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- PROJECT BACKGROUND

- On September 30, 2009, your Commission (“RPC”) 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. Staff submitted a hearing package to the RPC on October 8, 2009 which

- included updated - draft findings with updates. through conditions presented to the RPC from the

September 16, 2009 continued public hearing, and revised conditions of approval which depict all

current deletions (strikethroughs) and additions (underlines) from the previous draft. o

On October 13, 2009 staff received a detailed letter describing the applicant’s concerns with. the
October 8, 2009 staff analysis (“Staff Report”). This letter and accOmpénying information was
forwarded to the RPC on October 13, 2009 by special mailing. Included in this letter was discussion
regarding the ongoing issues brush clearance/fuel modification pertaining to Lot No. 15, parkland
obligation, voluntary open _spa_ce donation and oak tree maintenance. Below is a summary of the
- applicant’s letter. o ' ' '

BRUSH CLEARANCE PERTAINING TO LOT NO. 15

- The applicant in their letter requests that the RPC allow a “minor potential burden” of brush

clearanceffuel modification on a maximum 0.22 acres of Schabarum Park to allow for the

- development of a structure on Lot No. 15. The applicant-contends that this is a reasonable request as

they are dedicating Lot No. 58, a 10-acre offsite library mitigation parcel, creating a land exchange

- with a 50:1 ratio and would only encroach on an arc-shaped area of 62 feet in depth and 144 feet in
length. :
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PARKLAND OBLIGATION

The applicant has concerns with staff’s description of the proposed pedestrian access for public use
through 20-foot and six-foot easements, to be owned and maintained by the homeowners association
in the Staff Report. The applicant feels these easements should be called “Trails” as they will be used
for walking, hiking and biking similar to other existing trails and are also providing resting rocks along
the trails. The applicant states in their letter that construction of 0.49 acres of trails is sufficient to meet
its parkland obligation and waive the required $109,206 in-lieu fee requested by the Los Angeles
County Department of Parks and Recreation. The applicant is also requesting that they receive credit
against the project’s parkland obligation for the dedication of Lot No. 58, a 10-acre library mitigation
parcel.

VOLUNTARY OPEN SPACE DONATION

The applicant contends that Lot No. 58, a 10-acre library mitigation parcel, is a donation to Parks &
Rec as they are not required by the project to dedicate this parcel as open space. Staff has stated on
many occasions that this project is a density-controlled development and requires all remaining
undeveloped land to remain open space. Therefore, all of the proposed 101.7 acres of open space is
required to remain 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. 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. Based on additional meetings this week, the
County has amended Tract Condition No. 17, CUP Condition No. 19 as well as Tract Finding No. 48,
CUP Finding No. 49 and OTP Finding No. 40 to reflect that while all 78.3 acres of natural open space
is required, the applicant is voluntarily donating 10 acres as mitigation for an offsite library project.

OAK TREE MAINTENANCE

The applicant’s main point of concern is the required seven-year maintenance period for all mitigation
oak trees. 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 applicant states that there is no legal justification for a
renewing seven-year maintenance period. In previous Staff Reports staff has 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. The applicant has forwarded to staff correspondence dated
October 14, 2009 from their project arborist regarding this issue.

AMENDED FINDINGS AND CORRECTIONS

Other minor changes included for RPC review are amended Tract Conditions Nos. 8 and 15, and
CUP Condition No.14

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

If the RPC agrees with staff’s findings and recommended conditions of approval, as amended by this
package, staff recommends approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 51153, Conditional Use
Permit Case No. 92027 and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 92027 with the attached amended conditions.
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Suqgested Motion: "I move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing,
and certifies that the Final EIR was completed in compliance with CEQA and the State and
County guidelines related thereto; certifies that it independently reviewed and considered the
information contained in the Final EIR, and that the Final EIR reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the Commission as to the environmental consequences of the
project.”

AND

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

SMT:REC
10/15/09

Attachments: Amended Findings and Conditions of Approval
Parks & Rec letter dated October 14, 2009
Applicant’s Consulting Biologist Letter dated October 14, 2009
Constituent’s e-mail dated October 14, 2009







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 2004, March 17, 2004,
April 8, 2009, July 15, 2009, August 19, 2009, Se per 16, 2009, September
30, 2009 and October 21, 2009. Vesting Ten ct Map No. 51153 was
heard concurrently with Condltlonal Use Per . 92027 and Oak Tree
Permit Case No. 92027. '

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 5115
residential development (known as
lots, one private and future street lot
~ public facility lot, one drainage bas even open space lots on
approximately 114.3 gross

request to create a'gated single-family

The subject site is located &
south of Dawn Haven Road i
subject property i

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

¢7zoned R-A-1 (Residential Agricultural — One Acre
Area) which was established by Ordinance No. 10827 and
ril 9, 1974.

ncludes RPD-6,000-7U (Residential Planned Development —
6,000 Squa 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.

12

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.

1.0 Dwelling Units per

munity Plan (“Plan”) and
2ountywide General Plan
sity analysis, which
acres), 25 to 50
ategories, the

Net Acre) land use category of the Hacienda Heights
Non-Urban (R) land use category of the Los A
(“General Plan ). Based on the applicant’s sub

percent (52.3 acres), and over 50 pe
subject property yields a maximum of

project will require a CUP since the p ¢ S the low
density threshold of nine dwelling units. < arl of compatibility W|th nonurban
hillside design criteria, the pfap op t will be required to provide a
minimum of 70 percent oper c io@2.52.215 of the County Code. As

a density-controlied develop
permanent open space. The

Conditional ; ee No. 92027 is a related request to ensure
complianc _honurban hillside management, Significant
Ecological
project
front yard setback.

wase No. 92027 is a related request to allow the removal
2 oaks) and the encroachment into the protected zone
ks).

an, labeled as “Exhibit A,” dated January 7, 2008, depicts a
ntial development of 47 single-family lots on approximately
The residential lots range in size from 5,002 square feet to
t. 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
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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 ut and 516,700 cubic
yards of fill) with a potential for 10,000 cubic yards orted material, but is
expected to be balanced onsite during grading.

14.  The project was originally submitted on January
proposing 57 homes, a private school and
from 10,583 square feet to 88,341 squ
feet. Proposed residences located n
back 155 to 350 feet. Due to the fill &

, a different developer

23,366 square
- h were set
iere also 60

(690,000 cubic yards of cut and 670,000 c : of fill) was proposed on site.

15. On November 14, 1999 th
design from 57 single-family

ific Communities, revised the

e project, with concerns related to traffic impacts
nding community expressed concern about adverse traffic
n Apple Creek Lane and existing congestion on Dawn
ad); grading impacts (concerns were raised regarding the
dramatic 3 f terrain that has a history of geologic instability); and loss of
open space en 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
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.  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.

19.  During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, staff gave a presentation stating that
the proposed development consisted of 50 dwelling units dwo open space lots and
two public facility lots on 114.3 gross acres. Staff also issues related to the
proposed development such as density transfers bg en 50 percent or greater
slopes, the creation of building pads that will ext 0. 150 feet above existing
residences, private yards being included with] ace calculations and
substantial community opposition.

20. During the January 14, 2004 public he
the proposed project exceeded the m@
of access consisting of Apple Creek Lar
the maximum with only 56 dwellmg units
proposed 50 dwelling units 3 i

21.  During the January 14, 2004
presentation detailing the hist

'impression tha o si r a park site and owned by
: e also stated that the project site would
create 68Q4 ips; ) O the existing 200 car trips a day. The

the planned removal of 0.6 acres of
ension of Apple Creek Lane that could

applicant’
existing Mule T&

homeowners and one member of the Hacienda
tion (“HHIA”), gave testimony in opposition to the
included the destruction of the existing hills and natural
wildlife, unstable hillsides which create mudslides during
of open space.

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.

24. 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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25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

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.

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 2.0f the water tank was
determined by the Rowland Water District (“RWD” sed on required water
pressure for the proposed development.

After taking public testimony, the Commissi
March 17, 2004 to allow time for the app
and work with staff and the community.

e public hearing to
proposed project

MARCH 17, 2004 PUBLIC HEARIN

ssion for the March 14, 2004
n to the project, with concerns
d surrounding hillsides from

Two comment letters were submitted to
public hearing. The two lefi& i
related to loss of open sp:
development; unstable terr.
landslides; and proposed 50
unacceptable vis

During the ic Rearing, the Commission heard a presentation
from staff pplicant’s representatives as well as the

g, staff gave a short presentation on the
hat the conceptual redesigned project still consisted of
ad significant open space preservation, as well as

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 depict fting water tank from
the east side of project to west side of project which ces grading. The project

also includes the addition of five acres of undistug ben space to a total of 83

: y onsite between 800

33. about the
ted and how the proposed

pplicant’s representative stated

with engineered stabilization

34. ission inquired from the RWD

at the proposed water tank was
d development. The Commission inquired
ink be required. The RWD stated that any
a water tank and the size of the water
f dwelling units proposed.

35. 004 public hearing, two persons testified in opposition to

36. 2004 public hearing, the applicant’s representative in rebuttal

cation of the water tank would provide optimal water pressure
for the propo evelopment 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 educe dwelling units,
reduce grading, creating private streets or driveways uce grading impacts,
and prohibiting fuel modification in Schabarum Park

40.

41.

42.

43.

Prior to the April 8, 2009 public hearing om six (6)
adjoining property owners. Concerns § include loss of open space;
destruction of surrounding | i\ - bitat for wildlife; and increased
traffic along Apple Creek La

During the April 8, 2009 public eard a presentation from
staff describing designed posed a gated single-family
residential de ' y lots, one private and future

OTP increased the removal to 126 oak
t into the protected zone of 20 oak trees

mmission on the appropriate density, grading amounts and
increased of oak trees for the proposed project also stating that the
applicant was ¥equesting 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.

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
and staff were seeking guidance on how to proceed
stated their concern with becoming “referees” betwee

ted that the applicant
the project and also
and the applicant.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the ap
staff's analysis and presentation of the pro Was,

consistent with Draft EIR. The appli tated that staff
mentioned impacts to oaks but did n i iti ich had been
approved by the Los Angeles C.
continuance of the public hearing in or:
and inconsistencies in the staff analysis.

presentative stated that

During the April 8, 2009 puf
proposed project and stated
also stated that the redesigne
the previous desig

nt gave a brief history on the
aduced grading and units. He

at is required to stabilize
was deposited onsite from

traffic along Apple Creek Lane and
c would add dust and mud through the

e proposed project would donate undisturbed open space
andfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority or the San
Gabriel M 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.
The decision to offer to donate a 10-acre parcel of the open space area to Parks &
Rec was voluntarily made by the applicant, and the transfer of that lot to Parks &
Rec is not necessary to mitigate impacts of the project, but instead was offered as
a community benefit of the project.
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49.

50.

51.

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 parties could support.

On April 22, 2009 staff received a detailed letter dg
concerns with staff's analysis of the project. Issues de
consistency with the General Plan, Plan and deve
letter also raised issues with staff's interpretatio
did not fully describe the project’s mitigation of
removed with 277 oak trees.

ribing the applicant’s
d in the letter included
ent within an SEA. The
ak mitigation plan as it
126 oak trees to be

‘Lot No. 57 (69 acres) and Lot
; arks & Rec, as mitigation for an
offsite library project propo habarum Park. Other issues
discussed included Hillside : with staff informing the
applicant that the project would Be \_ € munity benefits in order
' [ 2 dwelling units. Staff also
the mid-point density as a
sity with additional community benefits or
earance in which the applicant stated that
hin Schabarum Park to accommodate a
No. 15 to meet Los Angeles County Fire
hich requires brush clearance around an
30 feet and 200 feet. Staff inquired whether proposed
s a tot lot or private park lot, thereby eliminating the
thin Schabarum Park. The applicant declined to offer
eiterated the community benefits/amenities that the
roviding. The applicant also stated that existing homes
brush clearance, and would prepare an exhibit depicting

On June 30, 9, 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.

JULY 15, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING
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53.

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 working with the applicant to
resolve outstanding issues.

54.

55.

56.

57.

On August 6, 2009 staff submitted a hearing pa our Commission for the

August 19, 2009 continued public hearing. O

analysis. On August 11, 2009, staff met
to discuss those issues, which include
complete onsite private path to be
association (“HOA”). The proposed p
southwest lot lines of Lot No. 56. It was
correspondence from the

meowners
west and
uded, based on the additional
, 2009, that a proposed path
The applicant was also willing

public hearings heard by the Commission.
s meeting with the applicant on August 11, 2009 which
e public pedestrian access along the proposed access
iter tank lot) The open space easements that will be
“contiguous with the west and southwest lot lines of
ion of these will be located within the water tank access
tion/brush clearance that might be necessary within

requires bru earance 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
contour cuts. The Public Works representative stated that the slope cuts had been
reviewed and approved by Public Works, and recommended the applicant respond
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

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 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 maink manufactured slopes,
landscaping in common areas, private driveway a lane, private and future
street and trails.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearin i gave a brief history on
the project and discussed public benefits j
private trails to be owned and maintai
material that was inappropriately dep
No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to Parks & R
separate library project proposed within™ m Park. The applicant also
stated that they agreed to reg itigatien Oak trees, a total of 277 trees for
the removal of 126 trees (c [ ratio) and were providing 89
percent of the project as op i ~ d of both undisturbed and
disturbed terrain, that was in i
non-urban hillside f

ing, one person testified in opposition to
included project's impact to mule fat
ot provide long-term stability, project’s
he opposition stated that the proposed
opriate for hillside development that would
ing that would destroy existing sloping terrain. The

the propos
vegetation

ant’s representative stated that the project's density was
consistent ¥ "Plan, General Plan and zoning. The applicant’s representative
also stated 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
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
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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
accepting the undisturbed open space lots.

63.  During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, the Commisgi
did not want any picnic areas or benches as these are
and preferred rocks or boulders as sitting areas.

also stated that they
uld become nuisances

64. The Commission also stated that they could:
modification/brush clearance was required.y
accommodate a structure being construcig
should be treated as the Santa Moniéa N i . aller structure
should be sited on the lot that would
clearance within Schabarum Park.

this project if fuel
im Park in order to

65. On August 19, 2009, the Commissi he public hearing to September
16, 2009, and instructed stal s and conditions for approval.
The Commission also instruct i
six-foot wide public easements®
by the HOA, and

66. hearing package to your Commission
ywhich outlined three outstanding issues that

re working on as well as draft findings and conditions for

67. received a letter with exhibits from Parks & Rec,
2009, requesting that the proposed 10-acre park mitigation

'relocated to the southeast portion of the project site so that

it does
applicant
approval.

wnership of Lot No. 58 to their department prior to final map

68. 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-
mail from the applicant to the Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner
dated September 3, 2009 discussing appropriate language for the brush clearance
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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.

69. 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 state at the applicant was
requesting a continuance of the public hearing. applicant requested the
continuance to allow time for the completion of idings and conditions for
approval of the proposed project.

, one person testified in opposition

70.  During the September 16, 2009 public h

vesting issues of the tentative map.

71.  During the September 16, i County Counsel stated that the
soils and geology reports for » ( ave been approved by Public
Works. County Counsel also ‘ f the proposed water tank

Public Works.

the applicant’'s representative
county and state requirements related to
single-family residences.

72.  During the Sep

73. On September ssion continued the public hearing to
1 3 taff to work with the applicant to continue
ary draft findings and conditions for approval. The
d staff to specifically complete and submit all hearing

74. r 30, 2009 public hearing, the Commission heard a brief
presentat aff. Staff generally described the remaining issues including
condition la ge 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
ongoing discussion and completion of draft findings and conditions for approval of
the proposed project. The applicant was present but gave no testimony.
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75. 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.

76.  On September 30, 2009, the Commission continued the
21, 2009, and instructed staff to continue working wj
the necessary draft findings and conditions for a

lic hearing to October
hie applicant and complete

OCTOBER 21, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

eard a brief
ngoing discussions on the

regarding™ any fuel
, calculation and credit of the
ication” of the open space, and
Act regarding the mitigation

77. During the October 21, 2009 publi
presentation from staff. Staff furth
remaining issues including cond
modification/brush clearance within Schab:
Quimby fee, language regardig, “donation”
interpretation of the Oak
period.

ing, the Commissi

78.  During the Octob t's representative
conditions which included
79. ntinued the public hearing to December

orking with the applicant and complete
s for approval.

_ ~ rsity of housing and promotes the efficient use of
oncentrated pattern of urban development consisting of a

81. , lly suitable for the type of development and density being

accordance with the County grading ordinance, has access to a County-
maintained street, will be served by public sewers, will be provided with water
supplies and distribution facilities to meet anticipated domestic and fire protection
needs, and will have geologic hazards mitigated in accordance with the
requirements of Public Works. : ‘
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82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

- 89.

90.

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.

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 coursgs. or high value riparian
habitat.

The design of the subdivision provides for futu
cooling opportunities therein.

e or natural heating or

n the manner se
and complete exerc
within this

The division and development of the pro
will not unreasonably interfere with th

orth on this map
f public entity
since the

Pursuant to Article 3.5 of the ivisi cix.the proposed subdivision does
not contain or front upon any ~ tream, coastline, shoreline,
lake or reservoir. ‘

The discharge

sen submitted as a “vesting” tentative map. As such, it is
ns of Sections 21.38.010 through 21.38.080 of the County

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
change. Based on the Initial Study and project revisions, a Final EIR has been
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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.

91. 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 spe y identified significant
effects upon the environment. Identified signifi adverse effects can be
reduced to acceptable levels with the mitigation es identified in the Final
EIR and incorporated as conditions for this proje "

asistent with the
ed, and its
ject.

92. A Mitigation Monitoring Reporting and
conclusions and recommendations
requirements are incorporated into thé

am (“MMRP”
Final EIR was

93. The MMRP in conjunction with the Final &l fied in detail how compliance
with its measures adopted te=miti vaid potential adverse impacts to the
environment is ensured. '

94. This project has not been foun C h and wildlife resources.
Therefore, the proj ‘ ¢ " i ; partment of Fish and Game

95. ivisi iti@aed on the subdivider's compliance with the

96. ' uments an other materials constituting the record of

THEREFORE, T NAL PLANNING COMMISSION:

1. Certifies that the Final EIR was completed in compliance with CEQA and the State
and County guidelines related thereto; certifies that it independently reviewed and
considered the information contained in the Final EIR, and that the Final EIR
reflects the independent 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,
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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 -

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

DRAFT CONDITIONS:

1.

. attached reports recomm

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 déiveway and fire lane lot,
one public facility lot, one drainage basin lot and 8 open _space lots on
approximately 114.3 gross acres. The term “map dai eans the date stamped
by the Los Angeles County Department of, al Planning (“Regional
Planning”). _The subdivider or successor i@ shall conform to the
requirements of Title 21 of the Los Anggi (“County Code”)
(Subdivision Ordinance)_and the Cou Eeogram including
Drought Tolerant Landscaping and except as
specifically modified by this grant, Cor 7 and Oak
Tree Permit Case No. 92027. This a nditions set
forth_herein _below and to the condit quirements set forth _in the
Angeles County Subdivision
Angeles County Department
b-ire”), Department of Parks
Bublic Health”), as well as
< by reference. Project
set forth inAlso-conform-to-the
Case No. 92027, Oak Tree Permit Case
|lion Monitoring and Reporting Program

Committee, which consists @

and Recreation ("Parks & Rec?
Regional Planni

Condition No. 23 below, and by
0. 92027, the subdivider or_successor in interest shall
equirements of the R-A-1 (Residential Agricultural —

conform to th&minimum lot area requirements of the R-A-1 zone as depicted on
the vesting tentative map dated January 7, 2008.

The subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial
compliance with the approved vesting tentative map, dated January 7, 2008.

Permission is granted to waive minimum street frontage requirements per
Section 21.24.040 of the County Code.




VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153 PAGE 2
. Draft Conditions

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 (“Dig@ctor of Planning”) the
permanent reservation and continued perpetual tenance of required
commonly owned areas. .

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (*
and covenants to Regional Planning
compliance with applicable require

nce agreements
/alto _confirm
The

9. The subdivider or successon
maintenance of the private an

® private driveway and fire
through 56 (totaling 21.5

e 1 shall submit evidence that the conditions
nal Use Permit Case No. 92027 and Oak Tree Permit

10.

11.

g to comply with the required environmental mitigation
in the approved MMRP. Prior to recordation of the
ider or successor in interest shall submit a copy of the draft
1 mi eswhich_attaches the approved
MMRP, to th irector of Planning for review fo confirm compliance with this

conditionand-approval.

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.  iHnclude conditions in the tractsproject's 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




VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 51153 PAGE 3
Draft Conditions

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

approved by the Director of Planning 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 Lo ). 58 shall not contain
any manufactured slopes, disturbed areas or mltha eas required pursuant
to _the approved MMRP, including, but not I|m| , planting necessary to
mitigate impacts to oak trees or oak woodlands. 4 '

nal map Lot Nos.
sres of required

The subdivider or successor in interest sh T
51 and-53 through 58 consisting of
open space (89 percent_of net ar

) alalla a R & - a
> wawileiaiw J v - . o v

afa¥a' ala alli aan
- g > CHoG viwrw A

ahd-to-the-satisfactio j s Dedicate and_shall placea
note on the final map dedi , : |ghts of this area to the County.
The subdivider or successo Lalso label Lot Nos. 51 and 53

through 58 this—area as “Opé Buildi striction Area” on the final

Mber all open space lots on the
S0/ in interest shall also-and provide aceess;
hfor those open space lots to be
ers association (Lot Nos. 51 and 53
sEmfcgional Planning._ The subdivider or
t~a copy of the project's CC&Rs or other
or of Planning for review to confirm compliance with this

final map.
a minimunf
ownhed and

essor in interest shall dedicate in fee title approximately
pped open space (Lot No. 57 and 58) to Parks & Rec or a

apphcant VO arily agrees to donate 10 acres (Lot No. 58) to Parks & Rec as a
mitigation parcel for an unrelated County library project in Schabarum Park. If
this 78.3 acres of open space or any portion thereof cannot be transferred
dedicatedto Parks & Rec or a qualified conservation organization to the
satisfaction of Regional Planning, then it shall be owned and maintained by a the
homeowners association. To 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
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18.

19.

20.

21.

Planning. Copies of the dedication agreement and conservation easement
documents shall be submitted to Regional Planmnq to confirm compliance with
this condition. .

Permission is granted to create additional open space lots to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning.

As agreed to by the subdivider, Tthe subdivider or successor in interest shall
dedicate a 20six-foot-wide public pedestrian access ement alignmentalong
the northern boundary of the project site, and a si ide access easement
contiguous with the west lot line and southwest lot bf Lot No. 56 and over the
driveway of water tank Lot No. 57 as gen ghicted on the proposed
easement exhibit dated Xthat-may-be-used o-adjacent-open
space. The subdivider or successor in in t shall also ide or ensure that
at least three (3) and no more than rocks or bou
suitable for sittinq are placed wit the extent
necessary, the alignment-and-ro b, whed easement
shall be held and maintained by the : iati CCEeSSOrin
f Regional Planning. SThe
a copy of the CC&R’s or other
ieW & confirm compliance with this

documénts to the Director o
condition prior to final map rec

No fuel modificajigiat € ced o0 willshall be allewedpermitted
' 4 a structdfe to be sited on Lot No. 15. ¥

Ln - agoe aTa ala - -
- Sew

modificatics i ance of a building permit for Lot No. 15
the subdivi & shall provide evidence through an
ce plan that no fuel modification/brush

the satlsfaction of Fire, Parks & Rec, the Los Angeles
ssmner and the Director of Planning. then—ﬂNo

includes S ing details and an irrigation system in accordance with the
Gradi applicable County requirements. The subdivider or successor
in mterest sha itnclude conditions in the tract'sproject's CC&R's or maintenance
agreements which-weuldthat require continued maintenance of the plantings for
lots having planted slopes_in_accordance with County requirements. The

subdivider or successor _in_interest shall Prior-to—final-map—approval—submit a
draft copy of the document-to-bereviewed-and-approved-byproject's CC&Rs or

maintenant _agreement to Regional Planning to confirm compliance with this
condition prior to final map recordation.
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

No grading permit shall be issued prior to the recordation of a final map, unless
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
species within the front yard of each residential lot. The location and the species
of said trees shall be incorporated into a site plan o scape plan. Prior to
final map approvalrecordation, the site/landscaping plaiigshall be approved by the
Director of Planning and a bond shall be posteds Public Works or other
verification shall be submitted to the satlsfactlo ' | Planning to ensure
the planting of the required trees. \

For the posting of any performance n, inspections
related to the verification of improvempél : tructlon shall
be conducted by Regional Planni ¢ ease, the

for conditions %

: rian (“Librarian”) prior to
issuance of any \ a5 : contribution to mitigating
| jibran ' aEast San Gabriel Valley
by Chapter 22.72 at the time of payment
| Planning. The current fee amount is
0 X 47 dwelling units = $37,036.00).

Thterest may contact the Geunty-Librarian at
payment of fees.

dmpliance with Section 21152 of the California Public
2 and Section 711 of the California Fish and Game Code to
defray the of fish and wildlife protection and management incurred by the
California Department of Fish and Game. No project subject to this requirement
is final, vested or operative until the fee is paid.

The mitigation measures set forth in the “ProjectMitigation-Measures—Due—to
Environmental-Evaluation’—section—of theDraftproject's MMRP, adopted in

connection with the Final Environmental Impact Report for the project are

mcorporated and made condltlons of Vestmg Tentative Tract Map No. 51153
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28.

290.

30.

a means of ensuring the effectlveness of the mltlga’uon 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
record a covenant and agreement, and submit a draft copy to Regional Planning
for_review which attaches the approved MMRP p 0_recordation of the
covenant, agreeing to the mitigation measures of the ved MMRP.

Within three{3)30 days of approval of Vesting
the subdivider or successor in interest shall d8
Regional Planning in order to defray the cogfis
and verifying compllance wuth he-info
the approved MMRPMitigation-Meni

Tract Map No. 51153,
of $3,000.00 with
ubdivider's reports

The subdivider or successor in interest S giig Indemnify and hd I harmless
‘ from any claim, action or
ers, and employees to attack, set

proceeding against the Cougfs
aside, void or annul this trat v
whether legislative or quasi-ju§ ion T§ghrought within the applicable

) por any other applicable
the subdivider of any claim,

| "':'U deposit of $5,000.00 from which actual
deducted for the purpose of defraying the expense
cooperation in the defense, including but not limited to,

gation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of the
deposit, the subdivider shall deposit additional funds 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.

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

The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will
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be paid by subdivider according to Section 2.170.010 of the County Code.







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

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, 200 pril 8, 2009, July 15,
2009, August 19, 2009, September 16, 2009, Septer 0, 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.

lots, one private and future street lot i i lane lot, one
public facility lot, one drainage

A conditional use permit

requirements of nonurba
("SEA”) and density-controlle
exceeds 100,000 cub:c yard
hlgh retalnmg walls Y ant to Sections 22.20.440,

0 ensure compliance with the
at, Significant Ecological Area
s onsite project grading that

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

site 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.

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.

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

ation.  Single-family
22.20.410 of the Los
nsity of 47 single-family
an be accommodated

The property is depicted within the Non-Url
Net Acre) land use category of the Hac
Non-Urban (R) land use category of4
(“General Plan”). Based on the applica
provides different densities for the zero to
(62.3 acres), and over 50 pg
property yields a maximum o
units which is consistent wit
require a CUP since the pro
threshold of nine ing units

design criteria, thé

it (20.8 acres), 25 to 50 percent
slope categories, the subject
project proposes 47 dwelling

red to provide a minimum of
2.215 of the County Code. As a density-
and is required to remain as permanent

acres of permanent open space (89

P") Case No. 92027 is a related request to allow the removal
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 oot-wide public street
and will provide access to a proposed gated 64 foot vate and future street
(Lot No. 48) which will serve as main access for the t. Internal access will be
provided by a private driveway and fire lane (Laok 8) 46 feet wide. Grading
consists of 1,033,400 cubic yards (506,700 cu _

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

16. On November ]
design from 5 oposal of 50 single-family Iots two public

17.

JAN)

18. and comments on the Draft EIR were submitted to

bitat Preservation Authority, the South Coast Air Quality
and the cities of La Habra and La Habra Heights. The 13
osition to the project, with concerns related to traffic impacts
(residents in urrounding 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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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.

19. During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the Commission heard a presentation

20. During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, sta

21.

22.

23.

from staff as well as testimony from the applicant’s repr tatives as well as the

public regarding the proposed development.

presentation stating that

proposed development such as density rcent or greater
slopes, the creation of building pads t ' i
residences, private yards being ing|
substantial community opposition.

ommission inquired from staff if

, B dwelling units with one means
of access consisting of Apple

the maximum with only 56 d

proposed 50 dwell its and s

During the J ing, the applicant’s representative gave a
presentati ili _creation of the existing private parcel of
land that ' s community members were under the
i ion t e DI ‘intended for a park site and owned by

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
2due to the extension of Apple Creek Lane that could
nother location within the project site.

2004 public hearing, three members of the surrounding
commu 194! of two homeowners and one member of the Hacienda
ement Association (“HHIA”), gave testimony in opposition to the
project. Issu ised 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.

24. 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 ct of 50 lots.

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

sion inquired about the
number of dwelling

After taking public testimony, the C
March 17, 2004 to allow time for the app
and work with staff and the

edesign the proposed project

MARCH 17, 2004 PUBLIC H

n for the March 14, 2004
o the project, with concerns
ect SEA and surrounding hillsides from
1ading hills with history of mudslides and

Two comment le
public hearing
related to |

g that the conceptual redesigned project still consisted of
and had significant open space preservation, as well as
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

representative gave a
presentation which detailed an alternative j

reduced grading by 150,000 cubic yards ( alancing all grading
onsite. The alternative conceptual proje water tank from
the east side of project to west side of The project
also includes the addition of five acr total of 83
acres; and a reduction of impacts to 03 ween 800
to 1200 oak trees, to impact 70 oak trees.® ant’s representative was also
in support of private drive i ng public streets which would

further reduce grading imp

34. During the March 17, 2004 p
amount of runoff

ssion inquired about the
and how the proposed

. pplicant’s representative stated
off problem with engineered stabilization

35.
D stated that the proposed water tank was
 for the proposed development. The Commission inquired
auld a water tank be required. The RWD stated that any

pould require a water tank and the size of the water

36. 004 public hearing, two persons testified in opposition to
sed included inferior redesign; the surrounding community
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 optimal water pressure

for the proposed development and for fire protection.
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38.

39.

40.

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.

After taking public testimony, the Commission tog tter off calendar for the

41.

42.

43.

destruction of
traffic along A4

"which proposed a gated single-family
single-family lots, one private and future

690,000 cubic yards of cut and 670,000 cubic yards of fill)
rds (506,700 cubic yards of cut and 516,700 cubic yards of
onal 10,000 cubic yards of imported material listed, but
e balanced onsite.

to 1,02
fill) with
anticipated to

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.



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027 Page 8
Draft Findings

44,

45.

46.

47.

49.

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 continuance request, your
Commission preferred to defer questions and detailed discuggion on the project to the
continued public hearing, and instructed the applican sturn to the Subdivision
Committee (“SCM”), settle all differences with Staff, a K with the 4th Supervisorial
District Office.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the i d that the applicant
and staff were seeking guidance on h i roject and also

During the April 8, 2009 public hearin
staff's analysis and presentation of the
consistent with Draft EIR.
‘'mentioned impacts to oaks'
approved by the Los An
continuance of the public heariig
and inconsistencies in the staff g

spresentative  stated that staff
pak mitigation which had been
and requested a 60-day
aff and discuss the errors

the applicant gave a brief history on the

During the
proposed oject had reduced grading and units. He
also state emoving an additional 14 oak trees from

ional grading that is required to stabilize
material that was deposited onsite from

inclgdled increased traffic along Apple Creek Lane and
, construction traffic would add dust and mud through the
estruction of the surrounding wildlife habitat by the proposed
Jpposed to the project also testified against the loss of hillside

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
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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.
The decision to offer to donate a 10-acre parcel of the open space area to Parks &
Rec was voluntarily made by the applicant, and the transfer of that lot to Parks &
Rec is not necessary to mitigate impacts of the project, but instead was offered as
a_ community benefit of the project.

On April 8, 2009, after taking all public testimon
representatives and five individuals in opposition,
public hearing to July 15, 2009 and instructed stgi
the Fourth Supervisorial District Office on a desit

he applicant and his
mmission continued the
with the applicant and
could support.

On April 22, 2009 staff received a
concerns with staff's analysis of the prgj
consistency with the General Plan, 4
letter also raised issues with staff's in
did not fully describe the project’s mitigat] acing the 126 oak trees to be
removed with 277 oak trees

On June 10, 2009, and Ju
representatives to dISCUSS the
Actlng Dlrector

ith the applicant and his
pril 22, 2009 letter to the
iscussion of open space
No. 57 (69 acres) and Lot

djacent Schabarum Park. Other issues

density of 42 dwelling units. Staff also
sion has historically used the mid-point density as a
ease in density with additional community benefits or
on/Brush Clearance in which the applicant stated that
L cessary within Schabarum Park to accommodate a
e on proposed Lot No. 15 to meet Los Angeles County Fire

this lot as an amenity, and reiterated the community benefits/amenities that the
project was already providing. The applicant also stated that existing homes
nearby already require brush clearance, and would prepare an exhibit depicting
brush clearance within Schabarum Park.

On June 30, 2009, staff received a letter dated June 29, 2009, from the applicant
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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.

JULY 15, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

54.

AUGUST 19, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

nission heard a brief
lest from the applicant.
pare the Final EIR and
the public hearing to
with the applicant to

During the July 15, 2009 public hearing, the Conmn
presentation from staff which included a continuation
Staff and the applicant had been working together
resolve outstanding issues. The Commission
August 19, 2009 and instructed staff to conti
resolve outstanding issues.

55.

56.

57.

to discuss those issues, whic
complete onsite private path
association (“HOA
southwest lot li
corresponde

August 10, 2009, that a proposed path
be allowed. The applicant was also willing

, 2009 public hearing, staff gave a presentation which
of the previous public hearings heard by the Commission.
 staff's meeting with the applicant on August 11, 2009 which
ch as the public pedestrian access along the proposed access
driveway of No. 50 (water tank lot) The open space easements that will be
provided by the applicant are contiguous with the west and southwest lot lines of
Lot No. 56, and a portion of these will be located within the water tank access
road. Fuel modification/brush clearance that might be necessary within
Schabarum Park to accommodate a single-family 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
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58.

59.

60.

61,

62.

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
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 Co
had concerns with the addition of a picnic/res

ion also stated that they
ith benches as it would

the cost of HOA fees, and inquired on the

t would be required
for the proposed development. Staff sta s

imated between

landscaping in common areas, priv
street and trails.

During the August 19, 2009 ' ing, applicant gave a brief history on
the project and discussed p : 9 oject will be providing such as
a private trails to be owned ar taine tabilization grading of loose
fill material that was inappropri ‘ to voluntarily donate Lot
No. 58, a 10-acre mitigation parcel for the
separate libra Park. The applicant also
stated that t
placement ratio) and were providing 89
ich consisted of both undisturbed and
e required 70 percent open space for

¥ which may not provide long-term stability, project’s
moval mitigation. The opposition stated that the proposed
_ J units was inappropriate for hillside development that would
require rading that would destroy existing sloping terrain. The

determine survivability of replacement oak trees.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing, in rebuttal to the opposition’s
comments the 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
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63.

64.

65.

66.

68.

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
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 woul best maintained by
HOA. The applicant stated that the project was providin percent open space of
which 23 acres (22 percent) are manufactured sl he applicant also stated
that the San Gabriel Regional Mountains Conseny jad stated their interest in

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing ' issi ise, stated that they
i € nuisances

The Commission also stated that they t support this project if fuel
modification/brush clearance Schabarum Park in order to
accommodate a structure be ot No. 15 as Schabarum Park
should be treated as the Sa Viohiea, - would. A smaller structure
should be sited on the lot that b

clearance within S

s or boulders for sitting to be maintained
that prohibits any fuel modification/brush
um Park for a structure on Lot No. 15.

tinuation memo which outlined three outstanding issues that
the app were working on as well as draft findings and conditions for

approval.

On September 8, 2009, staff received a letter with exhibits from Parks & Rec,
dated September 8, 2009, requesting that the proposed 10-acre park mitigation
parcel (Lot No. 58) be relocated to the southeast portion of the project site so that
it does not include any manufactured slopes. Parks & Rec also requested that the

applicant transfer ownership of Lot No. 58 to their department prior to final map

approval.
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69. 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-
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 avas proposed condition
language from staff for the dedication of open space No. 58, a 10-acre library
mitigation parcel, to Parks & Rec and proposed co language from staff and
the applicant for fuel modification/brush clearance

70. During the September 16, 2009 public heatr

that the Commission had received
requesting a continuance of the pu
continuance to allow time for the com;
approval of the proposed project.

71.  During the September 16, 2
to the project. Issues raised
consistency between state Su
vesting issues of

approved geology report;
proved geology report and

hearing, County Counsel stated that the
sed project have been approved by Public
he location of the proposed water tank
approved by Public Works.

72.  During the Sg

73. 16, 2009 public hearing, the applicant’s representative

74.
and instructed staff to work with the applicant to continue
ssary draft findings and conditions for approval. The
structed staff to specifically complete and submit all hearing
september 24, 2009.

Commissiot
materials by

SEPTEMBER 16, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

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
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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
ongoing discussion and completion of draft findings and conditions for approval of
the proposed project. The applicant was present but gave no testimony.

ission inquired if staff
on the language for the
e and are continuing to

76. During the September 30, 2009 public hearing, the
and the applicant would be able to reach an agreeit
outstanding draft conditions. Staff stated that
diligently work with them that the draft conditio
public hearing.

77. On September 30, 2009, the Commis
21, 2009, and instructed staff to con
the necessary draft findings and condi

ing to October
nd complete

OCTOBER 21, 2009 PUBLIC HEAR!

78. During the October 21, 200 i ommission heard a brief
presentation from staff. Staff < i
remaining issue
modification/brug
Quimby fee, |
interpretatigl
period.

regarding any fuel
¢, calculation and credit of the

79. ng, the applicant’s representative
language for the outstanding conditions which included

ndition language.

80. the Gemmission continued the public hearing to December

3, d staff to continue working with the applicant and complete
then dings and conditions for approval

81. The site lly suitable for the type of development and density being
proposed, the property has adequate building sites to be developed in

accordance with the County grading ordinance, has access to a County-
maintained street, will be served by public sewers, will be provided with water
supplies and distribution facilities to meet anticipated domestic and fire protection
needs, and will have geologic hazards mitigated in accordance with the
requirements of Public Works.
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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.

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 ronmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines of the Count Los Angeles. The Initial
Study identified potentially significant effects of project on geotechnical,
biological resources, visual/landforms, traffic a and air quality/climate

prepared for this project. The Final El _
dated January 2009 and the Respong lentifies mitigation
measures to be implemented as p ’
incorporated herein by this reference,

84. The Commission reviewed ai nal EIR and found that it reflects
the independent judgment . in the Final EIR and Findings
of Fact, implementation of the ct Wi cifically identified significant
effects upon the environmen igni ;
reduced to acce easures identified in the Final

85. A Mitigatios
conclusions*®
requirements

Program (“MMRP”) consistent with the
he Final EIR was prepared, and its

86.

70. ; nave “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources. Therefore, the
proje rom California Department of Fish and Game fees pursuant
to Section 4 California Fish and Game Code.

72.  Approval of grant is conditioned on the permittee’s compliance with the
attached conditions of approval as well as the conditions of approval for Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 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
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compatibility with surrounding land uses and consistency with all applicable
General Plan policies.

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 of the Land Divisions
Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PL MISSION

CONCLUDES:

A. That the proposed use with the att tions will be

B. With the attached conditions and re € the requested use at the
th, peace, comfort, or welfare of
area, will not be materially
property of other persons
, endanger, or otherwise
| welfare;

persons residing or workif
detrimental to the use, en
located in the vicinity of the si%
constitute a menace to the publ

C. e to accommodate the yards,
lities, landscaping and other development
nty Code, or as is otherwise required in
D. erved by highways or streets of sufficient
38 necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use
: r public or private service facilities as are required;
E oject is located and designed so as to protect the safety of
munity residents, and will not create significant threats to
e to the presence of geologic, seismic, slope instability, fire,
F. psed project is compatible with the natural, biotic, cultural, scenic
and open space resources of the area;
G. That the proposed project is conveniently served by (or provides) neighborhood

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;



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027 Page 17
Draft Findings

H.

THEREFORE, TH

That the proposed development demonstrates creative and imaginative design,
resulting in a visual quality that will complement community character and benefit
current and future community residents;

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

That the requested development is designed aintain water bodies,

watercourses, and their tributaries in a natural sta

areas from development;

That roads and utilities ser e D elopment are located and
designed so as not to conflict’ abitat areas or migratory
paths.

Certifies that
and County g

in compliance with CEQA and the State
ifies that it independently reviewed and

conditions.






DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027 Exhibit “A” Date: 1-7-2008

1.

DRAFT CONDITIONS:

This grant authorizes the use of the 114.3-acre subject property for a clustered
residential subdivisiendensity-controlled development in a non urban hillside
management area within a SensitiveSignificant Ecological Area (“SEA”) and
density-controlled—development as well as onsite prOJe@t%gradmg that exceeds
100,000 cubic yards and a request for a modification to.dllow 15-foot high retaining
wall within the required front yard setback. The prope subdivision consists of a
maximum of 47 single-family lots, as depicted onsthe approved Exhibit “A” dated
January 7, 2008, and is subject to all of the foll tons of approval._The
Exhibit “A” date means the date stamped by

Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”). &

Unless otherwise apparent from the ¢
applicant and any other person, corp
including any successor in interest thereto:

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

This grant shall not be effe
permittee, and the owner of °f'
filed at the office of thetos—A
(—Regwnal—PlannmgA—thewgl affid: v te aware of, and agree to
itions of:th nditions have been recorded as

reqmred by Con equired fees have been paid pursuant to
? ing the foregoing, this condition No. 3, and

effective immediately upon final approval

Condition N
of this grant

, that aﬁ% person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of a
to Section 22.60.340 of the Los Angeles County Code

é conditions have been violated or that this grant has been
o be detrimental to the public health or safety or so as to be a

if it fmds that
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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7. 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 full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.

8. If inspections are required to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant, or
if any inspection discloses that the property is being used in violation of any
condition of this grant, the permittee shall be finangially responsible and shall

 for any enforcement efforts
necessary to bring the subject property into complianee. Inspections shall be made

The amount
charged for inspections shall be the amou%% ost at the time of

payment (currently $150.00 per mspect )

processing fees payable to the County in Jga

Notice of Determination in co&gbance wnth Sﬂ
Code for Project No. 92027%%(%’ W

with the filing and posting of a
21152 of the Public Resources

92027 The project impacts
wildlife protection
fees establishe

10.

loyees to attack set aside, void or annul this permit
pught within the applicable time period of Government

11. )

the County, the permittee shall within 10 days of the filing pay Regional Planning an
initial deposit of $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 bllled and
deducted:



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 920274 PAGE 3
Draft Conditions '

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.

related documents will

70.010 of the Los-Angeles

The cost for collection and duplication of records and
be paid by the permittee in accordance with Section

County Code-{“County-Code?).

12.  This grant shall expire unless used within tw:
map for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 5
Tract Map No. 51153 should expire withal
shall terminate upon the expiration o

ars after the récordation of the final

In the event Vesting Tentative
e recordation of a fin; map, this grant
vesting teptative map. ~ e event of

permittee is on notice that Eentitlements f the property thereaﬁerif the

map expires without recordation shaII be subje: he regulations then in effect.

13, e grade _and maintained in substantial

Regional Planning

14. ounty Code

operty—uthe R-A-1

Landscaping, Low Impact Development and Green
able Unless specmcally modified by this grant as set

uilding Ordma W
ith in these cor

15.

ns and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) and maintenance agreements
and covenan Regional Planning for review to confirm compliance with
applicable requirements prior to final map recordationand-approval. The CC&Rs
shall ircludeattach 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.

16. The subdivider or successor 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.

The permittee er-sucecessor-in-interest-shall delineate
through 58 consisting provide—a—minimum—of approx

dedicating all construction rights of this area to t
Iabel this area as “Open Space — Bunqu Re' i

78.3 acres of undeveloped
open space (Lot Nos. 57 and 5 County Department of Parks
and Recreatlon (“Ba:ks & Re a res| ible “and qualified conservation

bvoluntarily agrees to donate 10 acres (Lot
arcel for an unrelated County library project

jyional Planning, then it shall be owned and
To the extent that conservation
the approved MMRP, the conservation easement shall
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21.

22.

23.

24.

the-approval-of Regional-Planning- As agreed to by the permittee, Fthe permittee 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 depicted on the
proposed easement exhibit dated Xthat-may-be-used-forpublic-access-to-adjacent
open-space. The subdivider-or-sucecessorininterest-permittee shall also provide or
ensure that at least three (3) and no more than five (5) rocks or boulders rare
avaiable-suitable for sitting_are placed within the access g sement. To the extent
necessary, the a W rnedaccess easement
shall be held and mamtamed by the homeowne sociation er—suceesser—in
interest-orpublic-ageney-to the satisfaction of Reg nning. SThe permittee
shall submit a copy of the CC&R’s or other doct he Director of Planning
for review to confirm compliance with this conditi nal map recordation

Schabarum Park to accommodate a , to be No. 15. H-a

MO ava afaMala - N
- - - -

elearaneePrlor to_issuance ofs:

provide evidence through an app
no fuel modification/brush cle
to accommodate any structure
Rec, the Los Angeles County

lot area requirements of the R-A-1 (Residential Agricultural
equ:red Lot Area) zone m—aeee;danee—wnth—Seet&en

appropriate meéns or methods to ensure to the satlsfactlon of the Director of
Regional Planning the permanent reservation and continued perpetual maintenance
of required commonly owned areas.

As a means to further 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
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25.

L

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

interest in the commonly owned areas or a share in the corporation or voting
membership in an association owning the commonly owned areas.

All dwelling units within the density-controlled development shall be single-family
residences.

Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, the permittee shall

submit site plans covering the development shall-be-submitted-to-and-approvedfor

approval by the Director of Planning to confirm substantial compliance with the
approved Exh|b|t ‘A’ or any approved rewsed Exh;

antennas. Prior to any issuance of any buildii
elevations and major architectural features ¢
the Director of Planning, as ai

All utilities shall be placed uni
permit, the permitt

sheltered or_ osed to minimize adverse effect on nearby residences and
neighborhoods: Generator and pneumatic compressors shall be noise protected in
a manner that will minimize noise inconvenience to adjacent residences.

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

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
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

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
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 publi rivate streets.

this permit.

All construction and development withi
applicable provisions of the Buildin
electrical, plumbing, fire, grading and e
County.

All structures, walls and fen

markings, drawings, or signa
directly relate to the use of the
about the premises

en. :to public shall remain free of extraneous

In the eve
cover sald

eveloped and maintained in compliance with all applicable
require os Angeles County Department of Public Health (“Public
Health”). “Ac
satisfaction of §aid department.

If during construction 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.
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

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.

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 S
requirements to the satisfaction of Public Works.

water Mitigation Plan

periods.

During construction, the permittee shall
necessary for any transportation of he
which requires the use of oversized-tr

All graded slopes (cut and fill) shall be r
grading or building permit,
incorporated into a revised Ex

Director of Planning. The lane scap
plants, trees, and sprinkler fé’
Watering facilities h@!l consist

2

such as “bubblersZor drip ngatlo.

Fire Warfen (“Forester and Fire Warden”). Their
< P:f’?q%galance of structural diversity (e.g. trees

ty fire safety requirements, then the Director of Planning may
ower percentage of such planting shall be required. In those
areas where the Director of Planning approves a lower percentage, the amount of
such required locally indigenous vegetation shall be at least 75 percent_or as
required by the Forester and Fire Warden. The landscaping will include trees,
shrubs and ground 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.
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49.

50.

51.

~comply with the required environmental mitigation mea

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
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
ures in the approved
on of the covenant, the

Mitigation—Monitering—ProgramMMRP. Prior to reco

permittee shall submit a copy of the draft covenant
attaches the approved MMRP, to the Director of P
confirm compliance with this condition.

incorporated and made conditions of
means of ensuring the effectiveness o
submit mitigation monitoring reports to R
compliance with the reqwredg i

Within three{3)30 days of th

of reviewing the
compliance with

reports and verifying

'”"roved MMRP—'Fhe—pefmﬁtee

- < <

vvvvv






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, Sept 0, 2009 and October
21, 2009. Oak Tree Permit Case No. 92027 was oncurrently with Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 51153 and Conditional Case No. 92027.

The subject site is located at the southe Creek Lane and
south of Dawn Haven Road in the ‘Hacie t. Access to the
subject property is provided by the so Lane

The irregularly -shaped property is 114
slight to steeply sloping terrain topogra
slope density analysis, there . percent slope, 52.3 acres in 25
to 50 percent , and 41.2 acre :

Oak Tree Permit Case No. 92§
trees of the Oak ak) identified as Tree

Numbers 64 42, 258 through 261, 267
through 276 19, 320, 321, 322, 334 through 342, 359
this grant also allows the encroachment

243, 262, 318, 323, 332, 333 and 358 on
red by L. Newman Design Group, dated
vised November 26, 2007 . None of the oak {rees are

mitted®an Oak Tree Report prepared by L. Newman Design
ver 6, 2006 and revised November 26, 2007, that identifies
¢ trees on the subject property.

The Los v County Forester and Fire Warden (“County Forester”), has
reviewed th 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 managemefil »Significant Ecological
Area (“SEA”) and density-controlled development, as onsite project grading
that exceeds 100,000 cubic yards, and a request ification to allow 15-foot
high retaining wall within front yard setback.

9.

10.

11.

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

letters were in opposition g
(residents in the surroundin

ing congestion on Dawn
ere raised regarding the
sologic instability); and loss of
the 1970s, residents in the

ounty as part of the park system and
5 open space and ecological impacts).

two public facifity lots on 114.3 gross acres. Staff also ratsed 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.

representative gave a
sting private parcel of
embers were under the
rk site and owned by

13.  During the January 14, 2004 public hearing, the applic
presentation detailing the history of the creation of
land that encompasses the project site as com
impression that the project site had been inte

create 680 car trips; an increase from isti trips a day. The
applicant’s representative also discus 0.6 acres of
existing Mule fat vegetation due to t e that could
be mitigated by replanting on anothe

14.  During the January 14, 200 e members of the surrounding

i isti e one member of the Hacienda
existing hills and natural
create mudslides during

15.

16.

e and was a public benefit. The applicant's
ated that the project site could accommodate 74 dwelling
lines but is proposing a clustered project of 50 lots.

17. ‘
proposed 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”) 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.

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 a ater tank. will create
unacceptable visual impacts.

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

During the March 17, 2004 public h y ation on the
proposed project stating that the co ! j

50 single family lots and had signifi
reduction of impact to oak
grading from 690,000 cubic

or reduction in the amount of
cubic yards of cut.

During the March 17
had inquiries on during

the maximum threshold of 75 dwelling
S. The project is proposing 50 dwelling

y ” detailed an alternative conceptual project consisting of
reduced gra )y 150,000 cubic yards (11 percent), and balancing all grading
onsite. The rnative 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.
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25. 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.

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

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

27. During the March 17, 2004 public h
the project. Issues raised included
wanted to see a redesigned project tha

28. During the March 17, 2004 p
to the opposition’s testimon
hillside stabilization by remov

29. During th
modificati s adjoining Schabarum Park and how it
would be |

30. ony, the Commission took the matter off calendar for the

1 staff to take in consideration concerns expressed by the

31. 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. 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.

33.  During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the Commiss
staff describing the redesigned project which p

ard a presentation from
ed a gated single-family

residential development consisting of 47 singl e private and future
street lot, one private driveway and fire lane y lot, one drainage
basin lot and seven open space lots. T i al to 126 oak
trees (no heritage oaks) and encroacl £ 20 oak trees
(no heritage oaks). A reduction in ading, from

1,360,000 cubic yards (690,000 cubic yafe e 670,000 cubicards of fill)
to 1,023,400 cubic yards (50 i ‘ cut and 516,700 cubic yards of

34. During the April 8, i short presentation requesting
guidance from SSi nsity, grading amounts and
increased re e propose project also statlng that the

35.

a continuance and was not prepared to give testimony.
at the public hearing could be opened with testimony

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

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

37. 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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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

_the Fourth

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.

During the April 8, 2009 public hearing, the applicant g
proposed project and stated that the project had regd
also stated that the redesigned project is removingg&
the previous design of 50 lots due to additional gf
the existing terrain consisting of loose fill maj;
the adjoining subdivision’s development.

a brief history on the
grading and units. He
itional 14 oak trees from
is required to stabilize
posited onsite from

to the Puentg (4] itat Presérvation Authority or the San
Gabriel Moy i cy. The applicant also stated that they
t No. 58, a 10-acre parcel, to the Los
ecreatlon (“Parks & Rec”) as an offsite

-a r parcel of the open space area to Parks &
by the applicant, and the transfer of that lot to Parks &

r taking all public testimony from the applicant and his
‘ e individuals in opposition, the Commission continued the
public heagii 15, 2009 and instructed staff to work with the applicant and
Xisorial 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 replacing the 126 oak trees to be
removed with 277 oak trees.
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43.

44,

JU

45.

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

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

i m Park. Other issues
staff informing the
munity benefits in order
Iling units. Staff also

discussed included Hillside Management/Midpoi
applicant that the project would need to clearly staf
to increase density from the mid-point density:
stated that the Commission has historically, u:
benchmark to allow an increase in densi v iti unity benefits or
amenities and Fuel Modification/Brush Ch nce i i icant stated that
brush clearance might be necessa ‘ mmodate a
single-family residence on proposed e

Code requirements (Section 317.2.2),
existing structure between 30, feet and 20 taff inquired whether proposed
Lot No. 15 could be used a ark lot, thereby eliminating the
need for brush clearance with
this lot as an amenity, and r
project was alread idi
nearby already
brush clearanc

requesting a conti ne 009 Commission public hearing to allow
[ r ' a few remaining issues regarding the

it had been working together to prepare the Final EIR ancj
ssues. The Commission continued the public hearing to

AUGUST 19, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

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
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47.

48.

490.

50.

51.

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
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 s and seating as an
additional open space amenity.

During the August 19, 2009 public heanng, the
from staff as well as testimony from the ap
the proposed development.

During the August 19, 2009 publi
discussed the outcome of the previou
Also discussed was staff's meeting wit
discussed issues such as th
driveway of Lot No. 50 (wai
provided by the applicant are
Lot No. 56, and a portlon of tt
road. Fuel
Schabarum Park,

cess along the proposed access
| space easements that will be
st and southwest lot lines of

ght be necessary within
residence on proposed Lot No.
pde requirements (Section 317.2.2), which
isting structure between 30 feet and 200

lopes of the proposed project not having
orks representative stated that the slope cuts had been
ublic Works, and recommended the applicant respond

2009 public hearing, the Commission also stated that they
e addition of a picnic/rest area with benches as it would

the cost of 'ees, 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.

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
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

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

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 consiste both undisturbed and
disturbed terrain, that was in excess of the required percent open space for
non-urban hillside projects.

During the August 19, 2009 public hearing,
the proposed project. Issues raised
vegetation and its relocation which ma

ified in opposition to
ct to mule fat

density of 47 dwelling units was inap
require substantial grading that wou 2
opposition also raised concerns with the pri replacement oak tree mitigation
plan that would be in effec : and was not sufficient time to
determine survivability of rep

ttal to the opposition’'s
comments the t the project's density was
consistent withs ‘ nd zoning.” The applicant’s representative
also stated 4 j mitigation plan and mule fat replacement

ercent) are manufactured slopes. The applicant also stated
egional Mountains Conservancy had stated their interest in

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 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
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o7.

SEPTEMBER 16, 2009 PUBLIC HEARING

58.

59.

60.

61.

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.

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 preparesa condition requiring a
six-foot wide publicl easements with rocks or boulders for sitting to be maintained
by the HOA, and another condition that prohibj fuel modification/brush
clearance within Schabarum Park for a structur

On September 3, 2009, staff submitt

which contained a continuation memo Whi v issues that
the applicant and staff were working on ! ft findings and conditions for
approval. ]

On September 8, 2009, staff h exhibits from Parks & Rec
dated September 8, 2009, req d 10-acre park mitigation

of the project site so that
Rec also requested that the
applicant tra
approval. «

During the mber 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.



OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 92027 Page 12
Draft Findings
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.

punsel stated that the
been approved by Public
he proposed water tank

63. During the September 16, 2009 public hearing, County
soils and geology reports for the proposed prOJect h
Works. County Counsel also stated that the loc
and its stability has also been reviewed and app,

64. During the September 16, 2009 public hé S representative
stated that they would comply W|th al! goLyp ents related to

September 30, 2009, and ingtructed staff with the applicant to continue
completing the necessarys _conditions for approval. The
Commission also instructed nplete and submit all hearing

condition la modification/brush clearance within

en space, and interpretation of the Oak
Act regarding the mitigation period. Staff also stated that
a continuance of the public hearing to allow time for

67. i ¢ 30, 2009 public hearing, the Commission inquired if staff

outstanding
diligently work
public hearing.

conditions. Staff stated that they hope and are continuing to
ith them that the draft conditions could be completed for the next

68. 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.
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69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

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

modification/brush clearance within Schabarum Park, calculation and credit of the
Quimby fee, language regarding “donation” vs. “dedlcatl on ef the open space, and
interpretation of the Oak Woodland Conservation egarding the mitigation
period.

During the October 21, 2009 public hearing, 3ppli S fepresentative
discussed their proposed language for the glitstandi 1s which included

An Initial Study was prepareg j mpllance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (
("CEQA"), the State CEQA

Study identi
biological rg

effects of the project on geotechnical,
traffic and access and air quality/climate

consists of the Recirculated Draft EIR
to Comments and identifies mitigation
of the project. The Findings of Fact are
reference, as if set forth in full.

d considered the Final EIR and found that it reflects
ent of the County. As stated in the Final EIR and Findings
n of the project will result in specifically identified significant
ironment. Identified significant adverse effects can be
EIR and inc ed as conditions for this project.

A Mitigation Monitoring Reporting and Program (“MMRP”) consistent with the

conclusions and recommendations of the Final EIR was prepared, and its
requirements are incorporated into the conditions of approval for this project.
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75. The MMRP in 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.

pnstituting the record of

77. The location of the documents and other materia
i based in this matter is

proceedings upon which the Hearing Officer's d
the Department of Regional Planning (“Regio
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angelg

of such documents and materials shall ' i Land Divisions
Section, Regional Planning. ‘ ‘

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGION
CONCLUDES:

A. That construction of the pr
endangering the health of any
Chapter 22.56, P;

C. ak trees proposed will not result in soil erosion through
ased flow of surface waters which cannot be satisfactorily

mi
D. the-oak trees proposed will not be contrary to or in substantial

Atent and purpose of the oak tree permit procedure;

THEREFORE, the information submitted by the applicant and presented at the public
hearing substantiates the required findings for an oak tree permit as set forth in Section
22.56.2100 of the Los Angeles County Code (Zoning Ordinance).
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THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Oak Tree
Permit Case No. 92027 is approved subject to the attached conditions established by the
Commission







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

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

October 15, 2009

Ms. Susie Tae

Supervising Regional Planner
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Tae:

This letter hereby confirms the Department of Parks and Recreation ("Department”)
recommendation as set forth in the Parkland Obligation Report dated February 10,
2009. In that report, the Department recommends that the Regional Planning
Commission ("Commission") require the applicant to pay an in lieu fee to satisfy the
Los Angeles County Code and Quimby Act requirements to mitigate the project's
impacts on local parkland.

As we understand, at the request of the Commission, the applicant has offered to
dedicate a trail through the project site as a community benefit. The applicant has also
offered to provide 10.49 acres of the open space lot to the Department to expand
Schabarum Park, which is a regional park in the area. The applicant has requested that
either the trail or the additional acreage be credited toward its parkland obligation. As
indicated in the Department's Parkland Obligation Report, the Department recommends
against crediting either the trail or the additional acreage towards the applicant's
parkiand obligation.

Because the Department does not have any trail requirements for this area and, in fact,
is opposed to some of the trail connections shown on the applicant's proposed trail
exhibit, the Department recommends against accepting those trails as satisfaction of the
project's parkland obligation. Because the Department has determined that the 10-acre
parcel and the additional 0.49 acres being offered to Schabarum Park are unsuited for
local park use, the Department also recommends against accepting that property in
satisfaction of the project's parkland obligation.

As a point of clarification, the County Code and the Quimby.Act are intended to provide
a mechanism to mitigate a project's impact on local parkland. Schabarum Park is a
Regional Park, not a local park, which serves a different constituent group and provides -
different recreational opportunities than local parks do. The Department has
determined that the project will have an impact on local parks and, in order to mitigate
that impact, the Department recommends that the applicant pay an in lieu fee in the
amount set forth in the Parkland Obligation Report. Alternatively, the applicant could

Planning and Development Agency * 510 South Vermont Avenue « Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 « (213) 351-5198
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October 15, 2009
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elect to provide private park space, such as a "tot lot" or other similar playground or
recreational area within the boundaries of the subdivision, to serve the residents of the
project. If the applicant elected to do so, the Department would support such a private
park as providing the required parkland mitigation.

The Department has based its recommendations to the Commission on the principles
and standards for local park and recreational space. Please let us know if you have any
guestions or need any additional information. | may be reached at (213) 351-5098.




L. Newman
Design Group, Inc.

October 14, 2009

Ms. Elsa Trujillo

Project Manager

Pacific Communities Builder Inc.
1000 Dove Street, Suite 300
Newport Beach, CA 92660

RE: OTP #92-027, Mitigation Oak Trees
LNDG # 2282-01 '

Dear Ms. Trujillo:

This letter assesses the draft Oak Tree Maintenance Condition of Approval associated
with your Pacific Heights project. As drafted, the condition requires a seven-year
maintenance period that starts anew if a replacement tree dies. As discussed below, we
believe that this requirement is not necessary to ensure long-term survival of this
project’s replacement oak trees.

In establishing a nursery-grown oak tree into a landscape situation, the goal is to make
sure the tree survives the shock of the transition into the new environment and that it
grows roots from the confined root ball into the native soil, thus creating a large system
of roots that will sustain it without constant maintenance. Under ideal conditions, this can
be done in two years. That is, in two years, the tree can adapt to the new environment and
grow its branches and roots vigorously to the point that a knowledgeable observer will
recognize that the tree has survived the transition from the nursery to the field. This is
why proposed condition number 14, in the letter from the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department dated June 11, 2008, states that “the maintenance period of the trees failing
to survive two (2) years will start anew with the new replacement trees.” We agree that
this type of condition is reasonable and would likely ensure healthy replacement oak tree
growth.

However, we would recommend a three-year maintenance period as a precaution to
assure better establishment of the tree’s ability to sustain itself. Thus, an adequate
condition of approval could read that “the maintenance period of the trees failing to
survive three (3) years will start anew with the new replacement trees.” That type of
condition would be more protective than the County Fire Department’s recommendation
and is adequate from a biological perspective to assure that the replacement tree survives.

In our experience, a five-year maintenance period can be used by biologists for biological
plant restoration areas where plants are grown from seed and there is a need to determine
whether annual plants have successfully re-seeded and are sustaining a significant
population. The Pacific Heights project is not using that method and instead will be
planting actual oak trees grown in nurseries. Thus, a five-year renewal period (or a seven-
year renewal period as proposed in the project conditions) is unwarranted for this project.

B Landscape Architecture B Planning ® Horticulture ® Biological Restoration
31300 Via Colinas m Suite 104 m Westlake Village, CA 91362-3924 m Phone (818) 991-5056 W Fax {(818) 991-3478
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In summary, establishing a native oak tree can be done in two or three years depending
on the level of care and monitoring in receives in the critical first year. If a longer
maintenance period is required, e.g. five years or more, we would recommend that, if the
applicant can demonstrate that the replacement trees have become well established in two
or three years, a provision be made available that the County can sign off early on the
project’s oak tree maintenance requirements.

Sincerely,

L. Newman Design Group, Inc.
ASLA California State License #1314

John Oblinger
Certified Arborist WE-6820A

JO: kg



Cordova, Ramon

From: Silvas, Rudy

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2009 10:32 AM
To: Cordova, Ramon :

Cc: Tae, Susan

Subject: FW: Pacific Heights (TR 51153)

FYI

Rudy

From: James Flournoy [mailto:saveourcommunityinc@live.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2009 10:31 AM

To: Silvas, Rudy

Subject: RE: Pacific Heights (TR 51153)

Thanks
Will do

I know Charlie well (Charlie needs some support in getting a newversion of the handbook out)
GMED uses a cookbook 0.15 coeficient wheres the regulations indicate methods for site specific
calculations

WE know that long period-long duration ground motions are NOT included in the County's "quickie"
method

(which does work well when only short period-short duration events are postulated)

In addition the applicant provides no geological cross-sections to indicate what kind of physical structue
may be present on this hog-back ridge.No question that a designer can design a tank

The question is: What is the earth like at the tank site

The applicant has not told us

Subject: RE: Pacific Heights (TR 51153)
Date: Wed, 14 Oct 2009 09:42:49 -0700
From: rsilvas@planning.lacounty.gov
To: saveourcommunityinc@live.com

Mr. Flournoy, Ramon Cordova received a response from Charles Nestle, one of our County Engineers at County Public
Works assigned to the project who reviewed your concerns and responded with the following comments:

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



Please contact me and Ramon Cordova with any further questions. This project is scheduled to return before the
Planning Commission on October 21%.

Rudy Silvas

Principal Regional Planning Assistant

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
(213) 974-6461

rsilvas@planning.lacounty.gov

From: James Flournoy [mailto:saveourcommunityinc@live.com]
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 9:22 AM

To: Silvas, Rudy

Subject: Shakeout 2009 Thursday

Good Morning Rudy

While you are under your desk for the 2009 Shakeout drill contempate it is these ground motions and
durations that have not been considered for Pacific Heights and why they have not complied with the
Seismic Hasards Mapping Act.

Of course they did not look at Puente Hills thrust or Upper elysian park thrust either.

Cheers

Jim
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