removing unstable terrain. The representative also stated
that the proposed location of the water tank would provide opt:mal water pressure
for the proposed development and for fire protection.
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38. During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the Commission inquired about fuel
modification for proposed single family lots adjoining Schabarum Park and how it
would be impacted. The applicant stated that the fuel modification issue for
adjoining single family lots did not arise during previous discussions with the Los
Angeles County Fire Department and will guarantee no fuel modification within
Schabarum Park. The project can also create an additional wet zone on single
family lots or additional setback requirements to preveat any fuel modification
within Schabarum Park.

39. After taking public testimony, the Commission to tter off calendar for the
applicant to work with staff to take in consid
Commission; including working on a redesig
reduce grading, creating private streets

and prohibiting fuel modification in Sch

40. The Recirculated Draft Environmenta . ort for the proposed 47-lot

41, ’~ i respondence from six (6)
adjoining property.=¢ lude loss of open space;
destruction of , illsi ive F at for wildlife; and increased
traffic along Af

42. During the

consisting of“47 single-family lots, one private and future
iyeway and fire lane lot, one public facility lot, one drainage

fill) with
anticipated to

ional 10,000 cubic yards of imported material listed, but
balanced onsite.

43. During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, staff gave a short presentation requesting
guidance from the Commission on the appropriate density, grading amounts and
increased removal of oak trees for the proposed project also stating that the
applicant was requesting a continuance to continue to work with staff.
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44.

45.

46.

47.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired from County
Counsel on standard practice regarding opening a public hearing when the
applicant was requesting a continuance and was not prepared to give testimony.
County Counsel stated that the public hearing could be opened with testimony
taken from all parties. In the discussion considering the contlnuance request, your
Commission preferred to defer questions and detailed discu n on the project to the
continued public hearing, and instructed the applicant furn to the Subdivision
Committee (“SCM”), settle all differences with Staff, and < with the 4th Supervisorial
District Office.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the € i d that the applicant

During the April 8, 2009 public hearin
staff's analysis and presentation of the
consistent with Draft EIR.
mentioned impacts to oak
approved by the Los Ang
continuance of the public hearin
and inconsistencies j

project was erroneous and not
presentative stated that staff
pak mitigation which had been
and requested a 60-day
taff and discuss the errors

the applicant gave a brief history on the
roject had reduced grading and units. He
also stated
the previous onal grading that is required to stabilize

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the applicant in rebuttal to the opposition’s
testimony, stated that the proposed project would donate undisturbed open space
to the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority or the San
Gabriel Mountains Regional Conservancy. The applicant also stated that they
would be willing to voluntarily donate Lot No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to the Los



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027 Page 9
Draft Findings

50.

51.

52.

53.

Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (“Parks & Rec”) as an offsite
mitigation parcel for the separate library project proposed within Schabarum Park.

On April 8, 2009, after taking all public testimony from the applicant and his
representatives and five individuals in opposition, the Commission continued the

- public hearing to July 15, 2009 and instructed staff to work with the applicant and

the Fourth Supervisorial District Office on a design all pa

escribing the applicant’s
ed in the letter included

removed with 277 oak trees.

On June 10, 2009, and June 25, 2
representatives to discuss the issues rai
Acting Director of Regions i
dedication consisting of und

i April 22, 2009 letter to the
ed discussion of open space
ot No. 57 (69 acres) and Lot
No. 58, a 10-acre lot proposed & Rec, as mitigation for an
offsite library project propose s barum Park. Other issues
discussed includ Midpeint “with staff informing the

t density of 42 dwelling units. Staff also
ically used the mid-point density as a
ity with additional community benefits or

feet and 200 feet. Staff inquired whether proposed
a tot lot or private park lot, thereby eliminating the
ce within Schabarum Park. The applicant declined to offer
, and reiterated the community benefits/amenities that the
providing. The applicant also stated that existing homes

On June 30, 2009, staff received a letter dated June 29, 2009, from the applicant
requesting a continuance of the July 15, 2009 Commission public hearing to allow
time for staff and the applicant to resolve a few remaining issues regarding the
project’s design and its environmental impacts.
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JULY 15, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

54.

AUGUST 19, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

During the July 15, 2009 public hearing, the Commission heard a brief
presentation from staff which included a continuation request from the applicant.
Staff and the applicant had been working together to prepare the Final EIR and
resolve outstanding issues. The Commission continued the public hearing to
August 19, 2009 and instructed staff to continue workiag with the applicant to
resolve outstanding issues. "

55.

56.

57.

58.

On August 6, 2009 staff submitted a hearing ommission for the
August 19, 2009 continued public hearin staff received a
detailed letter describing the applican 6, 2009 staff
analySIs On August 11, 2009 staff esentatives

complete onsite prlvate path to be own 1aintained by the homeowners
association (“HOA”). The p contiguous with the west and
southwest lot lines of Lot NG uded, based on the additional
correspondence from the R ' 009, that a proposed path
within the water tank access r i

to construct and { ’ ith tables and seating as an

public pedestrian access along the proposed access
0 (water tank lot) The open space easements that will be
ant are contiguous with the west and southwest lot lines of
rtion of these will be located within the water tank access
ification/brush clearance that might be necessary within
Schabarum to accommodate a single- famlly residence on proposed Lot No.
15 to meet Los Angeles County Fire Code requirements (Section 317.2.2), which
requires brush clearance around an existing structure between 30 feet and 200
feet.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired on the
grading design of the manufactured slopes of the proposed project not having
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

contour cuts. The Public Works representative stated that the slope cuts had been
reviewed and approved by Public Works, and recommended the applicant respond
regarding grading design.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commission also stated that they
had concerns with the addition of a picnic/rest area with benches as it would
create maintenance and public nuisance problems for the. HOA while increasing
the cost of HOA fees, and inquired on the amount of “that would be required
for the proposed development. Staff stated that the cant estimated between
$600.00 to $800.00 per month in fees to
landscaping in common areas, private drivewa
street and trails.

During the August 19, 2009 public he i ief history on
the project and discussed public bené] i i
a private trails to be owned and maintai
fill material that was inappropriately deposH
No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, togBarks & Rec
separate library project pro
stated that they agreed to rep
the removal of 126 trees (a
percent of the proj

, Stabilization gra ng of loose
, and to voluntarily donate Lot
1 offsite mitigation parcel for the
m Park. The applicant also

the proposed j rai cluded project's impact to mule fat
) not provide long-term stability, project’'s

s with the proposed replacement oak tree mitigation
effect for only seven years and was not sufficient time to
of replacement oak trees.

During the 19, 2009 public hearing, in rebuttal to the opposition’s
comments applicant’s representative stated that the project’s density was
consistent with the Plan, General Plan and zoning. The applicant’s representative
also stated that the project's oak tree mitigation plan and mule fat replacement
plan have been cleared by the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden and
included in the Final EIR.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commission stated their desire that
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64.

65.

all open space be maintained by a public agency or non-profit organization. The
applicant’s representative stated that public agencies or non-profit organizations
would not accept manufactured slopes and those would be best maintained by
HOA. The applicant stated that the project was providing 89 percent open space of
which 23 acres (22 percent) are manufactured slopes. The applicant also stated
that the San Gabriel Regional Mountains Conservancy had stated their interest in
accepting the undisturbed open space lots.

ion also stated that they
ould become nuisances

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Co
did not want any picnic areas or benches as the
and preferred rocks or boulders as sitting areas:

The Commissjon also stated that the
modification/brush clearance was re

project if fuel
in order to

should be sited on the lot that would elimin
clearance within Schabarum Pa

hat prohibits any fuel modification/brush
ructure on Lot No. 15.

68.

69.

9, staff received a letter with exhibits from Parks & Rec,
009, requesting that the proposed 10-acre park mitigation

it does not ineltide any manufactured slopes. Parks & Rec also requested that the
applicant transfer ownership of Lot No. 58 to their department prior to final map
approval. '

On September 10, 2009 staff submitted a supplemental information package to
your Commission for the September 16, 2009 continued public hearing. Included
in this information package was the letter received from Parks & Rec, and an e-
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mail from the applicant to the Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner
dated September 3, 2009 discussing appropriate language for the brush clearance
condition. Also included in the supplemental package was proposed condition
language from staff for the dedication of open space Lot No. 58, a 10-acre library
mitigation parcel, to Parks & Rec and proposed condition language from staff and
the applicant for fuel modification/brush clearance.

ommission heard a brief
al information package
hat the applicant was

70. During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, the
presentation from staff. Staff discussed the supp
that the Commission had received and also

71.  During the September 16, 2009 publit

consistency between state Subdivision M3 fand approved geology report and
vesting issues of the tentativ

72.  During the September 16, 2
soils and geology reports for t e
Works. County C of the proposed water tank

by Public Works.

73. During the;
stated that

hearing, the applicant’'s representative
punty and state requirements related to

instructed staff to work with the applicant to continue
»draft findings and conditions for approval. The

75. During the September 30, 2009 public hearing, the Commission heard a brief
presentation from staff. Staff generally described the remaining issues including
condition language regarding any fuel modification/brush clearance within
Schabarum Park, calculation and credit of the Quimby fee, language regarding
“‘donation” vs. “dedication” of the open space, and interpretation of the Oak
Woodland Conservation Act regarding the mitigation period. Staff also stated that
the applicant was requesting a continuance of the public hearing to allow time for
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ongoing discussion and completion of draft findings and conditions for approval of
the proposed project. The applicant was present but gave no testimony.

76.  During the September 30, 2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired if staff
and the applicant would be able to reach an agreement on the language for the
outstanding draft conditions. Staff stated that they hope and are continuing to
diligently work with them that the draft conditions could be.completed for the next
public hearing. "

blic hearing to October

77. On September 30, 2009, the Commission contin
i plicant and complete

ommission heard a brief
fle ongoing discussions on the
uage regarding any fuel
rk, calculation and credit of the
ion” of the open space, and
regarding the mitigation

78. During the October 21, 2009 public*h
presentation from staff. Staff further des
remaining issues includisg
modification/brush clearance
Quimby fee, language regardi
interpretation of the Oak Wo

period.
79.  During the Ogtobe ic hearing, the applicant’s representative
discussed ¢ e outstanding conditions which included

ion continued the public hearing to December
staff to continue working with the applicant and complete
and conditions for approval.

80.

e for the type of development and density being
property has adequate building sites to be developed in
County grading ordinance, has access to a County-
mainta ] be served by public sewers, will be provided with water
‘ ution facilities to meet anticipated domestic and fire protection
needs, and have geologic hazards mitigated in accordance with the
requirements of Public Works.

81.

82. As a condition of approval of this grant, the permittee shall be required to comply
with the development standards of the R-A-1 zone pursuant to Sections
22.20.440, 22.56.205 and 22.56.215 of the County Code, except as otherwise
modified herein.
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83. An Initial Study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.)
(“CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines of the County of Los Angeles. The Initial
Study identified potentially significant effects of the project on geotechnical,
biological resources, visual/landforms, traffic and access and air quality/climate

e Recirculated Draft EIR
and identifies mitigation

prepared for this project. The Final EIR consists
dated January 2009 and the Responses to Com

84. The Commission reviewed and consi § i ‘ hat it reflects
the independent judgment of the Cod
of Fact, implementation of the project v
effects upon the enwronment i ignificant adverse effects can be
reduced to acceptable levelgan i measures identified in the Final
EIR and incorporated as coR ]

85. A Mitigation Monitoring Repon .
conclusions and
requirements a

RP”} consistent with the
was prepared, and its

86. The MMR EIR identified in detail how compliance

avoid potential adverse impacts to the

70. | " e “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources. Therefore, the

72. t is conditioned on the permittee’s compliance with the
approval as well as the conditions of approval for Vesting

0. 51153 and OTP Case No. 92027.

73. The applicant has demonstrated the suitability of the subject property for the
proposed use. Establishment of the proposed use at such location is in conformity
with good zoning practice. Compliance with the conditions of approval will ensure
compatibility with surrounding land uses and consistency with all applicable
General Plan policies.
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74. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13th Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian
of such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions
Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING VIMISSION

CONCLUDES:

A. That the proposed use with the attached c¢
consistent with the adopted General Plan;

proposed location will not adversely
persons residing or working in th
detrimental to the use, enjoyment, o
located in the vicinity of the site, and will n

materially

ardize, endanger, or otherwise
general welfare;

g and other development
features prescri r as is otherwise required in
order to integral

.

D.

E.

F.

G.
shopping and commercial facilities, can be provided with essential public services
without imposing undue costs on the total community, and is consistent with the
objectives and policies of the General Plan;

H. That the proposed development demonstrates creative and imaginative design,

resulting in a visual quality that will complement community character and benefit
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current and future community residents;

I That the requested development is designed to be highly compatible with the
biotic resources present, including the setting aside of appropriate and sufficient
undisturbed areas;

J. That the requested development is designed to

intain water bodies,
watercourses, and their tributaries in a natural state; g

K. That the requested development is designed so th dlife movement corridors
(migratory paths) are left in an undisturbed and X

M. That where necessary, fences or wa
areas from development;

N. That roads and utilities sg Yo ed development are located and
designed so as not to conflie iti ' es, habitat areas or migratory
paths. ) :

THEREFORE, THE REGH

1. Certifies th
and Count{
considered

ed in compliance with CEQA and the State
gertifies that it independently reviewed and

ject; indicates that it certified the Final EIR
hearing on the project and adopted the Findings of Fact,
rsuant to California Public Resources Code Section
quately designed to ensure compliance with the

conditions.






DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

- 100,000 cubic yards and a request for a modification to,

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027 Exhibit “A” Date: 1-7-2008
DRAFT CONDITIONS:
1. This grant authorizes the use of the 114.3—acre subject property for a clustered

residential subdivisiondensity-controlled development in a non urban hillside
management area within a SensitiveSignificant Ecological Area (“SEA”) and
density-controlled—development as well as onsite proje, rading that exceeds
15-foot high retaining
¥ subdivision consists of a
aproved Exhibit “A” dated
tions of approval._The

wall within the required front yard setback. The prope
maximum of 47 single-family lots, as depicted ong
January 7 2008, and is subject to all of the fol

and cannot be used until the
mmther than the permittee, have

This grant shall not be effd
permittee, and the owner of
fled at the offce of th
----- iran affiga 08 el they@te aware of, and agree to
o ' s 5 theSqlitions have been recorded as

required by C g reqwred es have been paid pursuant to
Y : ding the foregoing, this condition No. 3, and

% &, cffective immediately upon final approval

A\ that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of a
t to Section 22.60.340 of the Los Angeles County Code
e is further given that the Regional Planning Commission or
"after conducting a public hearing, revoke or modify this grant,
e conditions have been violated or that this grant has been
to be detrimental to the public health or safety or so as to be a

Hearlng {
if it finds
exercised SO &
nuisance.

Prior to the use of this grant, the terms and conditions of the grant shall be recorded
in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder. The permittee shall provide proof
of recordation to Regional Planning. In addition, upon any transfer or lease of the
subject property during the term of this grant, the permittee shall promptly provide a
copy of the grant and its terms and conditions to the transferee or lessee, as
applicable, of the subject property.
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10.

11.

The subject property shall be developed and maintained in full compliance with the
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the subject property. Failure of the
permittee to cease any development or activity not in fuli compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.

If inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant, or
if any inspection discloses that the property is being ssed in violation of any
condition of this grant, the permittee shall be finan responsible and shall
reimburse Regional Planning for all inspections ang any enforcement efforts
necessary to bring the subject property into compljz nspections shall be made
to ensure compliance with the conditions of t

- development in accordance with the approfie ‘ file. The amount

charged for inspections shall be the amoung cost at the time of
payment (currently $150.00 per inspectigél

Within three (3) days of the approval 6
processing fees payable to the County in
Notice of Determination in ¢ i 21152 of the Public Resources
Code for Project No. 9202 sting Tentative Tract Map No.
51153, Conditional Use Per i Oak Tree Permit Case No.
92027. The project impacts )
wildlife protection a

¥ with the filing and posting of a -

nsible for the payment of
ish and Game pursuant to
de. The current fee amount is $2,843.25.
cement is final, vested or operative until the

and hold harmless the County, its agents,
from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County or

ployees to attack, set aside, void or annul this permit
ght within the applicable time period of Government
ther applicable limitation period. The County shall
f any claim, action or proceeding and the County shall
ate in the defense.

claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed against
mittee shall within 10 days of the filing pay Regional Planning an
$5,000.00 from which actual costs shall be billed and deducted for
the purpose of defraying the expense involved in the department's cooperation in
the defense, including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other
assistance to the permittee or permittee's counsel. The permittee shall also pay the
following supplemental -deposits, from which actual costs shall be billed and
deducted:
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of the
amount of deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds sufficient to
bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit. There is no limit to
the number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior to
completion of the litigation; and

b. At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.

The cost for collection and duplication of records and gff elated documents will
be paid by the permittee in accordance with Sectiong 010 of the Les-Angeles

County Code-(“County-Code™).

This grant shall expire unless used within twg
map for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 54
Tract Map No. 51153 should expire withg
shall terminate upon the expiration of
expiration of Vesting Tentative Tract Ma
permittee is on notice that Eentitlements
map expires without recordatign shall be su ¥ the regulations then in effect.

cordation of the final

The subject property shall
compliance with the approved Exhibit “A”. An amended
vesting tentative tr ve Tract Map No. 51153
may, at the dis 1Y ' gt Regional Planning

& " AII revnsed plans require

essor_in interest shall Ssubmit a draft copy of the project
s and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) and maintenance agreements
and covenadig Regional Planning for review to confirm compliance with
applicable reqgfiirements prior to final map recordationand-approval. The CC&Rs
shall includeattach all of the project conditions, and include language that those
conditions required to be in the CC&Rs by these conditions may not be amended or
eliminated without prior approval from the Director of Regional-Planning.

The subdivider or sucéessor in_interest shall provide for the ownership and

-~ maintenance of the private and future street Lot No. 48, private driveway and fire

lane Lot No. 49, and open space Lot Nos. 51 and 53 through 56 (totaling 21.5 acres
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17.

18.

19.

20.

of open _space) by the homeowners association to the satisfaction of Regional
Planning. The subdivider or successor in interest shall submit a draft copy of the

- project CC&Rs and maintenance agreements and covenants to Regional Planning

for review to confirm compliance with this condition.

The development of the subject property shall comply with all requirements and
conditions approved for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153 and Oak Tree
Permit Case No. 92027.

g€ final map Lot Nos. 51
s of open space-or(89
he final map dedicating

The permittee er-successorin-interest—shall delineate
through 58 consisting provide—a—minimum—of 101
percent epen-spaceof net area) and shall place
all construction rights of this area to the County €& ¥

area as “Open Space — Building Restriction ' ap;-which-includes

The permittee shall dedicate R
open space (Lot Nos. 57 and
and Recreation (“P.

78 3 acres of undeveloped
8 2ounty Department of Parks

i nd_qualified conservation
&t the approved MMRP. |f this

Yarks & Rec or _a_qualified conservation
isfaction of Regional Planning, then it shall
wners association. To the extent that
ithe approved MMRP the conservation-

open_space
organizatioy
be owned

theappfevaLeLRegwnal—Planmngu As aqreed to bv the permlttee Ithe permlttee oF
successor—in—interest shall dedicate a 20six-foot-wide public pedestrian access

easement aligamentalong the northern boundary of the project site, and a six-foot-
wide access easement contiguous with the west lot line and southwest Iot line of Lot




CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 920274 PAGE 5
Draft Conditions

21.

22,

23.

24.

No. 56 and over the driveway of water tank Lot No. 57 as generally depicted on the
proposed easement exhibit dated Xthat-may-be-used-for-public-access-to-adjacent
open-space. The subdivider-or-successor-in-interest permittee shall also provide or
ensure that at_least three (3) and no_more than five (5) rocks or boulders rare
avaitable-suitable for sitting_are placed within the access easement. To the extent

necessary, the alignment-and-rocks—or-boulders—will-be-ownedaccess easement

shall be held and maintained by the homeowners association or—successorin

interest-orpublic-agency-to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. SThe permittee

shall submit a copy of the CC&R's or other documents togthe Director of Planning
for review to confirm compliance with this condition pg final map recordation

approval,

No fuel modification/brush clearance of any kind € Shall & =tlowedpermitted within
Schabarum Park to accommodate a struct Lot No 15 h‘—a

-----

e plan that

_ 9N adjoining SMarum Park
to_ accommodate any structure on Lot N : ge satisfaction of Fire, Parks &
Rec, the Los Angeles Co i ‘ mmissioner, and the Director of
Planning. then-nNo building
if the fuel modification/brush clig i

This project is app | J-~controlled development in
: be averaged over the area of

the entire pro : iC ny dedication of open space to collectively

conform to zments of the R-A-1 (Residential Agricultural

— One Ac i R \rca) zone in—accordance—with—Section
a ()

oas_depicted on the approved

mmonly owned areaS—w#hm—the—densH%eentreued

eserved-as-open-space. Such reservation shall
a homeowners association, mamtenance district or other
methods to ensure to the satisfaction of the Director of
ermanent reservation and continued perpetual maintenance
owned areas.

As a means toYurther ensure the permanent reservation of commonly owned areas,
no dwelling unit shall be sold, conveyed or otherwise alienated or encumbered
separately from an undivided interest in any commonly owned areas comprising a
part of such development. Such undivided interest shall include either an undivided
interest in the commonly owned areas or a share in the corporation or voting
membership in an association owning the commonly owned areas.
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25.  All dwelling units ‘within the density-controlied development shall be Single—family
residences. :

26:  Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, the permittee shall
submit site plans covering the development i ffor
approval by the Director of Planning to confirm substantial compliance with the
approved Exhibit “A” or any approved revised Exhibit “A”.—indi

»
N

27. . ; eys and rooftop

the Director of Planning, as a revised .

28. Al utiiities shall be placed
- permit, the permittee shall

lo the issuance of any building
ontractual arrangements have

29.  All structures ith ! P the Division of Building and
Safety of the 5 , ment of Public Works (“Public Works”).

30. lasting device or material is prohibited

led and adjacent property owners have

31. . Porading S on on the subject property and appurtenant activities,

en the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Sunday or
prohibited. All stationary construction noise sources shall be
| to minimize adverse effect on nearby residences and
rator and pneumatic compressors shall be noise protected in
himize noise inconvenience to adjacent residences.

32. The permittee” shall implement a dust control program during grading and
construction to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

33.  All material graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent.excessive amounts of
dust during the construction phase. Watering shall occur at least twice daily with
complete coverage, preferably in the late morning and after construction or grading
activities is done for the day. All clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation
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- 34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

activities shall cease during periods of high wind (i.e. greater than 20 mph average
over one hour) to prevent excessive amounts of dust.

The permittee shall, upon commencement of any grading activity allowed by this
grant, diligently pursue all grading to completion.

No construction equipment or vehicles, including construction crew's personal
vehicles, shall be parked or stored on any existing public or pnvate streets.

blic Works and shall
red throughout the life of

The permlttee shall obtain all necessary permits frg
maintain all such permits in full force and effect a
this permit.

All construction and development within the 2 =hall comply with the
applicable provisions of the Building Cog ~ ed mechanical
electrical, plumbing, fire, grading and e dopted by the
County.

All structures, walls and fences open to pX ponall remain free of extraneous
markings, drawings, or signa de any of the above that do not
directly relate to the use of {f ot provide pertinent information

about the premises. The only§ '

age within 24 hours of such occurrence.
Ashall be of a color that matches, as closely

ngeles County Department of Public Health (“Public
ater and sewage disposal facilities shall be provided to the

If during co pion of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in
the area shall” stop, and appropriate health and safety procedures shall be
implemented to the satisfaction of Public Health. |If it is determined that
contaminated soils exist, remediation shall be conducted to the satisfaction of Public
Health and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the permittee shall demonstrate
compliance with State Seismic Hazard Safety laws to the satisfaction of Public
Works.



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 920274 PAGE 8
Draft Conditions

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the project design shall provide for the
filtering of flows to capture contaminants originating from the project site to the
satisfaction of and approval by Public Works.

The permittee shall comply with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
requirements to the satisfaction of Public Works. '

During construction, all large-size truck trips shall be limj
periods. :

d to off-peak commute

During construction, the permittee shall obtain a
necessary for any transportation of heavy const
which requires the use of oversized-transpo

transportation permit as

incorporated into a revised Exhibit “A,
Director of Planning. The landscape pla
plants, trees, and sprinklergfaciliti

8w size, type, and location of all
all landscaping and irrigation.
ater-efficient irrigation system,

"Planning, the landscaping

' ®gional Planning and the Los
den (“Forester and Fire Warden”). Their
balance of structural diversity (e.g. trees,
8 expected 18 months after planting in
lo invasive species are permitted.

tthe landscaping plan shall show that landscaped areas

nimum 100 percent locally indigenous species, including
yering. However, ifithe permittee demonstrates to the
#lanning that compliance with this requirement is not
fire safety requirements, then the Director of Planning may
r percentage of such planting shall be required. In those
or of Planning approves a lower percentage, the amount of
indigenous vegetation shall be at least 75 percent_or as
required by rorester and Fire Warden. The landscaping will include trees,
shrubs and grolind covering at a mixture and density determined by the Director of
Planning and the Forester and Fire Warden. Fire retardant plants shall be given
first consideration.

Timing of Planting. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits for any
development, the permittee shall submit a landscaping phasing plan for the
landscaping associated with the construction to be approved by the Director of
Planning. This phasing plan shall establish the timing and sequencing of the
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49.

50.

51.

- required landscaping, including required plantings within six months and expected

growth during the subsequent 18 months.

The permittee shall record a covenant with the County of Los Angeles agreeing to
comply with the required environmental mitigation measures in the approved
Mitigation—Monitoring—ProgramMMRP.  Prior to recordation of the covenant, the
permittee shall submit a copy of the draft covenant;-with-MMP-to-be-attached-which
attaches the approved MMRP, to the Director of Plannmg for review-and-approvalto
confirm compliance with this condition.

The mitigation measures set forth in the project’s
with the Final Environmental Impact Report (
incorporated and made conditions of Vesting T
means of ensuring the effectiveness of the
submit mitigation monitoring reports to
compliance with the required mitigation pf

adopted in connection
") for the project are
ap No. 51153. As a
the permittee shall

e permittee . ¢
ggaonal Planning to defray the cost
‘s reports and venfymg

Within three-{3)30 days of the approva
interest shall deposit the sum of $3,000. 0
of reviewing the permlttee C
compliance with the Mitigati

- Ta -A‘ . [ a .‘ i .AA-.-AA

-
C
ala ) ) a
' - < >

ala
7



FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission ("Commission")
conducted a duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Oak Tree Permit Case

No. 2007-00006-(5) on January 14, 2004, March 17, 2004 April 8, 2009, July 15,
2009, August 19, 2009, September 16, 2009, Septe 0, 2009 and October
21, 2009. Oak Tree Permit Case No. 92027 was hg oncurrently with Vesting
it Case No. 92027.

The irregularly -shaped property is 114. (
slight to steeply sloping terrain topograp on the applicant’'s submitted
slope density analysis, there . ‘ percent slope, 52.3 acres in 25

7242, 258 through 261, 267
319, 320, 321, 322, 334 through 342, 359
this grant also allows the encroachment
he Oak genus of Tree Numbers 15, 16,
3, 262, 318, 323, 332, 333 and 358 on

epared by L. Newman Design Group, dated
revised November 26, 2007 . None of the oak trees are

an Oak Tree Report prepared by L. Newman Design
r 6, 2006 and revised November 26, 2007, that identifies

reviewed the < Tree Report and determined that the document is accurate and
complete as to the location, size, condition and species of the oak trees on the
site. There are 126 oak trees to be removed. A total of 252 mitigation trees are
required for mitigation. The permittee is providing mitigation trees of the Oak
genus at a ratio of 2.2 to 1 trees for each tree removed for a total of 277 oak trees.
The applicant shall provide mitigation trees of the Oak genus at a rate of two to
one (2:1) for any tree specified above that dies as a result of the approved removal
and encroachments.
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7.

JANUARY 14, 2004 PUBLIC HEARING

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153 is_a related request to create 47 single-
family lots, one private and future street lot, one private driveway and fire lane lot,
one public facility lot, one drainage basin lot and seven open space lots on
approximately 114.3 gross acres.

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 92027 is a related request to ensure compliance
with the requirements of nonurban hillside management »Significant Ecological
Area (“SEA”) and density-controlled development, as s onsite project grading
that exceeds 100,000 cubic yards, and a request f dification to allow 15-foot
high retaining wall within front yard setback.

9.

11.

Thirteen (13) comment letters and ¢
the Commission including from the

impacts with access on App
Haven and Collma Road) gra

_Wwere raised regarding the
sologic instability); and loss of
the 1970s, residents in the
to believe that the subject property was
County as part of the park system and
i open space and ecological impacts).
aised concerns regarding the significant
wildlife habitat, and the proposed oak tree

two public facifity lots on 114.3 gross acres. Staff also raised issues related to the
proposed development such as density transfers between 50 percent or greater
slopes, the creation of building pads that will extend 60 to 150 feet above existing
residences, private yards being included within open space calculations and
substantial community opposition.
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12. - During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the Commission inquired from staff if
the proposed project exceeded the maximum of 75 dwelling units with one means
of access consisting of Apple Creek Lane. Staff stated that the project was below
the maximum with only 56 dwelling units off a single means, consisting of the
proposed 50 dwelling units and six existing dwelling units.

13.  During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the applicasit:

Los Angeles County. The representative a
create 680 car trips; an increase from
applicant’s representative also discus
existing Mule fat vegetation due to t

members of the surrounding
one member of the Hacienda
stimony in opposition to the
] : : existing hills and natural
habitat of the existing _ i create mudslides during

14.  During the January 14, 2004

15.  During the Jant , mission inquired from the HHIA if they had
met with th in density had ever been discussed. The
HHIA stated plicant and at the meeting were told the

16. .2004 public hearing, the applicant's representative in
testimony stated that the project’'s grading would
e and was a public benefitt The applicant's
ated that the project site could accommodate 74 dwelling
lines but is proposing a clustered project of 50 lots.

17.
proposed ank and if its size was determined by the number of dwelling
units. The applicant’'s representative stated that the size of the water tank was
determined by the Rowland Water District (*“RWD”) based on required water
pressure for the proposed development.

18. After taking public testimony, the Commission continued the public hearing to
March 17, 2004 to allow time for the applicant to redesign the proposed project
and work with staff and the community.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

234

24.

MARCH 17, 2004 PUBLIC HEARING

Two comment letters were submitted to the Commission for the March 14, 2004
public hearing. The two letters were in opposition to the project, with concerns
related to loss of open space; to protect SEA and surrounding hillsides from
development; unstable terrain; surrounding hills with history of mudslides and
landslides; and proposed 50 single family homes ang water tank will create
unacceptable visual impacts.

During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the heard a presentation

from staff as well as testimony from the applig

reduction of impact to oak woodland, an or reduction in the amount of
< cubic yards of cut.

had inquiries on during the Jan ic hearing. One inquiry consisted
i proposed and would not be
Department of Public Works (“Public
of how many units would be taking access

detailed an alternative conceptual project consisting of
reduced grad by 150,000 cubic yards (11 percent), and balancing all grading
onsite. The alternative conceptual project also depicted shifting water tank from
the east side of project to west side of project which reduces grading. The project
also includes the addition of five acres of undisturbed open space to a total of 83
acres; and a reduction of impacts to oak woodland, currently onsite between 800
to 1200 oak trees, to impact 70 oak trees. The applicant’s representative was also
in support of private driveways instead of creating public streets which would
further reduce grading impacts.

presentati
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the Commission inquired about the
amount of runoff the project site currently created and how the proposed
development would mitigate this problem. The applicant’s representative stated
that the project would mitigate the runoff problem with engineered stabilization
grading and debris basins approved by Public Works.

During the March 17, 2004 public hearing, the Commissj
about the proposed water tank. The RWD stated tha
planned in capacity only for the proposed develop
if two homes were built would a water tank be r
homes built on the project would require a
tank would be determined by the number o

quired from the RWD
roposed water tank was
he Commission inquired
RWD stated that any

During the March 17, 2004 public he pposition to
the project. Issues raised included community
wanted to see a redesigned project that A and a smaller water tank.

During the March 17, 2004 pi i bplicant’s representative in rebuttal
to the opposition’s testimon : ] grading would improve the
hillside stabilization by removin i

that the proposed location of the

during previous discussions with the Los
will guarantee no fuel modification within
oject can also create an additional wet zone on single
back requirements to prevent any fuel modification

in lots or
in Schabaru

imony, the Commission took the matter off calendar for.the

staff to take in consideration concerns expressed by the
Commlss g working on a redesign that would reduce dwelling units,
reduce gradil reating private streets or driveways to reduce grading impacts,
and prohibiting“fuel modification in Schabarum Park.

The Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 47-lot
subdivision was released for public comment in February of 2009.
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APRIL 8, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Prior to the April 8, 2009 public hearing, staff received correspondence from six (6)
adjoining property owners. Concerns raised include loss of open space;
destruction of surrounding hillsides and native habitat for wildlife; and increased
traffic along Apple Creek Lane and Dawn Haven Road.

ard a presentation from

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the Commissj
sed a gated single-family

staff describing the redesigned project which
residential development consisting of 47 single

street lot, one private driveway and fire lane y lot, one drainage
basin lot and seven open space lots. T removal to 126 oak
trees (no heritage oaks) and encroac 20 oak trees
(no heritage oaks). A reduction in ey ding, from
1,360,000 cubic yards (690,000 cubic y d 670,000 cubic yards of fill)

to 1,023,400 cubic yards (506,700 cubic yat f cut and 516,700 cubic yards of
fill) with an additional 10 i imported material listed, but

During the April 8 ort presentation requesting
guidance from ensity, grading amounts and
increased re a : e proposed project also stating that the

ito continue to work with staff.

the Commission inquired from County
g opening a public hearing when the

During the Ap

ounty Couns _that the public hearing could be opened with testimony
ken from all i

rquestions and detailed discussion on the project to the
g, and instructed the applicant to return to the Subdivision
le all differences with Staff, and work with the 4th Supervisorial

During the , 2009 public hearing, the Commission stated that the applicant
and staff weré seeking guidance on how to proceed with the project and also
stated their concern with becoming “referees” between staff and the applicant.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the applicant’s representative stated that
staff's analysis and presentation of the proposed project was erroneous and not
consistent with Draft EIR. The applicant's representative stated that staff
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mentioned impacts to oaks but did not mention oak mitigation which had been
approved by

the Los Angeles County Forester, and requested a 60-day continuance of the
public hearing in order to meet with staff and discuss the errors and
inconsistencies in the staff analysis.

38. During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the applicant gaw
proposed project and stated that the project had re
also stated that the redesigned project is removing&n additional 14 oak trees from
the previous design of 50 lots due to additional gf is required to stabilize
the existing terrain consisting of loose fill mat: deposited onsite from
the adjoining subdivision’s development. '

39. During the April 8, 2009 public heari
project. Issued raised included incre

subdivision. Those opposedt
open space and existing trails

40. During the April 8, 2009 public he ebuttal to the opposition’s
{ nate undisturbed open space
to the Puentes abitat Preservation Authority or the San

. | spancy. The applicant also stated that they

41. Apri akmg all publlc testlmony from the appllcant and his

42. taff received a detailed letter describing the applicant's

consistenc he General Plan, Plan and development within an SEA. The
letter also raised issues with staff's interpretation of the oak mitigation plan as it
did not fully describe the project’'s mitigation of replacing the 126 oak trees to be
removed with 277 oak trees.

43. On June 10, 2009, and June 25, 2009, staff met with the applicant and his
representatives to discuss the issues raised in their April 22, 2009 letter to the
Acting Director of Regional Planning and included discussion of open space
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J

5 |
it
o

dedication consisting of undisturbed open space, Lot No. 57 (69 acres) and Lot
No. 58, a 10-acre lot proposed to be dedicated to Parks & Rec, as mitigation for an
offsite library project proposed within adjacent Schabarum Park. Other issues
discussed included Hillside Management/Midpoint with staff informing the
applicant that the project would need to clearly state community benefits in order
to increase density from the mid-point density of 42 dwelling units. Staff also
stated that the Commission has historically used t id-point density as a
benchmark to allow an increase in density with additic community benefits or
the applicant stated that
rk to accommodate a

single-family residence on proposed Lot No
Code requirements (Section 317.2.2), whig
existing structure between 30 feet and
Lot No. 15 could be used as a tot |
need for brush clearance within Sch
this lot as an amenity, and reiterated th
project was already providi
nearby already require brus]

earing, the Commission heard a brief
hich included a continuation request from the applicant.
been working together to prepare the Final EIR and
The Commission continued the public hearing to

46.

On August 6, 2009 staff submitted a hearing package to your Commission for the
August 19, 2009 continued public hearing. On August 10, 2009, staff received a
detailed letter describing the applicant’s concerns with the August 6, 2009 staff

~analysis. On August 11, 2009, staff met with the applicant and his representatives

to discuss those issues, which included the applicant agreeing to provide a more
complete onsite private path to be owned and maintained by the homeowners
association (*HOA”). The proposed path will be contiguous with the west and
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47.

48.

49.

51.

southwest lot lines of Lot No. 56. It was also concluded, based on the additional
correspondence from the RWD dated August 10, 2009, that a proposed path
within the water tank access road would be allowed. The applicant was also willing
to construct and maintain a picnic/view area with tables and seating as an
additional open space amenity.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Comm|SS|on heard a presentation
from staff as well as testimony from the applicant as well as the public regarding
the proposed development.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing,
discussed the outcome of the previous publigshe: ard.
Also discussed was staff's meeting with thé appli t 11, 2009 which
discussed issues such as the public ped ! posed access
driveway of Lot No. 50 (water tank that will be
provided by the applicant are contigu - _

Lot No. 56, and a portion of these will*
road. Fuel modification/brush clearanc
Schabarum Park to accomm
15 to meet Los Angeles Co
requires brush clearance aro

a presentation which

might be necessary within
residence on proposed Lot No.

feet.
During the A aring, the Commission inquired on the
grading desi opes of the proposed project not having

and inquired on the amount of fees that would be required
lopment. Staff stated that the applicant estimated between
' per month in fees to maintain manufactured slopes,
on areas, private driveway and fire lane, private and future
street and t

)

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the applicant gave a brief history on
the project and discussed public benefits that the project will be providing such as
a private trails to be owned and maintained by HOA, stabilization grading of loose
fill material that was inappropriately deposited onsite, and to voluntarily donate Lot
No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to Parks & Rec as an offsite mitigation parcel for the
separate library project proposed within Schabarum Park. The applicant also
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

stated that they agreed to replant the mitigation oak trees, a total of 277 trees for
the removal of 126 trees (a 2.2 to 1 replacement ratio) and were providing 89
percent of the project as open space which consisted of both undisturbed and
disturbed terrain, that was in excess of the required 70 percent open space for
non-urban hillside projects.

tified in opposition to
sts impact to mule fat
g-term stability, project’s

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, one persg
the proposed project. Issues raised included p
vegetation and its relocation which may not provi
density and oak tree removal mitigation. The o
density of 47 dwelling units was inappropria
require substantial grading that would
opposition also raised concerns with the

The Commission also stated that they could not support this project if fuel
modification/brush clearance was required within Schabarum Park in order to
accommodate a structure being constructed within Lot No. 15 as Schabarum Park
should be treated as the Santa Monica Mountains would. A smaller structure
should be sited on the lot that would eliminate the need for fuel modification/brush
clearance within Schabarum Park.
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57. On August 19, 2009, the Commission continued the public hearing to September
16, 2009, and instructed staff to prepare draft findings and conditions for approval.
The Commission also instructed staff to specifically prepare a condition requiring a
six-foot wide publicl easements with rocks or boulders for sitting to be maintained
by the HOA, and another condition that prohibits any fuel modification/brush
clearance within Schabarum Park for a structure on Lot No. 15.

SEPTEMBER 16, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

58. On September 3, 2009, staff submitted a hearing 1ge to your Commission
which contained a continuation memo which -
the applicant and staff were working on as w i nd conditions for
approval. :

59. On September 8, 2009, staff received xhibits from ‘Rarks & Rec,
dated September 8, 2009, requesting f sed 10-acre park mitigation
parcel (Lot No. 58) be reloca ortion of the project site so that
it does not include any mang n s & Rec also requested that the
applicant transfer ownership ot N i epartment prior to final map
approval.

60. On September
your Commis

: ntal information package to
2009 continued public hearing. Included
er received from Parks & Rec, and an e-

mail from eles County Agricultural Commissioner
dated Septem priate language for the brush clearance
conditior ental package was proposed condltlon

& Rec and proposed condition Ianguage from staff and
tion/brush clearance.

61.
Staff discussed the supplemental information package
had received and also stated that the applicant was

approval of the'proposed project.

62. During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, one person testified in opposition
to the project. Issues raised included concerns with approved geology report;
consistency between state Subdivision Map Act and approved geology report and
vesting issues of the tentative map.
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63. During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, County Counsel stated that the
soils and geology reports for the proposed project have been approved by Public
Works. County Counsel also stated that the location of the proposed water tank
and its stability has also been reviewed and approved by Public Works.

64. During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, the 4
stated that they would comply with all county and siz
soils and geology before constructing any single-fans

icant’s representative
“requirements related to
sidences.

65. On September 16, 2009, the Commissio
September 30, 2009, and instructed staff
completing the necessary draft findi
Commission also instructed staff to
materials by September 24, 2009.

public hearing to
plicant to continue
1 approval. The
it all hearing

and conditions Yol
eifically complete and su

SEPTEMBER 16, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

66. During the September 30, j the Commission heard a brief
presentation from staff. Staff i
condition language regarding
Schabarum Par i

“donation” vs
Woodland je

nd interpretation of the Oak
e mitigation period. Staff also stated that
ce of the public hearing to allow time for
findings and conditions for approval of

2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired if staff
able to reach an agreement on the language for the

the necessarydraft findings and conditions for approval.

OCTOBER 21, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

69. During the October 21, 2009 public hearing, the Commission heard a brief
presentation from staff. Staff further described the ongoing discussions on the
remaining issues including condition language regarding any fuel
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modification/brush clearance within Schabarum Park, calculation and credit of the
Quimby fee, language regarding “donation” vs. “dedication” of the open space, and
interpretation of the Oak Woodland Conservation Act regarding the mitigation
period.

70. During the October 21, 2009 public hearing, the applicant’
discussed their proposed language for the outstanding ca
their interpretation of the condition language.

71. On October 21, 2009, the Commission continu
3, 2009, and instructed staff to continue wo

72. An Initial Study was prepared for thi

Environmental Quality Act (Public Resc 00 et. seq.)
(“CEQA”), the State CEQA Guideling Environmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines of thi - ty of Los Angeles. The Initial

the project on geotechnical,
cess and air quality/climate
s, a Final EIR has been
fhe Recirculated Draft EIR

sto C nts and identifies mitigation
of the project. The Findings of Fact are
if set forth in full.

Study identified potentially
biological resources, visual/
change. Based on the Initial
prepared for this pro ject.

the Final EIR and found that it reflects
As stated in the Final EIR and Findings
ill result in specifically identified significant
Identified significant adverse effects can be
s with the mitigation measures identified in the Final
tions for this project.

73.

74. A i i g Reporting and Program (“MMRP”) consistent with the

75. conjunction with the Final EIR identified in detail how compliance
with its measures adopted to mitigate or avoid potential adverse impacts to the

environment is ensured.

76. This project does not have “no effect” fish and wildlife resources. Therefore, the
project is not exempt from California Department of Fish and Game fees pursuant
to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.
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77. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Hearing Officer's decision is based in this matter is
the Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13" Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian

of such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions
Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLAN OMMISSION

CONCLUDES:
A. That construction of the proposed | i s@mplished without
endangering the health of any remaini ) thatare subject to

t into the protected zone of 20
oak trees is necessary fo , as continued existence of the
trees at the present locatio : .v improvements and proposed
use of the subject property to at alternative development plans
cannot achieve the same per
be prohibitive; :

C That the re osed will not result in soil erosion through
the diversi ce waters which cannot be satisfactorily
mitigated; a

D. oak trees ysed will not be contrary to or in substantial
d purpose of the oak tree permit procedure;

TH RE, the info jitted by the applicant and presented at the public

hearing substantiates th findings for an oak tree permit as set forth in Section

22.56.21 s County Code (Zoning Ordinance).

THEREFORE, e findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Oak Tree

Permit Case No.
Commission

approved subject to the attached conditions established by the
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DRAFT CONDITIONS:

(Questions relating to these conditions should be addressed to the Forestry Division,
Prevention Bureau of the Los Angeles County Forester and Fire Warden (“Forester”) at

either 818-890-5719 or 323-881-2481).

1.

Oak genus (Quercus
8 through 142, 241, 242,
09, 319 through 322,

This grant allows the removal of 126 oak trees g
agrifolia) identified as Tree Numbers 64 through 1
258, 259, 260, 261, 267 through 276, 280, 28
334 through 342, 359 through 369, 372, 396

(Quercus agrifolia) identified as Tree ough 63, 137,
235, 239, 240, 243, 262, 318, 323,
map and Oak Tree Report.

rm "permittee’ shall include the
ther entity making use of this

applicant and any other pe
grant.

annot be used until the

This grant shall not be effec

unty of Los Angeles Fire Department a sum of
fees shall be used to compensate Forester $100.00 per

) Oak trees), prior to the commencement of construction and two
seven subsequent annual inspections until the conditions of approval have been
met.

Prior to the use of this grant, the terms and conditions of the grant shall be
recorded in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder. In addition, upon any
transfer or lease of the subject property during the term of this grant, the
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permittee shall promptly provide a copy of the grant and its terms and conditions
to the transferee or lessee, as applicable, of the subject property.

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

full compliance with
ce or other regulation
property. Failure of the
il compliance shall be a

7. The subject property shall be developed and maintaingg
the conditions of this grant and any law, statute, o
applicable to any development or activity on the s
permittee to cease any development or activit
violation of these conditions.

property unless specifically modified
No. 51153, Conditional Use Permit C
“A,” or a revised Exhibit “A” a

9. No Oak tree shall be remov as obtained all permits and
approvals required for the work i Sstach removal.

10.  Within three (3)
processmg fee

nt, the permittee shall remit
eles in connection with the

11 . " refers to the document on file at Regional Planning

12.
[ a letter to the Director of Regional Planning (“Director of
< Forester stating that he or she has been retained by the
permittee to perform or supervise the work, and that her or she agrees to report
to the Director of Planning and Forester any failure to fully comply with the
conditions of this 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.
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13. The permittee shall keep copies of the Oak Tree Report, Oak Tree Map,
Mitigation Planting Plan and Conditions of Approval 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 Map,
Mitigation Planting Plan and Conditions of Approval.

14.  The permittee shall provide mitigation trees of the Oak genus at a ratio of 2.2 to 1
trees for each tree removed for a total of 277 oak treesgapsistent with Mitigation
Measure M-B-2 in the approved Mitigation Monitor]
(“MMRP”).  The applicant shall provide mitigal
species at a ratio of two to one (2:1) for any t
result of the approved encroachments.

15. Each mitigation tree shall be at least a
one (1) inch or more in diameter ongs
with multiple stems are permissible
(2) largest stems of such trees measu
one (1) foot above the base.

16.  Mitigation trees shall consis
from local seed source.

17.  Mitigation trees
removals. Additi

18. in the approved Mitigation Monitoring
e permitte shall properly maintain each
replace any tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper
a tree meeting the specifications set forth above. The
iod will begin upon receipt of a letter from the

ist to the Director of Planning and the Forester

Subsequently, additional monitoring fees shall be required.

19. Jak 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.

20. Within three (3) days of the approval of this grant, the permittee or successor in
interest shall deposit the sum of $3,000.00 with Regional Planning to defray the
cost of reviewing the permittee’s reports and verifying compliance with the MMRP.
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- 21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

- The permittee shall retain the services of a qualified Environmental/Mitigation

Monitoring Consultant, subject to the approval of the Director of Planning, to
ensure that all applicable mitigation measures are implemented and reported as
required in the approved MMRP.

Encroachment within the protected zone of any additional trees of the Oak genus
on the project site is prohibited.

dditional trees of the
nt result in its injury or
e required to make a

Should encroachment within the protected zone
Oak genus on the project site not permitted by
death within seven (7) years, the permitt
contribution to the Los Angeles County Oa

calculated by the consulting arborist a ‘ r according to
the most current edition of the Inte 4 \
Plant Appraisal”.

ed, parked, or operated within
No temporary structures shall be placed

I$" grant shall result in immediate work
_.depending on the nature of the violation. A
deficiencies must be corrected will be indicated on the

disclose that the subject property is being used in
ition of this grant, the permittee shall be held financially
all reimburse the Forester for all enforcement efforts
[he subject property into compliance. The Director of Planning
hall retain the right to make regular and unannounced site

and the
inspections.

Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor pursuant to Section 22.60.340 of the Los Angeles County
Code (“County Code”). Notice is further given that the Regional Planning
Commission or Hearing Officer may, after conducting a public hearing, revoke or
modify this grant, if it finds that these conditions have been violated or that this
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29.

30.

grant has been exercised so as to be detrimental to the public health or safety or
so as to be a nuisance.

The permittee shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless Los Angeles County
(the "County"), its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action or
proceeding against the County, or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set
aside, void or annul this permit approval, which action is brought within the
applicable time period of Government Code Sectjgh 565009 or any other
applicable limitation period. The County shall noti permittee of any such
claim, action, or proceeding and the County shalk ¢ fully cooperate in
the defense.

ed above is filed
pay Regional
be billed an
partment's
0, depositions, testimony,
. The permittee shall also
ch actual costs shall be billed

In the event that any claim, action, or pr
against the County, the permittee shall
Planning an initial deposit of $5,000
deducted for the purpose of defrayin
cooperation in the defense, including bt
and other assistance to permittee or permi
pay the following supplemeriaideposits, fro
and deducted:

‘a. If during th

, supplemental deposits that
may b i ion of the litigation.

unless used within two years after the recordation of the
entative Tract Map No. 51153. In the event that Vesting
3 No. 51153 should expire without the recordation of a final
| terminate upon the expiration of the tentative map. In_the
event of expiration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153, and expiration of
this grant, the permittee is on notice that Eentittement to the use of the property if
the map expires without recordation shall be subject to the regulations then in
effect.
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32.

33.

34.

This grant shall terminate upon the completion of the authorized Oak tree removal
and the completion of all required mitigation and monitoring to the satisfaction of
the Forester and Regional Planning.

The permittee or or successor in interest shall record a covenant with the County
of Los Angeles agreeing to comply with the required environmental mitigation
measures contained in the approved MMRP. Prior to re ation of the covenant,
the subdivider or successor in interest shall submit a cgpw of the draft covenant
which attaches the approved MMRP, to the Dlrector anning for review and
approval.

The mitigation measures set forth in the pr opted in connection
with the Final Environmental Impact Repog Y|

made conditions of this grant. As a meg
mitigation measures, the permittee spa
Regional Planning as required to sh
measures.

reports to
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

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

Senior Regional Planning Assistant
Department of Regional Planning

S
FROM: Larry R. Hensle)M’”‘/
Chief of Planning

SUBJECT: VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153 —~ PACIFIC HEIGHTS
OPEN SPACE DEDICATION

The applicant has offered to dedicate Lot No. 58, a 10-acre lot, to the Department of
Parks and Recreation as pemanent open space. Upon further review, we have
determined that the northem portion of this lot is undesirable for park and open space
purposes due to the presence of manufactured slopes. We request that the applicant
instead dedicate to us 10 acres of land at the southeast corner of the property, away
from the manufactured slopes. Our request is shown graphically in the attached aerial
photograph (page 2). We further ask that the applicant transfer ownership of these
10 acres to the Department at final map recordation.

If you have any questions or need clarification, please feel free to contact me at

(213) 351-5098 or lhensley@parks.lacounty.gov.

LH:CL

Attachment: Aerial photographs (2 pages)

¢: Parks and Recreation (N.E. Garcia, H. Sohm, C. Douglas, J. Barber)

Planning and Development Agency * 510 Vermont Ave * Los Angeles, CA 90020 (213) 351-5198
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County of Los Angeles Public Library - -
7400 East Imperial Hwy., P.O. Box 7011, Downey, CA 90241-7011 : sﬁ?ﬁ?a‘f’;

MARGARET DONNELLAN TODD
COUNTY LIBRARIAN

February 27, 2003

Mr. Nelson Chung, President
Pacific Communities

1000 Dove Street, Suite 100
Newport Beach, California 92660

Dear Mr, Chung:

Re: San Gabriel Valley Library/Peter F. Schabarum
Regional County Park Dedication

This will acknowledge and confirm ourintent to accept your offer to dedicate to the County of Los Angeles
certain open space on your private property which lies west of and adjacent to Schabarum Park, to
support our proposed new library project, should it be approved.

The dedication of this open space will serve to partially mitigate the impact of the new San Gabriel Valley
Library project which is proposed for approximately 5.1 acres in the northeast portion of the park, and will
also meet the requirements of federal and state funding agencies which may seek the provision of an
alternative open space dedication as a result of prior federal and/or state grant funding for the park.

This additional dedication of open space will be required if the project is approved by the County and
receives State grant funding.

Please complete and return the enclosed County access permit which will allow the County to access the
property with appropriate State and/or Federal agency staff to determine the exact location and
boundaries of the proposed dedication for open space purposes. Of course, this access permit provides
that the County will hold you harmless from any claims arising from this access.

| greatly appreciate your cooperation on this regional library project. Please call me at (562) 940-8400
if you have any questions, or your representatives can call David Flint, our project manager, at (562) 940-
8406.

Sincerely,

MDT:mo
Enclosure: Entry Permit

c: Gil Garcia, Department of Public Works
Larry Hensley, Depariment of Parks and Recreation
Helen Parker, County Counsel

Serving the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and the cities of: Agoura Hills = Artesia s« Avalon = Baldwin Park = Bell »
Bell Gardens = Beilflower = Bradbury » Carson = Claremont » Complon « Cudahy s Culver City » Diamond Bar = Duarte = E| Monie
» Gardena = Hawaiian Gardens = Hawthorne = Hermosa Beach s Hidden Hills » Huntington Park = La Canada Flintridge = La Habra
Heights » Lakewood e ia Mirada « Lancaster = La Puente s La Verne » Lawndale « Lomita « Lynwood » Malibu = Manhattan
Beach = Maywood « Montebello « Norwalk » Paramount = Pico Rivera s Rosemead « San Dimas = San Fernando » San Gabriel
=Santa Clarita « South E! Monte » South Gate = Temple Cily » Walnul = Wast Covina » West Hollywood = Westlake Village






RIGHT OF ACCESS PERMIT

THIS RIGHT OF ACCESS PERMIT (“Permit”), is made and entered into this ___ day of

2003,
BY AND BETWEEN PACIFIC COMMUNITIES
Hereinafter referred to as “PERMITTOR"
AND ~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
A body corporate and politic; hereinafter
called PERMITTEE"
RECITALS

| A. WHEREAS, PERMITTOR is the owner of certain real property located adjacent to
Schabarum Park (‘Real Property”), which is not required exclusively for use by
PERMITTOR.
. B. WHEREAS, PERMITTEE is desirous of using on a nonexclusive basis, a portion’ of
the Real Property for the purpose of inveétigéting the suitability of a portion of such Real
Property for dedication to the County as part of Schabarum Park to mitigate loss of park
open space in that facility and to meet the requirements of the federal grant conditions
applicable to Schabarum Park.
NOW THEREFORE, this Permit is issued subject to the following conditions:
1. The exercise of any of the privileges granted by this Permit constitutes acceptance
of all of the conditions of this Permit.
2. PERMITTEE, in the exercise of the privileges herein granted, shall at all times

comply with all applicéble laws, rules and regulations.



Right of Access Permit

3. The term of this Permit begins upon execution by the PERMITTOR and
PERMITTEE and shall end 1 year (12 months) from the date first written above.

4. PERMITTEE’s access route shall be used on a nonexclusive basis by PERMITTEE
(including PERMITTEE's agents, employees and contractors, and other state and
federal officers), between the days of Monday through Friday and the hours of 8:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

5. PERMITTEE shall contact Nelson, Chung, President, seventy-two (72) hours prior |

to the initiation of access at the permitted area and inform him of the starting date of

work.

6. Right to Terminate Permit:

. PERMITTEE agrees that if default shall be made in any of the
terms and conditions herein contained, PERMITTOR may
forthwith revoke and terminate this Permit.

I Upon any termination of this Permit by revocation or otherwise,
PERMITTEE shall promptly restore the premises to a condition
reasonably compatible with the surrounding area, to the
satisfaction of PERMITTOR. In the event of PERMITTEE’s
failure to do so, the PERMITTOR may restore said premises

entirely at the risk and expense of PERMITTEE.

147752-5
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Right of Access Permit

7. Indemnification and Insurance Requirements:

147752-5

Indemnification: PERMITTEE shall indemnify, defend and hold

harmless PERMITTEE from and against any and all liability,
including but not limited to demands, claims, actions, fees, costs,
and expenses (including attorney and expert withess fees),
arising from or connected with PERMITTEE’s acts and/or
omissions arising from and/or relating to tﬁis Permit.

General _Insurance Requirements: Without  limiting

PERMITTEE’s indemnification of PERMITTOR and during the
term of this Permit, PERMITTEE shall provide and maintain the
following programs of insurance or self-insurance, specified in
the Permit. Such insurance shall be primary to and not
contributing with any other insurance or self-insurance programs
maintained by PERMITTOR, and such coverage shall be
provided and maintained at PERMITTEE'’s own expense.

1. Evidence of Insurance: Certificate(s) or other

evidence of coverage satisfactory to PERMITTOR
shall be delivered to:

Mr. Nelson Chung, President

Pacific Communities

1000 Dove Street, Suite 100



Right of Access Permit

Newport Beach, California 92660
i. Specifically identify this Permit.

ii. Clearly evidence all coverages required in this Permit.

2. Nétification of Incidents, Claims, or Suits: PERMITTEE shall
report to PERMITTOR: |
a. Anyaccident or incident relating to services performed
under this Permit which.involves injury or property
damage which may result in the filing of a claim or
lawsuit against PERMITTEE. Such report shall be
made in writing within 24 hours of occurrence.
b. Any third party claim or lawsuit filed against
PERMITTEE arising from or related to services
performed by PERMITTEE under this Permit.

8. This Permit shall not, nor shall any interest tﬁérein or thereunder, be assigned,
mortgaged, hypothecated, or transferred by PERMITTEE, whether voluntary or
involuntary or by operation of law, nor shall PERMITTEE let or sublet or grant any
license or permit with respect to the use and occupancy of PERMITTEE’s access
route without the written consent of the PERMITTOR being first obtained.

9. Any notice required to be given under the terms of this Permit or any faw
'abplicable thereto shall be deemed validly given if sent by certified mail, return

receipt requested, addressed as follows (or to any other mailing address which the

1477525



Right of Access Permit

party to be notified may designate to the other party by such notice). Should
PERMITTOR or PERMITTEE have a change of address, the other party shall

immediately be notified as provided in this paragraph of such change:

PERMITTOR: PERMITTEE:

Mr. Nelson Chung, President County of Los Angeles

Pacific Communities Department of Parks and Recreation
1000 Dove Street, Suite 100 Planning Division

Newport Beach, California 92660 433 South Vermont Avenue, Fourth Floor

Los Angeles, California 90020-1979

(SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS)

147752-5



Right of Access Permit

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, PERMITTEE has executed this Permit or caused it to be duly
executed and PERMITTOR has caused this Permit to be executed this day of
, 2003.

PACIFIC COMMUNITIES

By:

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, a body corporate and
politic

By:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
LLOYD W. PELLMAN
County Counsel

By:
Helen S. Parker, Principal Deputy

147752-5



Cordova, Ramon

From: Tae, Susan

Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 6:25 PM
To: Cordova, Ramon

Subject: FW: Pacific Heights EIR - Tract 51153

Ramon, please include in correspondence for this week’s package.

Thanks,

Susie Tae, AICP

Supervising Regional Planner
Land Divisions Section

(213) 974-6433

From: Silvas, Rudy

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 12:52 PM
To: Tae, Susan '
Cc: Cordova, Ramon

Subject: FW; Pacific Heights EIR - Tract 51153

Hello Susie. | just received the following.

Rudy

From: Nestle, Charles [mailto:CNESTLE@dpw.lacounty.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 11:38 AM

To: Duong, Toan; Cruz, Ruben; Yanez, Jarrett; Silvas, Rudy
Cc: Montgomery, Michael; Wan, Jeremy

Subject: Pacific Heights EIR - Tract 51153

All,
I'm not sure who I'm supposed to send this to, so I included everyone in the email I received.

The basis of the complaint by Mr. Flournoy is that inappropriate seismic acceleration values were used in analyses on
which the County based their approval.

1. GMED uses seismic acceleration and magnitude in analyses for liquefaction. The subject property is NOT identified
as potentially liquefiable on maps prepared by the California Geological Survey, and thus, liquefaction analyses are not
required and questions about seismic acceleration values are not relevant to that aspect of the project.

2. Seismic slope stability analyses incorporate a coefficient equal to 0.15g. Actual determined seismic acceleration
values are not required for this type of analysis, therefore, any difference in acceleration values determined by differing
methods is not relevant to slope stability analyses.

3. Design of the water tank (an issue raised by Mr. Flournoy) is outside the scope of tentative subdivision review, and
appropriate seismic design parameters should be provided to the manufacturer and installer of the water tank during that
permitting process.

4, Seismic design values required for design of structures is also outside the scope of tentative subdivision review.
The County of Los Angeles Building Code specifies methods for determining seismic acceleration values for structural
design, and appropriate design parameters must be provided during the building permit application process.

1



I hope this satisfies the concerns presented by Mr. Flournoy, and I'll be pleased to address any additional comments that
you may receive.

Charles Nestle

County of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works
Geotechnical & Materials Engineering Division
900 So. Fremont Ave., 4th Floor

Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

626.458.4923

cnestle@dpw.lacounty.gov




Puente Hills Landfill
Native Habitat Preservation Authority

September 14, 2009 N
QFEp 17 e

b b

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning
Attn: Ramon Cordova

320 West Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tentative Tract Map, Condition Use Permit (CUP) and Oak Tree Permit Conditions
for the Pacific Heights Project

Dear Mr. Cordova:

After reviewing the Conditions for the Pacific Heights project the Habitat Authority has
the following comments:

The Conditions of Approvals for the CUP require a public agency to take the title of the
open space. However the Conditions for the tentative tract map mention that it should be
dedicated to the homeowners association, Los Angeles County or public agency. The
Habitat Authority is still interested in receiving the title to this undisturbed open space as
it is adjacent to lands we own.

All of the Conditions forget to mention the conservation easement which is required from
the final environmental impact report and as a state requirement for impacts to oak
woodlands. We asked for the California Department of Fish and Game or other qualified
conservation entity to hold the easement. If this is not possible we would prefer that the
Watershed Conservation Authority receive the conservation easement if not the Habitat
Authority.

If not decided by Los Angeles County with project approvals, it is assumed that whoever
assumes the fee title and conservation easement will need to have a management
agreement between them to identify the roles for management. As this open space
adjoins Habitat Authority and Los Angeles County Parks properties the following
management services would be expected: Ranger or law enforcement patrol services
which includes opening and closing access gates, limited street parking enforcement,
posting of appropriate rules signs, trash pick up, graffiti control, and opportunities for
outdoor education. It is assumed that the north-south trending trail on the parcel is
maintained by Southern California Edison on a regular basis. Lastly, it is expected that
the organization responsible for daily management of the property would be expected to

A Joint Powers Agéncy created pursuant to California Government Code §6500 et seq.

7702 Washington Avenue, Suite C, Whittier, California 90602 - Phone: 562 / 945 - 9003 - Fax: 562 / 945 - 0303

5
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protect the resources of the property as a Significant Ecological Area designated by the
County.

Funding for the management of open space is an unresolved issue. However, other
appropriate funding mechanisms are outlined in the Conditions for the tentative tract
map, CUP and oak tree permit. It would be prudent at this juncture of County Planning’s
approval process to require a mechanism for funding open management as a condition of
approval.

In Recommendation #11 of the Public Works it recommends, “... dedicate[ing]
residential construction rights over the open space lots.” The intent is unclear with this
statement. If this note is meant to prohibit residential construction rights over the open
space lots, please specify this. Otherwise, this recommendation will directly conflict with
the purpose of the dedicated open space and the conservation easement as required in the
final environmental impact report and Conditions of Approval.

As always, I can be reached at (562) 698-9644 for further discussion, or you can contact
Andrea Gullo, Executive Director at (562) 945-9003.

Sincerely,

o e o

Bob Hendérson
Chairman

C: Board of Directors, Habitat Authority
Elsa Trujillo, Nelson Chung, Pacific Heights Applicant

Page 2
Pacific Heights



—— Watershed Conservation Authority ——

Governing Board

Teresa Villegas,

Chair

Designee for Gloria Molina
Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, 1t District

Juventino Gomez,
Vice Chair

Designee for Michael D.
Antonovich

Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, 5t District

Dan Arrighi
Rivers and Mountains
Conservancy

Frank Colonna
Rivers and Mountains
Conservancy

Vacancy
Rivers and Mountains
Conservancy

Karly Katona

Designee for Mark Ridley-
Thomas

Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, 27 District

Curtis Pedersen
Designee for Don Knabe

Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, 4t District

Edward Wilson

Rivers and Mountains
Conservancy

Gail Farber
Director

Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works

Belinda V. Faustinos

Executive Officer

September 25, 2009

Elsa Trujillo, Project Manager
Pacific Communities Builder Inc
1000 Dove Street, Suite 300
Newport Beach, CA 92660

RE: Pacific Heights Open Space Dedication

Dear Ms. Trujillo:

The Watershed Conservation Authority (WCA), a joint powers entity of
the Rivers and Mountains Conservancy (RMC) and the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District (LACFCD) that conducts watershed
improvement and restoration projects for the San Gabriel and the Lower
Los Angeles Rivers. The Pacific Heights Project lies within our territory.

The WCA Staff strongly supports dedication of a proposed conservation
easement to a qualified public conservation agency such as the Puente
Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority or the Department
of Fish and Game to hold the fee title.

WCA Staff is also interested in holding the conservation easement if the
above referenced agencies are not able to accept fee title subject to the
approval of the WCA Board. The WCA could take this item up at its
November 2009 meeting. ' ’

If you have any questions or which to discuss this further do not hesitate
to call me at (626)815-1019 ext 100 or at bfaustinos@rmc.ca.gov .

Sincerely,

i
s

f\: L N A Sp—
é;‘ﬁg)’»(/owdfy‘ L [ dusbenn ¢

Belinda V. Faustinos
Executive Officer

Watershed Conservation Authority » 100 N. Old San Gabriel Canyon Road e Azusa, CA 91702

Phone: (626) 815-1019 o Fax: (626) 815-1269 ¢ E-mail: bfaustinos@rmc.ca.gov
WWW.IIIC.ca.gov



Save Our Community Inc
Rosemead Ca

Los Angeles County Regional Planning
Pacific Heights project- Hacienda Heights

Recap of our Concerns

First and easiest is that there is no discussion or mitigation for “loss of topsoil”.

Since all topsoil is to be removed by grading we consider this a great loss of topsoil, biomas and its
inhabitants.

There is a question I the CEQA checklist in the Geotechnical section however the Initial study was not
available at the library for Review. We surmise that the box was mis-checked and never looked at since.
Mitigation could be removal and storage of topsoil for later use. Topsoil makes terrible fill and must not
be so used.

Second is the ridge where the water tank is proposed.
We can find no geotechnical or geological investigation of the water tank site.

See: (not the best but available on lie)
http://www.searchanddiscovery.net/documents/whittier/images/figures.pdf

Plate 1 of 36 shows red lines indicating the workman Hill fault and Whittier Heights fault.
Plate 2/36 shows elevations- notice the curve of the basin wall near the project site

Main Whittier fault trace is also shown
We are NOT implying a hazard of surface fault rupture rather wish to emphasize the underlying Geological
and stratigraphy of the site.

Crossection 32/36 is Slightly East of the site and shows the considerable uplift offsets and branching of the
Whittier fault

Crossection 34/36 is west of the site
Whittier Heights and WorkmanHill are clearly labeled.

Our structural geologist indicates that the strike and alignment of the canyon south of the water tank may
be the location of the Workman Hill or Whittier Heights branches of the Very Active Whittier Fault.

LA County Sanitation districts has investigated Whittier Heights and considers it inactive however we
know of no investigations of Workman Hill.

Even if inactive near fault effects are considerable. There is nothing “solid rock™ about the north slope of
the Puente Hills

35 /36 shows an e-w Crossection . Uplifts can be estimated.

These uplifts were prior to the current uplift of the Puente Hills from the Puente Hills Fault which also is
not discussed.

The 1987 minor Whittier earthquake uplifted areas about 2 inches. A “Characteristic” event may raise
the Puente Hills an additional meter (much larger than is required to mitigate) But what is the uplift
expected from an event which is required to be evaluated by the Building code?

One foot? There is no discussion of uplift or ridge top spreading in the EIR even though the water tank
ridge is typical of the kind where there are problems.



MITIGATION MEASURE
There is a mitigation measure requiring investigation and design prior to issuance of a grading permit.

The issues will be looked at again at grading permit time but it is not legal to just kick the can down the
road.

CEQA requires that the project be feasible which has yet to be shown and the Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act requires investigation, a report, and a review and approval of the report Prior to approval of the
project.

The Subdivision act would require a new map should the tank have to be relocated and there would be
environmental impacts necessitating a Supplemental EIR and re-circulation. The 2004 report does not
comply with the current code or regulations.

Ground Motion

Regulations require the consideration of basin depth and near fault effects. Neither are considered.
We have an email from USGS that they do not consider near field- near fault effects in their maps. Nor do
they consider basin depth.

Near fault effects for the Whittier and Puente Hills Thrust are quite different and both must be considered
for this project.

Basin depth is the depth to bedrock generally where seismic waves travel in excess of 2.5Km/sec.
Lets think about that 2,500 m/second speed in basement rock.

Given a building code size earthquake on the Southern San Andreas in the San Bernardino area and let’s
postulate its 25 Km away it would take 10 seconds for the high frequency waves to reach the site.

However waves through sediment would range from 2500 m/sec to much slower. Let’s say 250 m/s.
Given the chain of deep basins between the site and the fault rupture waves through the sediment would
take 100 seconds to reach the site

We can expect 1-2 minuets of strong shaking (the fault itself would be rupturing for 30 seconds or more)
DURATION of shaking MUST be considered in the landslide and slope stability analysis
The procedure used by the consultant does NOT consider duration of shaking.

See CGS Sp-117A for requirements for consideration of distant strong earthquakes

Let’s think about that basin wall crescent shown on plates 1 and 2. If it were a beach wave energy would
be greater at the base of the crescent- which is where the project is.

Energy from the San Andreas is channeled in these basins along the base of the San Gabriels to the west
basin wall near Duarte where the energy turns south where it tries to funnel in a roaring rapids effect trough
Whittier narrows.

We are not implying that shaking will be as strong at the site as in Whittier narrows but it will last almost
as long. The energy directed at the crescent will be trapped- transferring the shaking to the basin wall at
the site.

Basin Wall effects MUST be considered.

WE have some hazard curves using the USGS/ CGS database using a CalTrans tool which we will bring
on the 30" showing the difference with “near field” adjusted. The tool has the ability to also adjust for



basin depth but not for external users. (yet)

The data given by the consultants in their response to comments does not adjust for basin dept or near fault
or other parameters which is required by Sp-117A.

The consultants , in effect, do not consider any of the San Andreas phenomena reported 2005 and since. .

We have mentioned these deficiencies in the EIR 3-4 times and do not understand why they have not been
addressed and mitigated.,

500,000 gallons is about 4 Million pounds of water. Tanks failed in the mild Northridge event in Topanga
Canyon but they were not directly above homes.

Foundation requirements should have been determined by now (soil/ foundation interface) and if matt or
strengthened foundations are required, included as mitigation as such have an effect on the
environment and affect the feasibility of the project.

As we said in comments to the draft: Approving the Project or the Subdivision Tentative Tract Map
without a current Seismic Hazards Mapping Act Report would be an abuse of Discretion

Sincerely yours

James I Flournoy



