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Specific Plan: Mt. Washington-Glassell
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PROJECT
LOCATION:

3865 Barryknoll Drive.

PROPOSED
PROJECT:

Project Permit Compliance for the construction of a 2,635-square-foot three-story 45 feet in
height single-family dwelling (including an attached 380 square-foot garage) on an
approximately 7,225 square-foot lot.

APPLICANT:

Elizabeth Herron, Elizabeth Herron Architecture

APPELLANT:

Eric Tallman

REQUESTED
ACTION:

Appeal of the Director of Planning’s approval of a Project Permit Compliance Review for the
construction of a 2,635-square-foot three-story 45 feet in height single-family dwelling (including
an attached 380 square-foot garage) on an approximately 7,225 square-foot lot.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:
1. Deny the appeal;
2. Sustain the Determination of the Director of Planning approving a Project Permit Compliance for the
construction of a 2,635-square-foot three-story 45 feet in height single-family dwelling (including an attached
380 square-foot garage) on an approximately 7,225 square-foot lot;
3. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2015-1593-MND published September 8, 2016;
4. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Program.
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ADVICE TO PUBLIC: * The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be

several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 532, City
Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are
given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commission’s Office a week prior to the
Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered
to the agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the American Disabilities Act, the City of
Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to
ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other
auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please make your
request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978
1300.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS
Appellate Decision
Pursuant to Section 11.5.7 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), appeals of Project Permit
Compliance cases are made to the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission. The decision
of the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission is final and effective as provided for in Charter
Section 245.
PROJECT SUMMARY
The project is the construction of a 2,635-square-foot three-story 45 foot in height single-family
dwelling (including an attached 380 square-foot garage) on an approximately 7,225 square-foot
lot, zoned RE11-1.
Background
The applicant filed the subject case and four (4) related Project Permit Compliance applications
for the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan on August 18, 2014, DIR-2014-3021-SPP
(3865 Barryknoll Drive), DIR-2014-3022-SPP (3871 Barryknoll Drive), DIR-2014-3024-SPP (3701
Barryknoll Drive) and DIR-2014-3025-SPP (3919 Barryknoll Drive) for the construction of five (5),
single-family residences on five legal, separate but contiguous lots (Exhibit H).
The construction of the five single family dwellings on the five lots was reviewed under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as one Project (Case No. ENV-2014-1593-MND),
which was filed on April 28, 2014. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was
prepared by EnviCraft LLC, an environmental consultant and reviewed and approved by City
Planning. On September 8, 2016, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was published.
During the 20-day publication period, nine comments were received regarding deficiencies with
the MND and the proposed mitigation measures. The comments were reviewed by the consultant
and planning staff and a Response to Comments were sent on February 23, 2017, to those who
commented. (See Exhibit E).
On January 24, 2017, the five Project Permit Compliance cases were approved by the Director of
Planning.
Environmental Process
Many of the following appeal points discuss various claims of the inadequacy of ENV-2014-1593MND (hereafter "MND”). In discussing whether the MND is inadequate CEQA uses the "Fair
Argument Standard.” If a project opponent presents Substantial Evidence that a project may result
in significant impacts, the agency must either mitigate the impact to a less than significant level
with an MND or prepare an environmental impact report (EIR). “Substantial Evidence” includes
facts, fact-related reasonable assumptions and expert opinions based on facts. According to
CEQA, substantial evidence does not include arguments, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative, clearly inaccurate or erroneous evidence or socioeconomic impacts not related to the
physical environment.1

1

Pub Res. Code. §21080; Guidelines 15384 from CEQA Deskbook .
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The City’s CEQA thresholds provide general quantitative parameters and also specific directives
such as the need to include mitigation measures to offset potential environmental impacts. What
could be mitigation measures are often regulatory compliance measures that are contained within
the City of Los Angeles Building Codes, City’s Municipal Code or Federal and State laws. Both
mitigation measures and regulatory compliance measures are incorporated into a Mitigation
Monitoring Program that is part of the MND.
It should be noted that the incorporation of mitigation measures or compliance with statutory
requirements that are contained within does not necessarily eliminate project impacts, but rather,
the mitigation/compliance measures minimizes the impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude
of the effect of the impacts on the physical environment.
Where the appeal points discuss the inadequacies of the MND the term “Project” (capitalized)
shall mean all five cases in conjunction to ENV-2014-1935-MND since the MND encompasses
the entirety of the five projects.
APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES
The appellant Eric Tallman, filed an Appeal opposing this case (DIR-2014-3018-SPP) and four
other related Barryknoll Drive project cases, as individually listed above, for the construction of
five, single-family homes on Barryknoll Drive. The appellant stated that the appeal points apply to
all of the five Barryknoll Drive projects, and therefore, for purposes of consistency, the Planning
Department has prepared one overall response that will be repeated (but modified slightly to
differentiate the subject projects), in the other appeal staff reports for all of the five Barryknoll
Drive cases. In addition, the appellant arguments in the appeal points have been paraphrased
and condensed. The entire appeal is attached as part of Exhibit A.
Appeal Point 1
The approvals of all five cases should be overturned in that they should have had an
Environmental Impact Report insomuch that this is part of an extensive development that will
occur along Barryknoll Drive. A total of 18 adjacent properties were once owned by a single owner.
The MND refers to 8 properties on Barryknoll by the same owner which has not been submitted
to the Planning Department. The Planning Department must determine if piecemealing has
occurred because of the five properties of this appeal and the 8 properties not presently filed
including the cumulative impact of all of the properties on this hillside and surrounding
neighborhoods.
Response:
Piecemealing (CEQA)
On June 25, 2013. Henry Suarez, purchased 16 vacant legal non-conforming RE11-1 zoned lots
on north side of Barryknoll Avenue in the Mount Washington/Glassell Park Specific Plan area. On
July 18, 2014, City Planning approved DIR-2013-3743-SPP, DIR-2013-3743-SPP, DIR-20133743-SPP, and ENV-2013-3744-MND for the construction of a single-family dwelling on each of
the three lots.
On August 18, 2014, approximately 14 months later, five more cases were filed (DIR-2014-3024SPP, DIR-2014-3025-SPP DIR-2014-3022-SPP DIR-2014-3021-SPP DIR-2014-3018-SPP) to
permit the construction of Project Site which were owned by Mr. Suarez, but subsequently were
sold to Mr. Scott Arkerley.
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As defined in “CEQA’s piecemealing applies to artificially dividing a single, integrated project into
segments so as not to reveal its full extent, in order to “game the system. ” 2 The object of such
piecemealing is evading otherwise required environmental review, e.g., by avoiding an EIR for
the current (and future) segments, or by reducing impact disclosures to gain approval.
Mr. Suarez, and his representative were advised by City Planning staff that the 13 remaining
vacant lots controlled by Mr. Suarez, would be considered one project per CEQA regulations.
The Initial Study would have to evaluate the potential direct and indirect impacts on the
environment from current and future development with single family dwellings. When the five
subject lots were sold to Mr. Arkerley, the Initial Study was revised to only evaluate the five subject
project impacts on the environment consistent with CEQA regulations.
The appellant is asserting that all of the 16 lots that are currently owned or owned at one time by
Mr. Suarez should have been included in the environmental review so that those impacts are
captured under cumulative impacts. The Project review of just the five subject development is not
piecemealing as defined by CEQA. All five separate applications for the five, single-family homes
on the five legal lots are under Mr. Arkerley’s ownership.
However, as part of the IS/MND process the MND evaluated any potential cumulative impacts of
all related projects along Barryknoll Drive currently under construction (the three new homes
northwest of the Project site), and any potential future project (eight new homes along Barryknoll
Drive) to the west of the Project site. The evaluation determined that the proposed Project, as
mitigated, in conjunction with the related projects, would not result in significant cumulative
impacts. Because all potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project would be mitigated
to a less than significant level, significant cumulative impacts would not occur.
The applicant has not provided facts and evidence based on facts that the previous three (3)
cases previously approved, the current five pending approval on Barryknoll Drive, or future
construction of the remaining eight lots would trigger additional impacts not covered in this MND,
or addressed by Regulatory Control Measures.
Cumulative Impacts:
“Cumulatively considerable” impacts under CEQA means that the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current and
probable future projects. As stated in Section §15130(b):
The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impact and their
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided
for the effects attributable to the project alone [emphasis added].
The initial Study evaluated cumulative impacts for the related project along Barryknoll Drive
currently under construction for three homes to the northeast of the Project site, and a potential
related project of eight new homes along Barryknoll Drive to the west of the project site. As
detailed in the MND, all of the project’s impacts (and those of the related projects) can be feasibly
mitigated to a less than significant level by either mitigation measures, or existing regulatory
compliance measures Los Angles Municipal Code and project Conditions of Approval to which
2

Fourth District Applies CEQA’s “Murky” Piecemealing Tests To Reject “Project Definition” Challenge To Park Development in
Banning Ranch Conservancy By Arthur F. Coon on January 23, 2013 http://www.ceqadevelopments.com/2013/01/23/fourth-districtapplies-ceqas-murky-piecemealing-tests-to-reject-project-definition-challenge-to-park-development-in-banning-ranch-conservancy/
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the project applicant will be required to implement. The project is conditioned to follow properly
engineered hillside construction and will comply with mitigations for fire safety, tree protection,
emergency access and ensuring haul route safety.
Because the Project would have no significant effect on the environment with the imposition of
the mitigation/regulatory compliance measures, the Project would not have the potential to
contribute to any cumulative impacts.
Environmental Impact Report:
The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (ISMND) evaluated the construction and
operation of the five new homes on Barryknoll Drive, identified various potentially significant
impacts, and established mitigation measures that would reduce the potential impacts to a less
than significant level. The ISMND also evaluated the potential for the proposed Project to result
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact in Checklist Items
III.c. (Cumulative Air Quality impacts) and XVIII.b (cumulative impacts). The evaluations of
cumulative impacts considered a related project along Barryknoll currently under construction
(three new homes to the northeast of the Project site), and a potential related project (8 new
homes along Barryknoll Drive) to the west of the Project site. The evaluation determined that the
proposed Project, as mitigated, in conjunction with the related projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts. Because all potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project
would be mitigated to a less than significant level, and significant cumulative impacts would not
occur, a MND is the appropriate level of CEQA documentation for the proposed project.
Appeal Point 2:
There are many impacts that will affect the area that are not fully addressed in the MND
specifically, emergency vehicle access, wildlife impacts and trees. In addition, 3393 Barryknoll
illegally damaged protected trees by grading near the driplines.
Response:
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, such as this MND, are prepared on a
project-by-project basis. As stated above, for the purposes of environmental review, all 5 cases
are considered as one project. The environmental issues associated with any particular project
are based on the characteristics of the project, the environmental conditions and context of the
site on which the project would be developed, and regulations associated with development of
the site. As such, not all hillside development in the City will result in significant impacts to all or
any of the CEQA reviewing areas such as aesthetics or water quality, for example. The MND
prepared for this Mt. Washington Project clearly identifies where the Project would result in a
significant impact (or not) and the mitigation measures that are required to ensure that the Project
would not result in a significant impact on the environment. The MND was prepared by an
environmental consultant and reviewed and approved by the City’s Planning Department. The
ISMND reflects the independent judgment of the City that the Project would not result in any
significant environmental impacts. The following are responses to the impacts raised by the
appellant:
Emergency Vehicle Access and Traffic Impacts.
The subject property is located along the northerly side of Barryknoll Drive, which is a
Substandard Limited Hillside Street with an existing dedicated width of 30 feet. As part of the
Baseline Hillside Ordinance provisions, (LAMC Section 12.21 C 10(i) 1) this property and the
other four properties are required to provide a three-foot dedication and the necessary widening
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and improvements (curb, gutter paving etc.) to that portion of the street fronting the five lots. The
improvements are subject to review and approval by the Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
(BOE) and Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD). In addition, before the builder can start on any
wood framing there has to be an all-weather roadway and fire hydrant access provided to the
satisfaction of LAFD. Once the necessary roadway improvements are constructed the five lots
will have at least 20 feet wide of Continuous Paved Roadway (CPR) to Division Street.
As described in the MND, the subject properties are particularly prone to fires that can grow
quickly and spread rapidly uphill from adjacent or downhill parcels. The primary access route
likely to be used by the LAFD would be Division Street, as a direct route to the Project site from
Fire Station 55 located at York Blvd and Fire Station 50 located at on Fletcher Blvd. Because
Barryknoll Drive is unimproved at Kinney Street, Kinney Street is unlikely to serve as an
emergency access route for emergency response purposes. Although the proposed Project
would not improve the full length of Barryknoll Drive to its connection with Kinney Street, it would
improve it along the Project frontage and connect with the existing improved portion of Barryknoll
Drive. The road portion of the Project would improve Fire Department access to the hillside and
Project site in the event of a fire, relative to baseline conditions.
Lastly, the Project‘s potential to adversely affect the provision of fire protection services during
construction, and once construction is completed. Mitigation Measure VIII-40 Hillside Construction
Staging and Parking Plan would ensure that the public right-of-way is not impeded (it includes a
prohibition on storing construction material in the public right-of-way), and Mitigation Measure XIV10 Public Services (Fire) would ensure that fire-fighting infrastructure and requirements are
incorporated into the project plans. It is unclear what the commenters mean when they state that
Barryknoll Canyon does not have full access, as Barryknoll Drive in the Project area extends from
approximately College Crest Walk to Kinney Street, albeit this section is largely unimproved
Traffic: Each single-family dwelling would generate 6.75 morning peak-hour trips and 9 afternoon
peak-hour trips. The total number of vehicle trips of all five dwellings is 33.75 morning peak-hour
trips and 45 afternoon peak-hour trips which does not result in any significant Level of service
(LOS) impacts, and thus, would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative traffic
impacts.
Biological (Wildlife) Impacts. The Project site is located in an urbanized area of the City and is
surrounded by existing residential development and roadway and utility infrastructure. The Project
site is undeveloped and contains some vegetation, but given the developed nature of the Project
area, the area is not used as a significant wildlife corridor. Additionally, there are no waterways in
the Project area that are used by migratory fish, and there are no wildlife nursery sites in the area.
Therefore, the Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, and no impacts related to this issue
would occur.
The project site has no known value as habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species. Thus,
the Project would not have the potential to contribute to any impacts related to migratory wildlife
corridors. Wildlife such as raccoons, coyotes, skunks and other common wildlife that may
populate the area are not considered to be sensitive or special status species in local or regional
plans, polices or regulations, or by either the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US
Fish and Wildlife Service. None of the common species listed by the appellant are endangered
species. The City California Environment Quality Act Threshold for Biological Resources does not
list the site as being located in a Sensitive Ecological Area or as a known wildlife corridor. The
appellant has not presented any evidence or statements from qualified experts that there are
endangered species located within the project site nor that the project site is biologically sensitive.
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There is no substantial evidence that the project has a significant effect on the environment
relating to biological resources and "less than significant impact” is the correct response. .
Tree Impacts. The table below lists the trees (if any) on the subject property and the four related
cases:
TREES
Case Number:

Protected Trees

Number and Species

To Be Removed

DIR-2014-3025-SPP
DIR-2014-3024-SPP
DIR-2014-3022-SPP
DIR-2014-3021-SPP
DIR-2014-3016-SPP

No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

1 Black Walnut
13 Black Walnuts
7 Black Walnuts

No
Yes, 2 only
Yes, 2 only

A total of 21 Black Walnuts are located on three of the five lots and according to the tree report
four (4) Black Walnuts were slated for removal on two of the lots.
Specifically, under Regulations 8.B.1 for tree removal:
1. Approval of Relocation/Removal of Native or Significant Trees.
a.

In addition to the required findings in Subsections C and D below, in approving a
Project Permit for a One-Family Project or for a Multi-Family Project, the Director, or
his or her designee, the City Planning Commission or the City Council on appeal shall
find that:
1) It is necessary to remove the Native or Significant Tree because its continued
existence at that location prevents the reasonable development of the subject
property; and
2) The removal of the Native or Significant Tree would not result in undesirable,
irreversible soil erosion through diversion or increased flow of surface waters which
cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

Removal of Protected Trees at 3393 Barryknoll.
In regards to removal of a Black Walnut tree caused by damage from grading activities for 3393
Barryknoll Drive, (case address filed as 3919 Barryknoll Drive, case number DIR-2014-3025-SPP,
not the subject case), the arborist and architect in an effort to preserve as many of the protected
trees as possible, erred on seeking to protect two of the trees from removal when in fact, the
grading activity occurred too close to the trees’ drip-line, which unfortunately, resulted in one tree
of the trees dying. According to Department of Urban Forestry, there were no violations after re
reviewing the issued Protected Tree permits.
This issue is not relevant to whether the MND adequately addresses the issue of tree protection
on the five lots.
In the following discussion above on emergency assess, tree protection, and wildlife protection,
pursuant to Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the appellant fails to provide facts,
reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of any
assertions made that the MND fails to identify potentially significant impacts or the potential
impacts identified are not properly mitigated or that Cumulative Impacts were not properly
analyzed.
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CONCLUSION
The case before the East Los Angeles Area Planning Commission is an appeal of the Director’s
Decision on a single-family dwelling in the Mt. Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan (and the
four related cases). The appellant in their appeal points did not address whether Director of
Planning erred in his decision relating to the regulations of Mount Washington-Glassell Park
Specific Plan or the Findings necessary for approval.
In considering the appeal points on the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the MND complies with
all the applicable substantive and procedural requirements for MNDs as set forth in the City’s
CEQA Threshold Guidelines and CEQA law. Information about the potential impacts of the project
was disclosed through the MND and circulated for public review and comment as required by law.
The appellant has no provided the necessary facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or
expert opinion supported by facts in support of any assertions made that the MND fails to identify
potentially significant impacts or the potential impacts identified are not properly mitigated or that
Cumulative Impacts were not properly analyzed.
Staff recommends to deny the appeal, and sustain the approval of the Project Permit Compliance
for the construction of a 2,635-square-foot three-story 45 feet in height single-family dwelling
(including an attached 380 square-foot garage) on an approximately 7,225 square-foot lot and
adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring Program.

EXHIBIT A
m&t.
APPLICATIONS:

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.
1.

APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION
Appellant Body:
Area Planning Commission
Regarding Case Number:

□ City Planning Commission

□ City Council

□ Director of Planning

ref.

mL SftffyUll CSr . U^kL
f/.u I Jmi
' " '

Project Address:
Final Date to Appeal:

71

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

Type of Appeal:

Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety
2.

APPELLANT INFORMATION

Company: ----------------------------------------Mailing Address: _
City:

ct llmt/n

trie

Appellant's name (print):

-------------- -------------- a----\J*7rUlst_____ Alt

Telephone:
•

3.

Zip:

@ c/ncii

E-mail:

Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

l^Self
•

State:

^o ^ ^

□ Other:

Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

□ Yes

□ No

REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION
Representative/Agent name (if applicable):
Company: _________________________
Mailing Address: ____________________
State:

City:
Telephone:

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5725/2016)

Zip:

E-mail:
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4,

JUSTIFICATION/REAS©?? FOR APPEAL
is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?
Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

X1Entire

□ Part

□ Yes

1 No

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: _______
Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

5.

© The reason for the appeal

® How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Specifically the points at issue

® Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT
I certify that the statements
Mg; cpntainedmzthis application are complete and true:
Appellant Signature:

6.

IQl?

Date:

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITiONAL (INFORMATION
Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):
o
o
o

Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
Justification/Reason for Appeal
Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o

#

Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipi(s) (required to calculate
their 85% appeal filing fee).

/Ml appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.
Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAiViC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.
A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the
CMC may not. file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only
file as an individual on behalf of self.
Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).
Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said
Commission.

©

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code 1 21151 (c)].

Base Fee:

og

Receipt No:

□ Determination authority notified

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016)

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

Date:

f {EllM
Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):

2/7/7?-

Date:

□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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Eric Tallman
DIR-2014-3018-SPP
3861 Barryknoll Dr.
Justification/Reason For Appeal

The Planning Department’s decision to approve this case DIR-2014-3018-SPP
and the other four related cases - DIR-2014-3021-SPP, DIR-2014-3022-SPP,
DIR-2014-3024-SPP and DIR-2014-3025-SPP - should be overturned. These
five properties were subject to a mitigated negative declaration - ENV-20151593-MND - but in fact they should have been subject to a more stringent
Environmental Impact Report.
Why?
These five properties are a part of much more extensive development that will
occur along the length of Barryknoll Dr. The MND refers to further building on
Barryknoll with these lines from page 52 “There is also a potential related
project that would construct eight new homes west of the proposed Project site
along Barryknoll Drive. A project application for this potential related project
has not been submitted to the Planning Department. Further development of the
Project area could occur, and would be consistent with the General Plan, and, as
applicable, mitigation would be applied at the project level.”
At least 18 contigouous properties on Barryknoll Dr., including the five under
this MND and the 8 adjacent properties to the west, were once owned by a
single owner. These five properties have changed ownership one or more
times. The Planning Dept, needs to aggressively look at the different
ownerships of these 18+ properties to see if the illegal act of piecemealing which can be defined as building smaller amounts of properties to avoid
implementing more stringent CEQA requirements such as an EIR - is
occurring.
The Planning Department also needs to acknowledge that these five properties,
plus the eight that will very likely be built, should be subject to an EIR because
of the cumulative impact this much construction will have on this hillside
terrain and surrounding neighborhoods. I live about 100 yards from this section
of Barryknoll Dr. and I don’t feel I should be subjected to any mitigations other

than those that result from a stringent EIR study and the community input that
process allows.
There are many impacts that will affect my neighborhood. They include but
aren’t limited to:

Emergency Vehicle Access
A 20’ wide hillside street - the size planned for Barryknoll Dr. in this new
construction area - is considered standard for hillside developments but this
width is frequently insufficient for a safe and smooth flow of traffic. Cars
parked along the curb reduce the width of the street to the point that it’s too
narrow for traffic to pass in both directions without one car having to pull over.
I live in the Glassell Park hillside area, about 100 yards from Barryknoll
Canyon, and when I’m driving in the hillsides I frequently have to pull over so
that cars can pass going the other direction, or I have to drive past a car who
has pulled over for me. This can be especially dangerous when emergency
vehicles need to travel on a hillside street. They can be impeded from reaching
the house where the emergency is occurring. I’ve heard of two incidences in
Glassell Park and Mt. Washington hillside areas where emergency vehicles
were unable to reach their destination, and the technicians had to walk in to
attend to the person in need. More data needs to be gathered of incidences
where emergency vehicles were unable to reach their destination on hillside
streets so there is a factual understanding of this kind of danger.

Wildlife
There are many large open spaces in Glassell Park and surrounding
neighborhoods (see attached map), including the open space around Barryknoll
Dr. They serve as an interconnected corridor throughout Northeast L.A.
through which wildlife travels as well as vital habitats where they live.
Coyotes, owls, raccoons, skunks, bobcats and foxes all depend on these
habitats. These animals are an integral part of the character of the
neighborhood where I live. All future development along Barryknoll Dr. will
disrupt and impede that interconnected corridor (see attached photo of bobcat in
Walnut Canyon, located about 200 yards from Barryknoll Dr., that was posted
on Nextdoor Glassell Park in October 2016 by a local resident). The City needs
to do a study of these open spaces, including the Barryknoll Dr. area, to
accurately understand their fimetion as a crucial part of a wildlife corridor
throughout Northeast L.A.

Trees
In March 2015 the builder of the house at 3933 Barryknoll violated the code
relating to tree driplines of protected trees. They were performing construction
well inside the tree dripline, and very close to the roots, of a large, mature
California Black Walnut tree. Despite a request from the Glassell Park
Neighborhood Council and many community members to have the City stop or
pause this construction, it continued unabated. In another nearby incident, in
the open space known as Walnut Canyon, located about 200 yards from
Barryknoll Dr., a crew working for the owner of properties there cut down
several black walnut trees in April 2015. The community reacted and the
owner stopped the cutting. These trees are a beautiful and natural part of the
neighborhood where I live. Because it is so easy for developers to ignore and
violate the codes that protect trees, the City should improve the existing system
for monitoring protected trees, or create a new system for monitoring trees more
closely. The existing system is not sufficient.
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MOUNT WASHINGTON-GLASSELL PARK SPECIFIC PLAN
PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE REVIEW
January 24, 2017
Case No.
Related Cases:

Applicant/Representative
Elizabeth Herron
Elizabeth Herron Architecture
935 W. Ave 37
Los Angeles, CA 90065

CEQA:
Location:
Council District:
Neighborhood Council:
Community Plan Area:
Land Use Designation:
Zone:
Legal Description:

Owner
Scott Akerley
6100 San Fernando Road
Glendale, CA 91201

Dl R-2014-3018-SPP
DIR-2014-3024-SPP
DIR-2014-3021 -SPP
DIR-2014-3022-SPP
DIR-2014-3025-SPP
ENV-2015-1593-MND
3861 Barryknoll Drive
1-Cedillo
Arroyo Seco
Northeast Los Angeles
Very Low Residential
R11-1
Tract 10259, Lot 22

Last Day to File an Appeal: February 8, 2017
DETERMINATION
Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.7 C, and the Mount WashingtonGlassell Park Specific Plan Ordinance 168,707, I have reviewed the proposed project and as the
designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby:
Approve with Conditions a Project Permit Compliance Review for the construction of a
2,635-square-foot three-story 45 feet in height single-family dwelling (including an
attached 380 square-foot garage) on an approximately 7,225 square-foot lot.
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2015-1593-MND as the project’s
environmental clearance pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and Section
21082 of the California Public Resources Code.
Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Program.
The project approval is based upon the attached Findings and subject to the attached conditions
of approval:

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1.

Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped “Exhibit
A,” and attached to the subject case file. No change to the plans will be made without prior
review by the Department of City Planning, Plan Implementation Division, and written
approval by the Director of Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in
writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the
Municipal Code, the project conditions, or the project permit authorization.

2.

Floor Area. As defined by the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan, Floor Area
is that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a building of a One-Family
project, including the area of stairways, shafts, covered automobile parking, and basement
storage and excluding uncovered outdoor decks. The project shall be limited to a total of
2,635 square feet in floor area including the attached 380 square-foot garage.

3.

Height. The height shall be limited to 45 feet as measured per LAMC Sections 12.03 and
12.21.1. Within six feet of the front lot line, the building height shall be limited to 15 feet.
Within six feet to 12 feet of the front lot line, the building height shall be limited to 24 feet.

4.

Front Yard Setback. The project shall observe a front yard setback of not less than five
feet.

5.

Landscape Plan:
a.

Xeriscape Requirements. The project shall comply with the xeriscape
requirements set forth under sections 12.40 through 12.43 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC).

b.

Landform Planting Design. Haul route permits are required when the import and/or
export of earth from the site exceeds 1,000 cubic yards. The applicant has
indicated that no earth material will be exported from the project site. The
combined amount of earth material to be exported for this project and the eight
related projects exceeds 1,000 cubic yards and would require a staging and
parking plan. The subject property is located within a Hillside Area and Special
Grading Area. The Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division issued a
Soils Approval Letter dated September 24, 2014 (Log Reference #82416-02), and
their conditions are incorporated herein, by reference. Mitigated Negative
Declaration No. ENV-2015-1593-MND includes mitigation measures to ensure that
the proposed project’s construction and grading impacts to public health and safety
are less than significant. To the extent feasible, the type and placement of
landscape materials on the graded slope shall conform to the standards set forth
in the Landform Grading Manual.
Fire Safety. The landscaping and preservation, relocation, and removal of Native
and Significant Trees shall not require any planting in violation of applicable fire
safety regulations.

DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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.

Maintenance of Structures and Property:
a.

Fences and Walls. Fences and walls shall be maintained in good repair and shall
be kept vertical, uniform and structurally sound. All repairs shall blend in with said
fence or wall and be compatible there within color and material. Fences
constructed of wood, metal, Masonite, or similar materials shall be uniformly
painted or stained or otherwise treated or sealed to prevent weathering or
deterioration.

b.

Henceforth, no additions or alterations shall be made to the building(s), except
those improvements normal to the proper maintenance of the buildings or as may
be required by a public agency or public health and safety, unless it meets the
requirements of Section 6, of the Specific Plan and a Project Permit has been
issued pursuant to Section 8 of the subject Ordinance.

Environmental Mitigation Conditions
7.

Tree Preservation (Project Construction) “Orange fencing” or other similarly highly
visible barrier shall be installed outside of the drip line of locally protected and significant
(truck diameter of 8 inches or greater) non-protected trees, or as may be recommended
by the Tree Expert in the Tree Report. The barrier shall be maintained throughout Project
completion, and shall not be removed until the completion and cessation of all parcel
construction

8

Tree Removal and Replacement (Locally Protected Species)

.

a.

All protected tree removals require approval from the Board of Public Works.

b.

A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of
Street Services, Department of Public Works, for review and approval (213-847
3077), prior to implementation of the Report’s recommended measures.

c.

A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be
planted for each protected tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement
trees, at the time they are planted, shall be in proportion to the canopies of the
protected tree(s) removed and shall be to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry
Division.

d.

The location of trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected
tree shall be clearly indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also
indicate the replacement tree species and further contain the phrase “Replacement
Tree” in its description.

e.

Bonding (Tree Survival):
i.

DIR-2014-3018-SPP

The applicant shall post a cash bond or other assurances acceptable to the
Bureau of Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and
the decision maker guaranteeing the survival of trees required to be
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maintained, replaced or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the
existence of continuously living trees for a minimum of three years from the
date that the bond is posted or from the date such trees are replaced or
relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall require that
the new owner post a native tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of
Engineering. Subsequently, the original owner's native tree bond may be
exonerated.
ii.

The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its
procedural guide in satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing.
Prior to exoneration of the bond, the owner of the property shall provide
evidence satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that
the native tree were properly replaced, the date of the replacement and the
survival of the replacement trees for a period of three years.

9. Tree Removal (Public Right-of-Way)

10.

a.

Removal of trees in the public right-of-way requires approval by the Board of Public
Works.

b.

The required Tree Report shall include the location, size, type, and condition of all
existing trees in the adjacent public right-of-way and shall be submitted for review
and approval by the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services,
Department of Public Works (213-847-3077).

c.

The plan shall contain measures recommended by the Tree Expert for the
preservation of as many trees as possible. Mitigation measures such as
replacement by a minimum of 24-inch box trees in the parkway and on the site, on
a 1:1 basis, shall be required for the unavoidable loss of significant (8-inch or
greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk diameter if multi-trunked, as measured
54 inches above the ground) trees in the public right-of-way.

d.

All trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry
Division standards.

Habitat Modification (Nesting Native Birds, Hillside or Rural Areas). Proposed project
activities (including disturbances to native and non-native vegetation, structures and
substrates) should take place outside of the breeding bird season which generally runs
from March 1- August 31 (as early as February 1 for raptors) to avoid take (including
disturbances which would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs and/or
young). Take means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue,
catch, capture of kill (Fish and Game Code Section 86). If project activities cannot feasibly
avoid the breeding bird season, beginning thirty days prior to the disturbance of suitable
nesting habitat, the applicant shall:
a. Arrange for weekly bird surveys to detect any protected native birds in the habitat to
be removed and any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area
(within 500 feet for raptors) as access to adjacent areas allows. The surveys shall be
conducted by a Qualified Biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird
surveys. The surveys shall continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being

DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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conducted no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work.
b.

If a protected native bird is found, the applicant shall delay all clearance/construction
disturbance activities within 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat for the observed
protected bird species (within 500 feet for suitable raptor nesting habitat) until August
31.

c.

Alternatively, the Qualified Biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate any
nests. If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest
(within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor,
shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and when there
is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. The buffer zone from the nest shall be
established in the field with flagging and stakes. Construction personnel shall be
instructed on the sensitivity of the area.

d. The applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures
described above to document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws
pertaining to the protection of native birds. Such record shall be submitted and
received into the case file for the associated discretionary action permitting the project.
11.

Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading or
building permit, the applicant shall submit a Construction Staging and Parking Plan to the
Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department for review and approval. The
plan shall identify where all construction materials, equipment, and vehicles will be stored
through the construction phase of the project, as well as where contractor, subcontractor,
and laborers will park their vehicles as to prevent blockage of two-way traffic on streets in
the vicinity of the construction site. The Construction Staging and Parking Plan shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:
a.

No construction equipment or materials shall be permitted to be stored within the public
right-of-way.

b.

If the property fronts on a designated Red Flag Street, on noticed “Red Flag” days, all
the workers shall be shuttled from an off-site area, located on a non-Red Flag Street,
to and from the site in order to keep roads open on Red Flag days.During the
excavation and grading phases, only one truck hauler shall be allowed on the site at
any one time. The drivers shall be required to follow the designated travel plan or
approved Haul Route.

c.

Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose of delivering materials,
construction-machinery, or removal of graded soil shall be limited to off-peak traffic.

d. All deliveries during construction shall be coordinated so that only one vendor/delivery
vehicle is at the site at one time, and that a construction supervisor is present at such
time.
e. A radio operator shall be on-site to coordinate the movement of material and
personnel, in order to keep the roads open for emergency vehicles, their apparatus
and neighbors.

DIR-2014-3018SPP
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f.

During all phase of construction vehicle parking and queuing related to the project
shall be as required to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, and
in substantial compliance with the Construction Staging and Parking Plan, except as
may be modified by the Department of Building and Safety or the Fire Department.

12.

Public Services (Fire) The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to
fire safety shall be incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a
plot plan for approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map
or the approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum
design features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all
structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any
dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel
from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

13.

Inadequate Emergency Access (Hillside Streets - Construction Activities)
a.

No parking shall be permitted on the street during Red Flag Days in compliance
with the "Los Angeles Fire Department Red Flag No Parking" program.

b.

All demolition and construction materials shall be stored on-site and not within the
public right-of-way during demolition, hauling, and construction operations.

NOTE: Attachment “Exhibit B” lists the regulating codes and statutes regarding
construction requirements and restrictions.
Administrative Conditions
14.

Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department
of Building and Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are
awaiting issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety for final
review and approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety shall be stamped
by Department of City Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by
the applicant, shall be retained in the subject case file.

15.

Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or
notations required herein.

16.

Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or
verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance
of any building permits, for placement in the subject file.

17.

Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of
the subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.

18.

Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director
of Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the

DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or
modifications to plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building
and Safety Plan Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance
of the project as approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the
Department of Building and Safety for Building Code Compliance, shall require a referral
of the revised plans back to the Department of City Planning for additional review and
sign-off prior to the issuance of any permit in connection with those plans.
19.

Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall
be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

20.

Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. The Applicant shall do all of
the following:
a.

Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against
the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and
approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack,
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including
from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

b. Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related
to or arising out of, in whole or part, the City’s processing and approval of the
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs.
c.

Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit.
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the
initial deposit be less than $25,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

d. Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits
may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary
by the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).
e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent
with the requirements of this condition.
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of
any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably

DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend,
indemnify or hold harmless the City.
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office
or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in
the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any
obligation imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this
condition, in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its
approval of the entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all
decisions with respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent
right to abandon or settle litigation.
For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:
“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions,
committees, employees, and volunteers.
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local
law.
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of
the City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
21.

Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, a covenant
acknowledging and agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established
herein shall be recorded in the County Recorder's Office. The agreement (standard
master covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be
binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement with the conditions
attached must be submitted to the Development Services Center for approval before being
recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall
be provided Planning Staff for attachment to the subject case file.

DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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FINDINGS
The project, located at 3861 Barryknoll Drive, proposes to construct a new 2,635 square-foot, 45
foot tall, single-family dwelling. The project includes an attached 380-square-foot garage on the
ground floor, providing two parking spaces. The subject property is situated on a down-sloping
7,225 square-foot lot. The property fronts on Barryknoll Drive, which is designated as a
Substandard Hillside Limited Street and is not fully improved. Neighboring properties are zoned
R11-1. Along the south, southeast and southwest are predominately vacant lots. To the north,
northwest and northeast are composed of single family residences.
The applicant filed the subject case and four related Project Permit Compliance applications,
(DIR-2014-3025 - 3919 Barryknoll Drive, DIR-2014-3024 - 3701 Barryknoll Drive, DIR-20143022-SPP - 3871 Barryknoll Drive and DIR-2014-3021-SPP - 3865 Barryknoll Drive), for the
construction of five, single-family residences. The lots are all contiguous as depicted on the map,
attachment A. All of the properties are under the same ownership, and therefore, reviewed as
one “Project” under the Environmental Case No. ENV-2014-1593-MND.
Attachment B, Project Summary Table, contains the project details of this project and the other
four related projects, including the total lot area, maximum floor area ratio and floor area allowed,
proposed floor area, and building height. Attachment C, Architectural Elements Table, detail the
architectural design elements for all five projects, including facade materials, design elements,
color treatment, modulation, and articulation.
The tree report indicated there are existing trees (Black Walnuts) on site which are Protected
Trees. There are no Significant Trees as defined by Section 3 of the Specific Plan. Two trees will
be removed. The remaining five trees will remain after construction.
There will be 60 cubic yards export of earth material for this project; however, the total export from
all five projects will be approximately 120 cubic yards (from two of the related projects).
Environmental impacts for all five cases are analyzed under ENV-2015-1593-MND and contain
the same conditions relative to the mitigations measures.
The subject site is within a Hillside Area, Special Grading Area, Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone, and Landslide Area. The site is located approximately .22 miles from the Raymond fault.
The proposed project is subject to the guidelines and requirements of the Mount WashingtonGlassell Park Specific Plan, footnotes contained in Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, and
the Baseline Hillside Ordinance No. 181,624, where, applicable.
The proposed residential project meets the requirements of Section 6 of the Mount WashingtonGlassell Park Specific Plan for One-Family project standards and Los Angeles Municipal Code
11.5.7, as follows:

1.

The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings,
standards, and provisions of the specific plan.
a.

Floor Area
The Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific does not permit the proposed project to
exceed the Floor Area Ratio( FAR) that is determined by the formula for lots measuring
over 5,000 to 10,000 square feet in size. Based on the formula, the maximum FAR for
the proposed project is 0.45:1. The subject lot has an area of 7,225 square feet, and
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the. 0.45 FAR allows a maximum floor area of 2,635 square feet including the attached
garage. The project does not exceed the maximum floor area allowance and therefore
complies with Section 6A of the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan.
b.

Building Height and Stepback Distances
The proposed height of the building is 45 feet, which complies with the 45-foot height
limit imposed by the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan. The Specific Plan
also limits building and structure heights within the 6-foot and 12-foot stepback
distances measured from the property line. The building is 13 feet and 9 inches tall at
6 feet and 12 feet from the property line. Therefore, the project is in compliance with
Section 6 regarding step-backs of the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan
as depicted on Exhibit A.

c.

Prevailing Front Yard Setback
The prevailing front yard setback is five feet, however the project is proposing to
provide a six foot front yard setback which complies with the prevailing front yard
setback requirements of the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan.

d.

Off-street Automobile Parking Requirements
The property currently fronts a Substandard Hillside Limited Street. The project
includes an attached 380-square foot garage, which provides two covered parking
spaces. Therefore, the project complies with off-street automobile parking
requirements in LAMC Section 12.21 C.10.

e.

Public Health and Safety
Haul route permits are required when the total import and export of earth from project
site exceeds 1,000 cubic yards. The proposed project will not require the export of
earth material from the project site; however, the total combined export of earth
material from all related cases is 180 cubic yards. This is less than 1000 cubic yards
which would require a Haul Route approval from the Department of Building and
Safety. However, per Condition of Approval number 11, the applicant is required to
follow standard haul route staging practices.

f.

Preservation, Relocation, and Removal of Native and Significant trees
A tree report prepared by the arborist Arsen Margossian, dated August 4, 2014 states
that there are seven Protected Black Walnut trees located on the subject site. As
depicted on the site plan: 1) It is necessary to remove two Native Trees because their
continued existence at that location prevents the reasonable development of the
subject property; and 2) The removal of the two Native trees would not result in
undesirable, irreversible soil erosion through divarsion or increased flow of surface
waters which cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Department of City
Planning.
Five Black Walnut will remain on the site and neither the proposed grading nor other
construction activity will occur within the driplines of these trees. In addition, a
mitigation measure requiring a barrier to be maintained throughout the grading phase
is included in the conditions of approval.

DIR-201
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The Architectural Design Elements of the Front and Rear Building Elevations
vary from the Adjacent Buildings.
The project is one of the five, single-family dwelling projects proposed by the
applicant. Attachment B contains renderings and explanation which illustrate
architectural design of each project. Attachment C Architectural Elements provides
detailed comparison of varied design elements, modulation, and articulation of this
project and the four related projects. This evidence is that five proposed single-family
homes are designed so that each home displays a unique modulation, articulation,
and a varied use of a varied palate of architectural materials so that each design
viewed as a whole does not look similar to the adjacent homes.

2. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when
necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review, which would
mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically
feasible.
A Mitigated Negative Declaration, ENV-2015-1593-MND, was prepared for the proposed
project. On the basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency including any
comments received, the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation measures
described in the MND (and incorporated into the Conditions of Approval herein), there is
no substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant effect on the
environment. The Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent
judgment and analysis. The records upon which this decision is based are with the
Environmental Review Section of the Planning Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring
Street.
OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES
All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be
established. The instant authorization is further conditioned upon the privileges being utilized
within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if such privileges are not
utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical construction work is not begun
within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits do not lapse, the authorization
shall terminate and become void.
TRANSFERABILITY
This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly
observed.
FINAL PLAN SIGN OFF AND APPROVAL
Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the San Fernando Valley. In
order to assure that you receive services without waiting, applicants are encouraged to schedule
an appointment with the Development Services Center by calling (213) 482-7077 (Figueroa
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Plaza) or (818) 374-5050 (Marvin Braude Building) San Fernando Valley or through the
Department of City Planning website at http://citvplannina.lacitv.org. The applicant is further
advised to notify any consultant representing you of this requirement.
VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR
Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction.
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.”
APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE
The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency.
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or
his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked.
The Determination in this matter will become effective and final fifteen (15) days after the
date of mailing of the Notice of Director’s Determination unless an appeal there from is filed
with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the
appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the
required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted.
Forms are available on-line at www.lacitv.org/pln.
Planning Department public offices are located at:
Downtown Office
Figueroa Plaza
201 North Figueroa Street, 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 482-7077

Valley Office
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251
Van Nuys, CA 91401
(818) 374-5050

Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the Valley. In order to assure
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by calling (213) 482-7077
or through the Department of City Planning website at http://citvplanning.lacitv.org. The applicant
is further advised to notify any consultant representing you of this requirement as well.

DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California
Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5,
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day
following the date on which the City's decision becomes final.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
Director or Planning

Reviewed by: / /

Approved by:

Blake Lamb, Senior City Planner

ory J. Shoop, City Planner

Prepared by:

it
Ondrea Tye, City Planning Associ
Ondrea.Tye@lacity.org
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PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
COUNCIL DISTRICT
LEAD CITY AGENCY
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department
1
PROJECT TITLE
CASE NO.
ENV-2015-1593-MND
DIR-2014-3018-SPP, DIR-2014-3021-SPP,
DIR-2014-3022-SPP, DIR-2014-3024-SPP,
DIR-2014-3025-SPP
PROJECT LOCATION
3861-3919 BARRYKNOLL DRIVE
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project consists of the construction of five new single-family homes on five existing vacant lots zoned RE11-1, and
approximately 470 feet of roadway improvements (20-foot roadway in 30-foot right-of-way, curb, gutter, and utilities). The lots
range in area from 5,180 square feet to 7,255 square feet. Each home would range from approximately 2,454 to 2,719
square feet. The Project would export a total of up to 550 cubic yard of soil. The requested entitlement is for a Mount
Washington Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance.

$

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY
Scott Akerley
6100 Barryknoll, LLC.
c/o Glen Oaks Escrow
6100 San Fernando Rd.
Glendale, CA 91201
FINDINGS
The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has Proposed that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for
this project because the mitigation measure(s) outlined on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse
effects to a level of insignificance.
(CONTINUED ON PAGE 2)
SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S) FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.
Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the response of the Lead City
Agency. The project decision-make may adopt the mitigated negative declaration, amend it, or require preparation of an EIR.
Any changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate findings made.
THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.
NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM
Greg Shoop
ADDRESS
200 N. SPRING STREET, 7th FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90012_________

ENV-2015-1593-MND

TITLE
City Planner
SIGNATURE (Official)

TELEPHONE NUMBER
(213) 978-1243
DATE

Sept, n,

lU
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
ENV-2015-1593-MND
MITIGATION MEASURES
In order to mitigate potential Project impacts, the following mitigation measure will be implemented:
IV-10 - Nesting Birds:
The project will result in the removal of vegetation and disturbances to the ground and therefore may result in take
of nesting native bird species. Migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty under
the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513
of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and other
migratory nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). The following measures are as recommended by
the California Department of Fish and Game:
•

Proposed project activities (including disturbances to native and non-native vegetation, structures and
substrates) should take place outside of the breeding bird season which generally runs from March 1August 31 (as early as February 1 for raptors) to avoid take (including disturbances which would cause
abandonment of active nests containing eggs and/or young). Take means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture,
or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture of kill (Fish and Game Code Section 86).

•

If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, beginning thirty days prior to the
disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, the applicant shall:
Arrange for weekly bird surveys to detect any protected native birds in the habitat to be removed
a.
and any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within 500 feet for raptors) as
access to adjacent areas allows. The surveys shall be conducted by a Qualified Biologist with experience
in conducting breeding bird surveys. The surveys shall continue on a weekly basis with the last survey
being conducted no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work.
b.
If a protected native bird is found, the applicant shall delay all clearance/construction disturbance
activities within 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat for the observed protected bird species (within 500 feet
for suitable raptor nesting habitat) until August 31.
Alternatively, the Qualified Biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate any nests. If an
c.
active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests)
or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and
juveniles have fledged and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. The buffer zone
from the nest shall be established in the field with flagging and stakes. Construction personnel shall be
instructed on the sensitivity of the area.
The applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures described above to
d.
document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to the protection of native birds.
Such record shall be submitted and received into the case file for the associated discretionary action
permitting the project.

IV-60 Tree Preservation (Project Construction)
“Orange fencing” or other similarly highly visible barrier shall be installed outside of the drip line of locally
protected and significant (truck diameter of 8 inches or greater) non-protected trees, or as may be
recommended by the Tree Expert in the Tree Report. The barrier shall be maintained throughout Project
completion, and shall not be removed until the completion and cessation of all parcel construction
activities.
IV-80

Tree Removal and Replacement (Locally Protected Species)

Environmental impacts may result due to the loss of protected trees on the site. However, these potential impacts
will be mitigated to less than significant level by the following measures:
•

All protected tree removals require approval from the Board of Public Works.
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A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services,
Department of Public Works, for review and approval (213-847-3077), prior to implementation of the
Report’s recommended measures.
A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be planted for each protected
tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement trees, at the time they are planted, shall be in
proportion to the canopies of the protected tree(s) removed and shall be to the satisfaction of the Urban
Forestry Division.
The location of trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected tree shall be clearly
indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also indicate the replacement tree species and
further contain the phrase “Replacement Tree’’in its description.
Bonding (Tree Survival):
a.

The applicant shall post a cash bond or other assurances acceptable to the Bureau of Engineering in
consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and the decision maker guaranteeing the survival of trees
required to be maintained, replaced or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the existence of
continuously living trees for a minimum of three years from the date that the bond is posted or from the
date such trees are replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall require that
the new owner post a new oak tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. Subsequently,
the original owner's oak tree bond may be exonerated.
b. The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its procedural guide in satisfaction of said
bond requirements and processing. Prior to exoneration of the bond, the owner of the property shall
provide evidence satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that the oak trees were
properly replaced, the date of the replacement and the survival of the replacement trees for a period of
three years.
IV-90 Tree Removal (Public Right-of-Way)
Removal of trees in the public right-of-way requires approval by the Board of Public Works.
The required Tree Report shall include the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees in the
adjacent public right-of-way and shall be submitted for review and approval by the Urban Forestry Division
of the Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works (213-847-3077).
The plan shall contain measures recommended by the Tree Expert for the preservation of as many trees
as possible. Mitigation measures such as replacement by a minimum of 24-inch box trees in the parkway
and on the site, on a 1:1 basis, shall be required for the unavoidable loss of significant (8-inch or greater
trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk diameter if multi-trunked, as measured 54 inches above the ground)
trees in the public right-of-way.
All trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry Division standards.
VIII-40 Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan
Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall submit a Construction Staging and
Parking Plan to the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department for review and approval. The
plan shall identify where all construction materials, equipment, and vehicles will be stored through the
construction phase of the project, as well as where contractor, subcontractor, and laborers will park their vehicles
so as to prevent blockage of two-way traffic on streets in the vicinity of the construction site. The Construction
Staging and Parking Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
•

No construction equipment or material shall be permitted to be stored within the public right-of-way

•

If the property fronts on a designated Red Flag Street, on noticed “Red Flag” days, all the workers shall be
shuttled from an off-site area, located on a non-Red Flag Street, to and from the site in order to keep
roads open on Red Flag days.

•

During the Excavation and Grading phases, only one truck hauler shall be allowed on the site at any one
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time. The drivers shall be required to follow the designated travel plan or approved Haul Route.
Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose of delivering materials, construction-machinery, or
removal of graded soil shall be limited to off-peak traffic hours, Monday through Friday only. No truck
deliveries shall be permitted on Saturdays or Sundays.
All deliveries during construction shall be coordinated so that only one vendor/delivery vehicle is at the site
at one time, and that a construction supervisor is present at such time.
A radio operator shall be on-site to coordinate the movement of material and personnel, in order to keep
the roads open for emergency vehicles, their apparatus, and neighbors.
During all phases of construction, all construction vehicle parking and queuing related to the project shall
be as required to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, and in substantial compliance
with the Construction Staging and Parking Plan, except as may be modified by the Department of Building
and Safety or the Fire Department.
XiV-10 Public Services (Fire)
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the project in Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the
following measure:
•

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be incorporated into the
building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by the Fire Department either prior
to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the
following minimum design features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all
structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest
room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the roadway of an
improved street or approved fire lane.

XVI-60 Inadequate Emergency Access (Hillside Streets - Construction Activities)
•

No parking shall be permitted on the street during Red Flag Days in compliance with the "Los Angeles Fire
Department Red Flag No Parking" program.

•

All demolition and construction materials shall be stored on-site and not within the public right-of-way
during demolition, hauling, and construction operations.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15063)
LEAD CITY AGENCY:
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES:
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE:
E N V-2015-1593-MND

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.:

COUNCIL DISTRICT:

DATE:

1
RELATED CASES:
DIR-2014-3018-SPP, DIR-2014-3021-SPP,
DIR-2014-3022-SPP, DIR-2014-3024-SPP,
DIR-2014-3025-SPP
Does have significant changes from previous actions.

□

Does NOT have significant changes from previous actions.
JEL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
NEW CONSTRUCTION OF FIVE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCES AND ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS IN THE MT.
WASHINGTON SPECIFIC PLAN AREA.
ENV PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project proposes to construct five single-family dwellings on five individual vacant lots, plus roadway improvements (20foot roadway in 30-foot right-of-way, including curb, gutter, and utilities along a 470-foot section of Barryknoll Drive). The
project is located at 3861 to 3919 Barryknoll Drive. The lots range in area from 5,180 square feet to 7,255 square feet. Each
dwelling would be between 2,454 to 2,719 square feet, including attached garage. A total of up to 550 cubic yards of earth
material could be removed from or imported to the project site.
The applicant seeks a Project Permit Compliance for the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan.
Further details are provided in the attached Initial Study Checklist Discussion.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS:
The five parcels in the project site are zoned RE11-1 and designated for Very Low Residential uses by the Northeast Los
Angeles Community Plan. The subject property is within the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan Area and is
subject to the Baseline Hillside Ordinance where the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan does not prevail.
The parcels within the Project site are vacant and down -sloping (from Barryknoll Drive) in the Hillside Area. Portions of
several parcels have slopes over 27 percent. Lot areas range from 5,180 square feet to 7,255 square feet. There are
multiple Black Walnut trees on three of the five parcels, and at least one Black Walnut tree on the street right-of-way where
roadway improvements would occur. Most trees on the parcels would remain; however, three Black Walnut trees on two of
the five lots would require removal to accommodate the new homes. The protected tree in the street right-of-way would be
removed to accommodate the roadway improvements (Barryknoll Drive fronting the five parcels is an unimproved street that
would be improved with a 20-foot roadway, curb, gutter, and utilities within a 30-foot right-of-way).
Properties located to the north, west, and south of the project site are zoned RE11-1 or R1-1. Neighboring properties to the
south, east, and west are vacant. Properties to the north are improved with single-family homes. The subject property falls
within the Hillside Special Grading Area, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and Landslide Area. The nearest fault to the
subject property is the Raymond Fault, which is located approximately .4 kilometers away from the Project site.
Further details are provided in the attached Initial Study Checklist Discussion.
PROJECT LOCATION: 3861-3919 BARRYKNOLL DRIVE
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Northeast Los Angeles
AREA PLANNING
COMMISSION:
STATUS:
East Los Angeles
£3 Does Conform to Plan
□ Preliminary
□ Does NOT Conform to Plan
□ Proposed
E3 ADOPTED
MAX DENSITY ZONING:
EXISTING ZONING: RE11-1
GENERAL PLAN LAND USE: Very Low Residential

MAX DENSITY PLAN:

CERTIFIED
NEIGHBORHOOD
COUNCIL:
Glassell Park
1 unit per lot
1 unit per lot

/

f

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

□

AESTHETICS

□

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

□

AIR QUALITY

B

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

□

CULTURAL RESOURCES

□

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

□

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS

□
□

□

□
IS

HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY
LAND USE AND PLANNING
MINERAL RESOURCES

PUBLIC SERVICES

□

RECREATION
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

□

UTILITIES
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

NOISE
POPULATION AND HOUSING

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)
Background
PROPONENT NAME:
Mr. Scott Akerley, 6100 Barryknoll LLC.

PHONE NUMBER:
(818) 497-2020

APPLICANT ADDRESS:
c/o Glen Oaks Escrow
6100 San Fernando Rd.
Glendale, CA 91201
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST:
Department of City Planning

PROPOSAL NAME (if Applicable):

DATE SUBMITTED:

(

f

APPENDIX A: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS EXPLANATION - INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST DISCUSSION

See Attached Appendix

Initial Study Checklist Discussion
Five New Single Family Residences:
3861-3919 Barryknoll Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90065
DIR-2014-3025-SPP
DIR-2014-3024-S P P
DIR-2014-3022-SPP
DIR-2014-3021-SPP
DIR-2014-3018-SPP
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INITIAL STUDY

ENV-2015-1593-MND

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

I.

Council District:

1

Lead City Agency:

Department of Planning

Project Title:

3861-3919 Barryknoll Drive: Five New Single-Family
Residences

Date:

May 2016

INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of an Initial Study
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 for the purpose of
providing decision-makers and the public with information regarding environmental effects
of proposed projects; identifying ways environmental impacts can be avoided; and
disclosing to the public why a project is approved even if it leads to environmental impacts.
The City of Los Angeles’ Department of City Planning has determined that the proposed
project is subject to CEQA and no exemptions apply. Therefore, the preparation of an
initial study is required.
An initial study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the lead agency, in consultation with
other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine whether there
is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If
the initial study concludes that the project, even with mitigation, may have a significant
effect on the environment, an environmental impact report should be prepared; otherwise
the lead agency may adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration

II.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Location
The Project site is located at 3861-3919 Barryknoll Drive (APN 5460-024-005 to 5460-024
009) in the Mount Washington/Glassell Park area of the Northeast Community Plan. The
project site is situated south and southwest of the intersection of Barryknoll Drive and
College Crest Drive and is shown on Figures 1 and 2.
B. Purpose
The purpose of the proposed Project is to construct five new single-family residences and
related improvements on the existing parcels. Related improvements include construction
of a new street (including roadway, curb, and gutter) fronting the Project (extending from
Barryknoll Drive near College Crest Drive), retaining walls, and installation of utilities.
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Figure 2: Project Site Map (Aerial Photo)
C. Description
The proposed Project would consist of the development of one single-family residence on
each of the five existing parcels (total of five single-family homes), and construction of
related improvements (street, sidewalk, retaining walls, fire lane/turn-around, driveway
improvements and installation of utilities and drainage channels). The proposed five single
family residences would be generally situated along the down-sloping side of Barryknoll
Drive. The homes at 3861 and 3865 would be two three stories measured from the rear of
the homes (downslope), and the homes at 3781,3909, and 3919 would be two stories. At
the street level, the new homes would be up to two stories high. The new single-family
homes would each include an attached garage, and low intensity diffused exterior lighting.
Further, the new homes would comply with applicable zoning, planning, and building code
requirements (no variances are anticipated).
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Single-Family Residences
The Project site (five parcels and area of roadway improvements) are shown in Figure 3
within the bolded border. The approximate lot sizes are shown in Table 1 below.
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Table 1 contains information about each proposed single-family residence.
TABLE 1: SUMMARY INFORMATION OF THE PROPOSED SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCES
Barryknoll
Case No.
Tract
Parcel
Home
Improvement
APN
Drive
Area
Height
Area (sf)2
10259
Address
Lot No.
(sf)
(feet)
3919
3909 1

DIR-2014-3025-SPP

5460-024-005

18

5,252

32

2,454

DIR-2014-3024-S PP

5460-024-006

19

6,115

28

2,719

3871

DIR-2014-3022-SPP

5460-024-007

20

5,335

32

2,454

3865

DIR-2014-3021-SPP

5460-024-008

21

5,180

38

2,535

3861
1

DI R-2014-3018-S P P

5460-024-009

22

7,255

45

2,635

Notes: 3909 Barryknoll Drive is listed in ZIMAS as 3701 Barryknoll. This appears to be an error and the situs address
may change in the future to 3909 Barryknoll Drive.
2 The new homes would have approximately 400 square feet of parking in an attached garage. Minor variations in livable
area may occur during the design phase to factor in varying lot sizes and shapes, Hillside Ordinance requirements,
Specific Plan requirements, and the desire to preserve existing protected trees where possible.
Source: City of Los Angeles, ZIMAS, 2015; Liz Herron, Architect, 2015.

j

Roadway and Other Improvements
The proposed Project would also include the following:
A. New Roadway. A 20-foot wide roadway would be constructed within the existing
unimproved roadway right-of-way (30-foot wide) along Barryknoll Drive. The
Project would also include a 3-foot dedication along the Project parcels. The
roadway improvements would be approximately 470 feet long and would extend
approximately 60 feet south of the existing terminus of Barryknoll Drive
(approximately 190 feet south of its intersection with College Crest Drive). The
new roadway would include a curb and sidewalk along the new homes, and a
curb along the opposite side.
B. Utilities. Utilities such as water, gas, storm drains, sewers, and electricity would be
installed within or along the new roadway. The proposed Project would include
establishment of new sewer and storm drain easements. The Los Angeles Fire
Department may require installation of one or more fire hydrants.
C Retaining walls. The roadway would require some cutting of the adjacent slopes
along portions of the roadway, and require the construction of retaining walls.
Retaining walls would be placed along both sides of the roadway. Retaining
walls would be up to approximately 6 feet high.
As part of the proposed Project's planning, design, and code-compliance process, various
conditions of approval would be required by the City, which would be incorporated into the
Project as project design or construction elements, including but not be limited to, the
following:
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1. Improvements within the public right-of-way would comply with the requirements of
the Bureau of Engineering.
2. Project design and site improvements would comply with Department of Building
and Safety requirements, including geotechnical recommendations in the
applicable soils report, and/or conditions provided by the Department’s Grading
Division and Zoning Division.
3. Project design and site improvements would comply with the Department of
Transportation requirements.
4. Project design plans would be subject to fire-life-safety review by the City’s Fire
Department and would comply with all related requirements of the Department.
5. Project design and construction would comply with the Department of Water and
Power’s Water System Rules and Requirements.

6. Project design would comply with Bureau of Street Lighting for meeting Street
lighting requirements.
7. Project design and construction would comply with Bureau of Sanitation for
compliance with Sewer System requirements.

8. Project design and construction would comply with requirements of the Planning
Department and Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services,
including submittal of tree reports, landscape plan, and plot plan.
9. Street lighting facilities would be installed as may be required by the Bureau of
Street Lighting.
10. The proposed Project would also comply with all other pertinent requirements of
various City Departments, including but not limited to the Fire Department,
Department of Building and Safety, Department of Water and Power,
Department of City Planning, the Department of Public Works and/or the
Department of Transportation. Furthermore, the proposed Project would comply
with all applicable local, regional, state, and federal laws, regulations, rules,
and/or requirements.
Construction Methods and Phasing
Construction of the site improvements and single-family residences would occur between
the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7.00 p.m. Monday through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. No construction would occur on Sundays or national holidays.
Material and equipment staging would occur on the Project site.
Construction of the proposed Project could occur in one phase, and the earliest
construction could start would be June 2016, with completion in the first half of 2017.
Project construction would generally occur in the following sequential sub-phases:
1. Site Preparation. The building sites would be prepared for construction, and would
include establishment of tree protection zones, limited tree removals (following
approval by the Board of Public Works), and removal of debris, if present, from
the parcels.

CEQA Initial Study
3861-3919 Barryknoll Drive

Page 6 of 60

May 2016

INITIAL STUDY

ENV-2015-1593-MND

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

2. Grading and Excavation. Limited grading and excavation in isolated areas of the
project site would occur to meet the City’s slope requirements, to grade the
roadway prior to paving improvements, and for installing of retaining wall
foundations. Excavated soils would be reused and balanced on the Project site,
processed (removal of debris and organics, and addition of amendments), and
appropriately compacted. Although most of the excavated soil would be
balanced on site, up to approximately 250 cubic yards of soil could be exported
from the roadway, up to 300 cubic yards from the five parcels (Lots 18-22), for a
total of up to approximately 550 cubic yards of soil export. Site grading and
excavation would take up to four weeks.
3. Utility Lines Installations and Roadway Improvements. Following grading, the
roadway would be improved, including installation of storm drains, sewers, water
lines, electrical lines, utility vaults, roadway base, retaining wall foundations, and
asphalt. One or more temporary power drops would be placed on the site to
provide electrical power during construction. The improvements are expected to
take up to 4 weeks to complete.
4

Foundations, Retaining Walls. Drainage and Drivewav/Roadwav Improvements.
Following completion of roadway improvements, foundations for the homes and
retaining walls would be constructed. Drilling for caissons would occur, followed
by concrete work (formwork, reinforcement, and concrete pouring). This phase is
expected to take approximately 1 month to complete.

5. Single-Family Residences. Following completion of the foundations and retaining
walls, construction of the single-family residences would commence. Major sub
phases include framing and roof construction, electrical and plumbing, exterior
work, and final finishing of the residences. This phase is expected to take up to
6 months to complete.

6. Finish Work. The last construction phase would be final exterior improvements such
installation of lighting, painting, and landscaping. This phase is expected to take
up to 4 weeks to complete.
III.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT
The Project site and vicinity are located within a residential area of the Mount
Washington/Glassell Park Specific Plan area. Barryknoll Drive between College Crest Drive
and Kinney Street is unimproved, and the parcels along this section of Barryknoll Drive are
undeveloped. Single-family residences are located along streets surrounding the Project
site, including College Crest Drive, Inglis Drive, Sundown Drive, and Hines Drive. Three
homes along Barryknoll Drive on lots 14, 16, and 17 have been approved, are currently
under construction, and are considered to be a related project. The Project site totals
approximately 1 acre (each of the five lots is zoned RE11-1 and ranges from 5,180 square
feet to 7,255 square feet, and the roadway area is approximately 14,000 square feet).
Tree reports were prepared for Lots 20, 21, and 22 (no trees are present on Lots 18 and
19). Twenty one protected trees (19 Black Walnuts trees and 1 Coast Live Oak are located
on Lots 20, 21, and 22) and one Black Walnut tree is located within the roadway right-ofway (near Lot 21). Four Black Walnut trees would be removed (one on Lot 21, two on Lot
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22, and one from the roadway right-of-way). The remaining protected trees on Lots 20,21,
and 22 would be preserved.
Barryknoll Drive is designated as a local street in the Northeast Los Angeles Community
Plan. Division Street is the closest collector street to the Project site (approximately 1 block
away).
No bodies of water are present on or adjacent to the Project site. The Project site is not
located within a fault zone area or earthquake landslide area, but is located in a very high
fire hazard severity zone.
IV.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION
The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the project will be
designed, constructed and operated following all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances
and formally adopted City standards (e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code and Bureau of
Engineering Standard Plans).
In the initial study below, a brief explanation is provided for all answers except "No Impact"
answers that are adequately and clearly supported by the information sources cited after
each question {e.g., the California Natural Diversity Database shows no sensitive species
in the project area). A "No Impact" answer is explained where it is based on projectspecific factors as well as general standards {e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on project specific screening analysis).
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

a. The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by the Regional
Projects (i.e., the proposed Project would involve environmental constraints, as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages).

X

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions X

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HydrologyA/Vater Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Public Services

Recreation

Population/Housing

X

Transportation/Traffic

CEQA Initial Study
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant Impact
Impact

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

X

b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along a
scenic highway?

X

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

X

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
A scenic vista generally provides focal views of objects, settings, or features of visual
interest; or panoramic views of large geographic areas of scenic quality, primarily from a
given vantage point. No designated scenic vistas exist on or in close proximity to the
Project site (LA City, 1999); therefore, the proposed Project would not affect a scenic
vista. Furthermore, the proposed Project would not introduce incompatible visual
elements within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially alters a view of a
scenic vista.
b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
No state-designated scenic routes (Caltrans, 2013), scenic highways (Caltrans, 2013b), or
locally designated scenic highways (LA City, 1999) are located within the vicinity of the
project site. The Northeast Community Plan designates Eagle Rock Boulevard
approximately between Avenue 40 and Colorado Boulevard as a scenic divided major
highway, presumably because this section of Eagle Rock Boulevard contains a landscaped
center median. The proposed Project is located approximately one-third of a mile southeast
of the southern terminus of this section of scenic highway, but is not discernable from Eagle
Rock Boulevard. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have an effect on a scenic
resource.
c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?
The proposed Project would construct five single-family homes on five existing parcels (1
home on each parcel) and roadway improvements in the Northeast Community Plan area of
the City of Los Angeles. The project site is zone RE11-1, low density residential and the
CEQA Initial Study
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parcels would retain the existing zoning (LA City, 2015). The new single-family residences
would be consistent with the zoning designation and would be consistent with the existing
developments in the surrounding project area. The surrounding parcels are developed with
single-family residences, some with back yards that abut the project site. Based on the
above, the proposed Project would not introduce incompatible visual elements to the Project
site or visual elements that would be incompatible with the character of the area surrounding
the Project site.
d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

A significant impact would occur if the proposed Project were to introduce a new source of
light or glare which would be incompatible with the areas surrounding the Project site. The
proposed new single-family residences would include some exterior lighting such as porch
and security lighting; however, the lighting would be low intensity and consistent with lighting
associated with similar residences in the surrounding area and neighborhood. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to create a new source of substantial light or glare that
could adversely affect day or night-time views
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

II. AGRICULTURE
AND
FOREST
RESOURCES. In determining whether
impacts on agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation. In
determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled
by the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the
Forest Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and
the
forest
carbon
measurement
methodology provided in the Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:
Prime
Farmland,
Unique
a. Convert
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?

X

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or conflict with a Williamson Act
contract?

X

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in PRC
Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined
in PRC Section 4526)?

X

d.

Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

CEQA Initial Study
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
The California Department of Conservation, under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP), prepares maps and statistical data to be used for analyzing impacts on
California's agricultural resources. The FMMP categorizes agricultural land according to soil
quality and irrigation status; the best quality land is identified as Prime Farmland. According
to the FMMP, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
exists within the City of Los Angeles (California Department of Conservation, 2010 and
2011); therefore, the proposed Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses.
b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract?
The Project site is zoned for residential uses (LA City, 2015) and a roadway, and there are
no agricultural zoning designations or agricultural uses within the Project limits or adjacent
areas. The Williamson Act applies to parcels consisting of at least 20 acres of Prime
Farmland or at least 40 acres of land not designated as Prime Farmland. The approximately
1-acre Project site is vacant and is not used for agricultural production. Consequently, the
proposed Project would not affect any land zoned for agricultural uses or land subject to a
Williamson Act contract
c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in PRC Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined in PRC Section 4526)?
The Project site is zoned for residential uses (LA City 2015) and would not conflict with
existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland. Therefore, the proposed
Project would have no impact on land zoned for forest land.
d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non
forest use?
The Project site is zoned for residential uses (LA City 2015) and does not contain
designated forest lands. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
CEQA Initial Study
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e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their
location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
As discussed above, no farmland or forest land is located on the Project site. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not involve the disruption or damage of the existing environment
that would result in the loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

AIR QUALITY.
When available, the
significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations. Would the
project:
a.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

X

Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is a non-attainment area for an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

X

d.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

X

e.

Create objectionable odors
substantial number of people?

c.

affecting

a

X

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plans?
The proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin under the jurisdiction of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD is responsible for
implementing the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to ensure state and federal air
quality standards are met. A significant impact may occur if a project is inconsistent with the
AQMP or would in some way represent a substantial hindrance to employing the policies or
obtaining the goals of the plan.
The proposed Project would develop five existing parcels with five single-family residences
(one on each parcel). The existing parcels are zoned RE11-1 and the development wouid
be consistent with site zoning, with the Northeast Community Plan (Land Use element of the
General Plan), and the Air Quality Element of the City’s General Plan. Since the AQMP
incorporates planning projections from the City (based on its General Plan), the proposed
Project would be consistent with the AQMP.
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b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?
The SCAQMD has set thresholds of significance under CEQA for reactive organic gases
(ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate
matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) emissions resulting from construction and
operation in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAQMD.
The proposed Project’s projected emissions (from construction and operation) were
projected and compared to the SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, which are a
general measure of air quality significance in the South Coast Air Basin. Emissions equal to
or greater than the thresholds are considered a significant impact on air quality.
Project emissions from construction (including grading and soil export) and operation were
modeled using CalEEMod, version 2013.2.2, which is a land use emissions model designed
to assess air quality and greenhouse gas emission impacts. CalEEMod was developed in
collaboration with the air districts of California. The CalEEMod model runs and summary
tables of the anticipated construction emissions are on file with the Planning Department.
Tables 1 through 5 in Appendix A (summaries of the CalEEMod model output) contain the
maximum daily emissions for each of the construction phases and the SCAQMD
significance threshold for the criteria pollutants. None of the construction phases would
generate emissions that exceed a significance threshold. Further, the proposed Project
would comply with the SCAQMD’s Rule 403, which requires the implementation of best
management practices to control fugitive dust during construction. Therefore, construction of
the proposed Project would not result in a significant impact to air quality.
c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
A significant impact may occur if the proposed Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the South Coast Air Basin exceeds
federal and state ambient air quality standards and has been designated as an area of non
attainment by the USEPA and/or California Air Resources Board.
As discussed above, construction emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds.
There is a related project (residential development) along Barryknoll Drive (Lots 14,16, and
17), as well as others in the general area (Mt Washington/Glassell Park specific plan area).
Although this related project on Barryknoll Drive is close to the proposed Project, the
foundations and framing for the three homes have been constructed, and these homes are
likely to be completed by the time the construction for the proposed Project starts. Thus,
substantial cumulative emissions from the overlap of construction of this related project with
that of the proposed Project are not expected. In addition, there is a potential related project
on Barryknoll to the west of the proposed Project. This potential related project would be the
construction of eight new single family homes and roadway improvements, similar to the
proposed Project. However, a project application for this potential related project has not yet
been submitted to the Planning Department. Additionally, special studies, such as geology
and soils reports and tree reports, would have to be prepared, submitted, and approved.
Furthermore, the CEQA process for the potential related project would have to be completed
following approval of the special studies. Once these requirements are met, the Planning
Department would have to undertake the project approval process, followed by the plan
check process. The time requirements for the various processes described above for the
potential related project are likely to be in excess of one and one-half years before
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construction can commence. Because the proposed Project would likely be largely
completed prior to start of the potential related project, substantial cumulative or additive
construction emissions are not likely to occur. In addition, operational emissions associated
with the related project and potential related project would be minimal and when added to
the operational emissions from the proposed Project, would not exceed the significance
thresholds for project operations. Therefore, the proposed Project in conjunction with the
related projects would not result in a significant cumulative air quality impact
Other residential projects that could be constructed in the Project area as planned for in the
City’s General Plan, like the proposed Project, are not expected to generate substantial
construction or operational emissions that could exceed the applicable significance
thresholds for those projects. As a consequence, the proposed Project is not expected to
make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant air quality impact.
d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
A significant impact may occur if construction or operation of the proposed Project generated
pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect sensitive receptors.
The proposed new single-family residences would be constructed on an approximately twothirds of an acre site situated in a hillside residential area with single-family homes in the
vicinity. The proposed Project’s construction and operational emissions were also compared
to the SCAQMD screening-level Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs), which assess a
project’s impact on ambient air quality concentrations at nearby receptors such as
residences. A project’s allowable emissions depend on the project’s site acreage and
proximity to receptors. The SCAQMD prepared a series of LST lookup tables for
hypothetical project sites ranging from 1 to 5 acres and receptor distances ranging from 25
to 500 meters. For this analysis, a 1-acre site and a receptor distance of 25 meters as most
representative of the proposed Project. As can be seen in Tables 1-6 in Appendix A, none of
the on-site Project emissions would exceed the applicable LST limit; therefore, the proposed
Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and
would result in a less than significant impact.
e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Odors area typically associated with wastewater treatment facilities, landfills, and industrial
projects involving the use of chemicals, solvents, petroleum products, or other strongscented elements used in manufacturing processes. The proposed single-family residences
are not considered to be generators of substantial odors, and would not create objectionable
odors.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

X

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal
wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

X

Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
^reservation policy or ordinance?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

X

X

X

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
A significant impact may occur if a project would remove or modify habitat for any species
identified or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the state or federal regulatory agencies cited.
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The Project site is located in within the USGS Los Angeles Quadrangle. A search of the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database for
threatened, endangered, and candidate species in the Los Angeles Quadrangle identified
several endangered or threatened species within the quadrangle, as follows:
•

southwestern willow flycatcher,

•

least Bell's vireo,

•

bank swallow,

•

coastal California gnatcatcher, and

•

California red-legged frog.

These species require riparian habitat, streams or lakes, or sage scrub, which are not
present at the Project site. The nearest riparian habitat and water source to the Project site
is the soft-bottom section of the Los Angeles River just downstream of SR-2 (approximately
1.2 miles away). Because the Project site does not contain habitat suitable for the above
species, the proposed Project would not affect candidate, threatened, or endangered
species.
The proposed Project would; however, result in the removal of trees and disturbances to the
ground and therefore may result in take of nesting native bird species if work is performed
during the nesting season. Raptors are not likely to nest in the trees on the Project site as
they usually build nests on tall structures such as in the crowns of tall trees where they have
views of the surrounding landscape. Migratory nongame native bird species are protected by
international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R
Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code
prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and other migratory nongame
birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). Mitigation measure IV-10 below would be
implemented to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to below a level of significance.
Mitigation Measure IV-10

-

Nesting Birds:

The project will result in the removal of vegetation and disturbances to the ground and
therefore may result in take of nesting native bird species. Migratory nongame native bird
species are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California
Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and
other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). The following measures
are as recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game:
•

Proposed project activities (including disturbances to native and non-native vegetation,
structures and substrates) should take place outside of the breeding bird season which
generally runs from March 1- August 31 (as early as February 1 for raptors) to avoid
take (including disturbances which would cause abandonment of active nests
containing eggs and/or young). Take means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or
attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture of kill (Fish and Game Code Section 86).

•

If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, beginning thirty days
prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, the applicant shall:

a. Arrange for weekly bird surveys to detect any protected native birds in the habitat to be
removed and any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within
500 feet for raptors) as access to adjacent areas allows. The surveys shall be conducted
by a Qualified Biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys. The surveys
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shall continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than 3 days
prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work.
b. If a protected native bird is found, the applicant shall delay all clearance/construction
disturbance activities within 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat for the observed protected
bird species (within 500 feet for suitable raptor nesting habitat) until August 31.
c. Alternatively, the Qualified Biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate any
nests. If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest
(within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall be
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and when there is no
evidence of a second attempt at nesting. The buffer zone from the nest shall be
established in the field with flagging and stakes. Construction personnel shall be instructed
on the sensitivity of the area.
d. The applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures
described above to document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws
pertaining to the protection of native birds. Such record shall be submitted and received
into the case file for the associated discretionary action permitting the project.
b. Would the project have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
The proposed Project would be located in Mount Washington and is not located within a
Significant Ecological Area or other natural community containing riparian habitat.
c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal
pools, coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?
The Project site is located in Mount Washington and is devoid of streams or water
bodies. There are no wetlands or riparian habitat within or adjacent to the project site.
d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?
A significant impact could occur if a project interferes or removes access to a migratory
wildlife corridor or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
The Project site is located in a hillside area of Los Angeles that is largely developed with
single-family residences, although the Project site and immediate areas are vacant. The
Project site is located along a primarily undeveloped street right-of-way that is surrounded by
developed parcels (with single-family residences) along Inglis Drive, Ackerman Drive,
College Crest Drive, Sundown Drive, Hines Drive, and Kinney Street. The surrounding
homes are located both downslope and upslope of the Project site, and serve as
impediments to the migration of wildlife in the vicinity of the Project site, although there are
likely to be unimpeded areas between the surrounding homes in which resident wildlife can
utilize for localized travel. Although the proposed Project would develop the site with single
family residences, the Project would not significantly interfere with or remove access to
migratory wildlife corridors because surrounding hillside development and extensive
surrounding urban development already serve as barriers or impediments to wildlife
movement in the Project vicinity.
CEQA Initial Study
3861-3919 Barryknoll Drive

Page 20 of 60

May 2016

INITIAL STUDY
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

ENV-2015-1593-MND

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
The City of Los Angeles protects the following trees within its jurisdiction:
• Oak tree including valley oak,

• Southern California Black Walnut,

• California Live Oak,

• Western Sycamore,

• Any other oak genus indigenous to
California but excluding the scrub oak,

• California Bay.

The Project site is comprised of five vacant hillside parcels and a portion of unimproved
street right-of-way. Numerous trees are located on several of the parcels, and Table 2
identifies the parcels with protected trees present and if removals are likely to be required to
complete improvements. Aside from the protected trees, there are no other native trees on
the Project site.
TABLE 2: PROTECTED TREES AT THE PROJECT SITE
Barryknoll Drive
Address

Tract 10259 Lot
No.

3919

18

3909

19

No

No

3871

20

Yes'

No

3865

21

Yes

Yes,'4 (No. 214)

3861

22

Yes

Yes^ 2 (No. 218 & 219)

Yes

At leastJ (No. 216)

+

Protected Trees Present

Removal Required?
No

Street Right-of-Way

Notes: Presence of Protected Trees is estimated based on aerialpRotos (NavigateLA), preliminary civil engineering
drawings, field visits, and Arborist Reports (2014).

Lots 18-22 were surveyed by an Arborist who identified the trees on Lots 20, 21, and 22,
whether trees would have to be removed, and if so, how may. Due the presence of protected
trees at the project site, impacts are considered potentially significant. The removal of
protected trees at the project site is considered to be a potentially significant impact unless
mitigation is provided. In order to reduce the impacts to protected trees to a less than
significant level, mitigation measures IV-60, IV-80, and IV-90 below will be implemented.
Mitigation Measure IV-60 Tree Preservation (Project Construction)
•

"Orange fencing’’ or other similarly highly visible barrier shall be installed outside of the
drip line of locally protected and significant (truck diameter of 8 inches or greater) non
protected trees, or as may be recommended by the Tree Expert in the Tree Report.
The barrier shall be maintained throughout Project completion, and shall not be
removed until the completion and cessation of all parcel construction activities.

Mitigation Measure IV-80 Tree Removal and Replacement (Locally Protected Species)
Environmental impacts may result due to the loss of protected trees on the site. However, these
potential impacts will be mitigated to less than significant level by the following measures:
• All protected tree removals require approval from the Board of Public Works.
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• A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street
Services, Department of Public Works, for review and approval (213-847-3077), prior to
implementation of the Report’s recommended measures.
• A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be planted for
each protected tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement trees, at the time they
are planted, shall be in proportion to the canopies of the protected tree(s) removed and shall
be to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division.
• The location of trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected tree shall be
clearly indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also indicate the replacement
tree species and further contain the phrase “Replacement Tree” in its description.
• Bonding (Tree Survival):
a. The applicant shall post a cash bond or other assurances acceptable to the Bureau of
Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and the decision maker
guaranteeing the survival of trees required to be maintained, replaced or relocated in
such a fashion as to assure the existence of continuously living trees fora minimum of
three years from the date that the bond is posted or from the date such trees are
replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall require that
the new owner post a new oak tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of
Engineering. Subsequently, the original owner’s oak tree bond may be exonerated.
b. The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its procedural guide in
satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing. Prior to exoneration of the bond,
the owner of the property shall provide evidence satisfactory to the City Engineer and
Urban Forestry Division that the oak trees were properly replaced, the date of the
replacement and the survival of the replacement trees for a period of three years.
Mitigation Measure IV-90 Tree Removal (Public Right-of-Way)
• Removal of trees in the public right-of-way requires approval by the Board of Public Works.
• The required Tree Report shall include the location, size, type, and condition of all existing
trees in the adjacent public right-of-way and shall be submitted for review and approval by
the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works
(213-847-3077).
• The plan shall contain measures recommended by the Tree Expert for the preservation of as
many trees as possible. Mitigation measures such as replacement by a minimum of 24-inch
box trees in the parkway and on the site, on a 1:1 basis, shall be required for the
unavoidable loss of significant (8-inch or greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk
diameter if multi-trunked, as measured 54 inches above the ground) trees in the public rightof-way.
• AH trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry Division
standards.
f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan,
natural communities conservation plan, or any other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?
No Environmental Constraint. The Project site is located within the Northwest Los
Angeles Community Plan (LA City, 1999) and is designated for residential uses. The Project
site is not located within an adopted Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) or
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). In addition, the sites are not located in or near any
Significant Ecological Area (LA County, 2014).
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.
project:

Would the

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.5?

X

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

X

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

X

d. Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?
The Project site is vacant and does not appear to have ever been developed. No historical
resources have been identified on or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, no impact to
historic resources, either direct or indirect, is anticipated.
b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?
The Project site is not in the vicinity of an Archaeological Survey Area or an Archaeological
Site (City of Los Angeles, Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Sites and Survey Areas,
1996). No archaeological resources have been identified on-site or in the vicinity of the site.
The Project site is located within a hillside area approximately 1.4 miles from the Arroyo
Seco (currently concrete lined) and 1.2 miles from the Los Angeles River. Archaeological
resources are generally located in close proximity to water, which supported ethnographic
settlements. Due to the distance from water sources and the site's elevated topography,
archaeological resources are not likely to be present on the Project site. As required by
AB52, the City sent a consultation letter to California Native American Tribes on record, and
received a response from the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kitz Nation. The
response indicated that the Kitz Nation is connected ancestrally with the Project area, and
requested a Native American Monitor be present during ground disturbing activities to
protect cultural resources that might be affected. However, the Kitz Nation response did not
provide any specific information or substantial evidence that would indicate the existence of
tribal cultural resources on this particular Project site. Thus, because no archaeological
resources have been identified on-site, and the presence of such resources are unlikely for
the reasons described above; and because no site-specific information has been submitted
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that would indicate the presence of Native American artifacts at the Project site, the
proposed Project is not expected significantly impact archaeological resources.
c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?
The Project site includes various residual soils over bedrock. Fill and surface soils are
estimated to range from 2 to 24 feet deep, depending on the location across the project site,
with bedrock below. Some of the project parcels have surface topography that may require
isolated grading in specific areas to meet City slope requirements. In addition, the street
right-of-way would require some grading. Construction of the proposed Project will also
require excavation (for foundation caissons) that would extend into the bedrock; however,
excavations into bedrock would be limited and would not be extensive. Further, no
paleontological resources are known to exist on-site or in the vicinity per the City’s
Vertebrate Paleontological Resources Map (1996). There are no unique geological features
located on or near the project site, and development of single-family residences at the
project site is not expected to encounter paleontological resources.
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
No cemeteries or burial sites are known to have occurred at the Project site (City of Los
Angeles, Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Sites and Survey Areas, 1996), and due to
the sites distance to water sources and the minimal likelihood that the project area was the
site of an ethnographic settlement; no human remains are expected to be encountered.
However, there is still a remote possibility that human remains exist in the subsurface. In
the event that and unknown burial site or human remains are found during excavation,
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that in the event of the discovery
of human remains outside of a dedicated cemetery, all ground disturbances must cease and
the county coroner must be notified. Section 7052 establishes a felony penalty for
mutilating, disinterring, or otherwise disturbing human remains, except by relatives. Sections
5097.94 and 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code specify a protocol to be followed when
the Native American Heritage Commission receives notification of a discovery of Native
American human remains from a county coroner. Compliance with existing laws regarding
the handling of human remains discovered outside of formal cemeteries are expected to
address any issues associated with the unanticipated discovery of human remains, and no
significant environmental impacts are anticipated.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving:
i.) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
state geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

X

ii.) Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

iii.) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

X

iv.) Landslides?

X

b.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoii?

X

c.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable as a
result of the project and potentially result in
an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

X

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

X

d.

e.

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems in
areas where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

CEQA Initial Study
3861-3919 Barryknoll Drive

Page 25 of 60

X

May 2016

!

INITIAL STUDY
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

ENV-2015-1593-MND

Discussion:
a. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
(i.) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the state geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
The Project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (Conservation 2007,
1977, ZIMAS). Due to the intense seismic environment of Southern California, there
is always a potential for blind thrust faults or otherwise unmapped faults that do not
have a surface trace to be present. Environmental impacts to the safety of future
occupants may result due to the Project’s location in an area of potential seismic
activity. However, the proposed Project’s design and construction are required to
comply with the seismic safety requirements in the California Building Code (CBC)
and the California Geological Survey Special Publication 117 (Guidelines for
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California [1997]), which provide
guidance for evaluating and mitigating earthquake-related hazards as approved by
the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.
(ii.) Strong seismic ground shaking?
The Project site is approximately .4 km away from the nearest fault (Raymond Fault)
but is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (ZIMAS). According to the soils
report addendum dated May 2, 2016 prepared by Robles Engineering, Inc., ground
shaking resulting from a moderate to major earthquake (Magnitude 6.0 or greater)
can be expected during the life span of the proposed structures. Due to the intense
seismic environment of Southern California, there is always a potential for blind
thrust faults or otherwise unmapped faults that do not have a surface trace to be
present. Environmental impacts to the safety of future occupants may result due to
the project's location in an area of potential seismic activity. However, the proposed
Project’s design and construction are required to comply with the seismic safety
requirements in the California Building Code (CBC) and the California Geological
Survey Special Publication 117 (Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic
Hazards in California [1997]), which provide guidance for evaluating and mitigating
earthquake-related hazards as approved by the Los Angeles Department of Building
and Safety. Therefore, impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be less than
significant.
(iii.)

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is not within a liquefaction zone (as
shown in ZIMAS); as a consequence, no impact would result.

(iv.) Landslides?
The Project site is located within a landslide zone as listed in ZIMAS (State of
California, Division of Mines and Geology), and therefore, has the potential to
expose people or structures to geotechnical hazards. However, the soils report
addendum dated May 2, 2016 prepared by Robles Engineering, Inc. and the
associated Department of Building and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report Safety
Approval Letter did not reveal the presence of ancient or recent landslides, and a
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slope evaluation did not reveal the presence of past surficial slope failures. The
proposed Project is required to comply with the Department of Building and Safety’s
Geology and Soils Report Safety Approval Letter (Log # 82416-02). Therefore, with
implementation of existing requirements and conditions contained in the 2016 soils
report addendum and associated Geology and Soils Approval letter, the proposed
Project would result in a less than significant impact.
b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
The proposed Project would require minor grading of some portions of the parcels within the
Project site in order to the City’s slope requirements. In addition, the roadway improvements
would require grading of the section of street right-of-way. Up to approximately 550 cubic
yards of soil would be exported from the Project site. Due to the presence of fill and residual
soils over the bedrock on the hillside, there is the potential for grading activities could result
in some soil erosion. However, proper grading and shoring practices during construction
must be adhered to in accordance with City regulations, the 2016 soils report addendum,
and the associated Geology and Soils Report Safety Approval Letter, which would prevent
substantial soil erosion and the loss of topsoil. Significant impacts are not anticipated.
c. Is the project located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-site or off-site
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
Aside from the potential geotechnical hazards discussed above, the Project site and area
are not known to contain unstable geologic units (ZIMAS). In addition, grading on some of
the parcels within the Project site to meet the City's slope requirements would reduce the
potential compared to existing conditions for site geology to affect downslope parcels. As a
consequence, significant geology impacts are not anticipated.
d. Is the project located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1 -B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
Expansive soils generally result from specific clay minerals that expand when saturated and
shrink when dry. Expansive clay minerals are common in the geologic deposits throughout
the Southern California region. Based on the soil classification along with in-situ moisture
content, and in-situ density, the soils report addendum dated May 2, 2016 prepared by
Robles Engineering, Inc. determined that on-site surficial soils are considered to be high in
expansion potential, and made foundation parameter recommendations to address the
expansive soil conditions. The proposed Project would be required to comply with the
International Building Code and the California Building Code, which include structural and
materials standards and foundation design requirements based upon soil conditions.
Further, the proposed Project would comply with the foundation conditions required in the
2016 soils report addendum and the associated Geology and Soils Report Safety Approval
Letter. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts.
e. Would the project have soils that are incapable of supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?
The proposed Project would include installation of sewers to serve the new homes. Sewer
would connect with existing sewers downslope of the Project site by way of existing and
proposed sewer easements, The proposed Project would not require septic systems or
alternative wastewater disposal systems.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would
the project:
Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
a.
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b.

Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion;
b. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?
The most common contributors to GHG emissions result from transportation and the
consumption of fossil fuels. The proposed Project is expected to consume additional fossil
fuel resources through electrical and natural gas usage, as well as generate additional
mobile source emissions by introducing new vehicle trips. However, it is not possible to
predict the impact on global climate change resulting from this specific and small
incremental increase in emissions due to operation of the proposed Project. Additionally, the
proposed Project includes features which will reduce the consumption of fossil fuels, such as
compliance with the LA Green Building Program and the California Building Code, thereby
reducing consumption of fossil fuels in vehicles. Therefore, the proposed Project is expected
to have a less-than-significant impact on the effect of greenhouse gases on the
environment.
b. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
The proposed Project would consume additional fossil fuel resources through electrical and
natural gas usage, as well as generate additional mobile source emissions by introducing
new vehicle trips. However, the Project is consistent with existing greenhouse gas reduction
plans or policies, including the Los Angeles Green Building Program, the California Building
Code, and as an in-fill housing project. As the Project is consistent with existing greenhouse
gas reduction policies, it is expected to have a less-than-significant impact.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

9-

h.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

X

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

X

Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25-mile of an
existing or proposed school?

X

Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

X

Be located within an airport land use plan area
or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
be within 2 miles of a public airport or public
use airport, and result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

X

Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip
and result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

X

Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

X

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
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The proposed Project would construct five single-family dwellings and would not require the
routine transport, use or disposal of materials which are flammable or hazardous outside of
the day-to-day household materials. No impact as a result.
b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
The proposed Project is a residential development that would not involve operations that
use, process, transport, or dispose of any hazardous materials. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not create a significant hazard with regards to upsetting or accidentally
releasing hazardous materials.
c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25-mile of an existing or proposed
school?
The nearest school to the Project site shown in NavigateLA is the Santa Rosa Charter
Academy middle school located at 3838 Eagle Rock Boulevard (this address is also
identified as the California Liberal Studies Middle School), which is 0.34 miles from the
Project site. The proposed Project is a residential development that would not emit
hazardous emissions or hazardous materials, and is not located within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school. No impact would occur.
d. Is the project located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA 2015b) has identified the data
resources that provide information regarding the facilities or sites identified as meeting the
"Cortese List" requirements (Cal EPA, 2014b).
• List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database
• List of Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites by County and Fiscal Year from State
Water Board GeoTracker database
• List of solid waste disposal sites identified by the State Water Board with waste
constituents above hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit.
• List of "active" Cease and Desist Orders (CDO) and Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAO)
from the State Water Board
• List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5
of the Health and Safety Code, identified by DTSC.
The Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List maintained by the DTSC Information was
downloaded from the DTSC EnviroStor website (DTSC, 2015), and reviewed. The Project
site is not listed in the Hazardous Waste and Substance Site.
The Leaking Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Sites contained in the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database was queried (February, 2015) by
zip code or city, and the Project site is not contained in the Leaking Underground Storage
Tank Cleanup Site list (SWRCB, 2015).
The list of solid waste disposal sites identified by the SWRCB with waste constituents above
hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit (SWRCB, 2015b) was
reviewed, and the Project site was not contained in the list.
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The list of "active" CDOs and CAOs from the SWRCB (SWRCB, 2015b) was downloaded
on November 20, 2014 and reviewed (sorted and searched). The Project site is not
contained in the list of "active" CDO and CAO.
The DTSC list of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section
25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code (DTSC, 2015b) contains only two facilities, and the
Project site is not included in this list.
Based on the reviews of the specific lists that currently comprise the Cortese List, The
Project site is not contained on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5.
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
The proposed Project is not located within an airport hazard zone (ZIMAS). Furthermore, the
Project site is not located within an airport land use plan boundary. Therefore, no impact will
occur.
f. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
This proposed Project is not located near a private airstrip. As such, no impact would result
for people working or residing in the area.
g. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
The proposed Project is a residential development on five existing vacant parcels and
roadway improvements on Barryknoll Street, which would not interfere with any emergency
response routes, or evacuation plans. The proposed Project does not include permanent
changes to a public thoroughfare that could impair access to a route heavily relied on by
emergency services. Furthermore, the proposed Project, including the new roadway
improvements, would be required to meet all fire and safety requirements of the Department
of Building and Safety, the Los Angeles Police Department, and the Los Angeles Fire
Department. Further, the Project area is a hillside area with some narrow local streets.
During construction, there could be some temporary localized traffic interruptions which
could adversely affect emergency service provider routing, which is considered a potentially
significant impact. However, the imposition of the Mitigation Measure VIII-40 will reduce the
impacts to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure VIII-40 Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan
Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall submit a
Construction Staging and Parking Plan to the Department of Building and Safety and the
Fire Department for review and approval. The plan shall identify where all construction
materials, equipment, and vehicles will be stored through the construction phase of the
project, as well as where contractor; subcontractor, and laborers will park their vehicles so
as to prevent blockage of two-way traffic on streets in the vicinity of the construction site.
The Construction Staging and Parking Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
• No construction equipment or material shall be permitted to be stored within the public
right-of-way.
• If the property fronts on a designated Red Flag Street, on noticed “Red Flag” days, all the
workers shall be shuttled from an off-site area, located on a non-Red Flag Street, to and
from the site in order to keep roads open on Red Flag days.
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• During the Excavation and Grading phases, only one truck hauler shall be allowed on the
site at any one time. The drivers shall be required to follow the designated travel plan or
approved Haul Route.
• Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose of delivering materials, constructionmachinery, or removal of graded soil shall be limited to off-peak traffic hours, Monday
through Friday only. No truck deliveries shall be permitted on Saturdays or Sundays.
• All deliveries during construction shall be coordinated so that only one vendor/delivery
vehicle is at the site at one time, and that a construction supervisor is present at such
time.
• A radio operator shall be on-site to coordinate the movement of material and personnel, in
order to keep the roads open for emergency vehicles, their apparatus, and neighbors.
• During all phases of construction, all construction vehicle parking and queuing related to
the project shall be as required to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and
Safety, and in substantial compliance with the Construction Staging and Parking Plan,
except as may be modified by the Department of Building and Safety or the Fire
Department.
h. Would the project expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
The California Department of Forestry maps fire hazards in the state and classifies them
according to the potential risk, or severity. The hillside area of Northeast Los Angeles is
identified as a community at risk from wildfire (California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection 2011b), and identified as being located within a “very high fire hazard severity
zone” (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2011c). In addition, ZIMAS lists
the Project site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. As a consequence,
there is a potentially significant impact related to exposure of people or structures to wildland
or brush fires. However, mitigation measure XIV-10 will be imposed to reduce potential
impacts to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure XIV-10 Public Services (Fire)
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the
project in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. However, this potential impact will be
mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:
• The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for
approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the
approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design
features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures
must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit
or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the
edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

X

b.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level that would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?

X

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on site or off
site?

X

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on site or off site?

X

Create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

X

Otherwise
quality?

X

c.

d.

e.

f.
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h.

substantially

degrade

water

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

X

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?

X
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Discussion:
a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
The proposed single-family residential development project is not expected to violate any
water quality or waste discharge requirements. The Project site is located on a hillside and is
subject to the stormwater pollution control Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
conformance with the LID (Low Impact Development) regulations enacted in Section 64.72
of Article 4.4 of Chapter VI of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. As such, the impacts are
less than significant.
b. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
The existing Project site is vacant, zoned for residential uses and is located in a hillside area
that is not designated for groundwater recharge. Although the proposed Project would
reduce the current permeable area of the site, it would not substantively reduce groundwater
recharge because the Project site is underlain with bedrock. Further, water would be
provided by the Department of Water and Power, and no private wells would draw water
from groundwater supplies. Therefore, the proposed Project would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Impacts would be
less than significant.
c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on site or offsite?
The Project site is currently vacant. Much of the rainfall during light rainfall events under
existing conditions percolates on the site with minimal runoff. During heavy rainfall events,
the soils become saturated and become unable to infiltrate additional water. Under these
conditions, runoff flows downslope to open drainages on the hillside and to the local storm
drain system. Under heavy rainfall on the existing site, some soil is likely to be carried
downstream during storm events.
The proposed Project would comply with the LID (Low Impact Development) regulations
enacted in Section 64.72 of Article 4.4 of Chapter VI of the Los Angeles Municipal Code,
which would minimize offsite runoff through onsite management. The proposed Project
would also include installation of storm drains in Barryknoll and would tie into storm drains in
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College Crest Walk. Excess runoff from the new homes would be routed to Barryknoll Street,
where it would enter the new storm drain system and be conveyed downstream. Because
the proposed Project would install a new storm drain system in the improved portion of
Barryknoll and would minimize off-site runoff by LID compliance, it would improve the
existing uncontrolled drainage conditions at the Project site. In addition, the Project site does
not contain a stream or river. Based on the above, the proposed Project would not result in
significant impacts to existing drainage patterns that could result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site.
d. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding
on site or off site?
The Project site does not contain a stream or river. Although the proposed Project would
increase the amount of impervious surface area on the project site, excess runoff would be
directed to the storm drain to be placed within Barryknoll Street for conveyance downstream.
The proposed Project is also subject to the stormwater controls in conformance with the LID
regulations enacted in Section 64.72 of Article 4.4 of Chapter VI of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code. These controls would minimize runoff through onsite management.
Compliance with LID regulations and proper conveyance of excess runoff would keep
reduce the potential for site runoff to affect onsite or off-site flooding compared to current
conditions.
e. Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?
Although the proposed Project would increase the impervious surfaces (primarily roofs and
pavement) to the Project site, it would include appropriate on-site drainage improvements
and water quality control measures to accommodate anticipated runoff or stormwater flows.
Moreover, the project will comply with LAMC Section 64.70 Stormwater and Urban Runoff
Pollution Control.
Under the proposed Project, light rainfall would largely be managed onsite and would not
result in flooding offsite. Under heavy rainfall events, a portion of the runoff generated onsite
would be retained or managed onsite, with excess conveyed to the local storm drain system.
Because the amount of runoff from the improved Project site under heavy rainfall conditions
would be less than compared to existing peak conditions when all heavy rainfall on saturated
soils runs offsite, the proposed Project is not expected to contribute runoff that could exceed
the capacity of the existing storm drain system. Further, compliance with LID would improve
the quality of site runoff compared to existing conditions. Impacts would be less than
significant.
f. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
The proposed Project is a single-family residential development that would not include
activities that would use or result in contaminants that could cause water pollution or result in
degradation of receiving water quality. Further, the proposed Project is subject to LAMC
Section 64.70 Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, which sets forth requirements
and prohibitions regarding discharges to the storm drain system and the receiving waters.
Compliance with the Section would ensure that substantial degradation of water quality does
not occur.
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The proposed Project would include a new section of roadway on Barryknoll Drive; however,
this new roadway is not expected to collect a substantial amount of pollutants common to
urban areas, including those related to automobiles, because Barryknoll Drive would be a
local street that would not convey large numbers of vehicles. Impact would be less than
significant.
g. Would the project place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
The property is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area (ZIMAS). No impact would
result.
h. Would the project place within a 100-year floodplain structures that would impede or
redirect flood flows?
The property is not located within a 100-year flood plain area (LA City, 100-Year and 500Year Flood Plains Map, 1994). No impact would result.
i. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
The Project site is not located within a potential dam inundation zone (LA City, 1994b). No
impact would occur.
j. Would the project contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
The property is not in a tsunami inundation zone (ZIMAS), and no water bodies (subject to
seiche) are located in the project area. The proposed Project site would include stormwater
management measures (LID compliance) and a storm drain system which would provide for
better runoff management than currently exists. As such, the proposed Project is expected
to improve existing site conditions and reduce any mudflow potential in the future. Impacts
would be less than significant.
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LAND USE AND PLANNING.
project:

a.

Physically divide an established community?

X

b.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

X
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with
any
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conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

X

c.

Would the

Discussion:
a. Would the project physically divide an established community?
The parcels that comprise the Project site are zoned RE11 -1 and designated for low density
residential uses. The proposed Project would develop a new single-family dwelling on each
of the five parcels that comprise the Project site consistent with zoning, and would improve
an approximately 470-foot section the currently unimproved Barryknoll Drive right-of-way.
Because the proposed Project would be consistent with surrounding land uses and with
parcel zoning, the Project would not physically divide an establish community. No impact
would occur.
b. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
The proposed Project is subject to the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan, the
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, and Baseline Hillside Ordinance. The Project
proposes uses which are permitted on the property and does not conflict with any plan policy
or regulations. As such, no impact would occur.
c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
communities conservation plan?
The Project site does not fall within or near an area covered by a habitat conservation plan
or natural communities conservation plan (the Project site is subject to the City’s General
Plan and the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan). In addition, there are no Significant
Ecological Areas in the vicinity of the Project site.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a.

Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

X

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan,
or other land use plan?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
The Conservation Element of the City's General Plan identifies several mineral resources in
Los Angeles (sand, gravel and rock resources) that are located primarily in areas of the San
Fernando Valley. The State Geologist classified Mineral Resources Zone-2 (MRZ-2) sites
within the City (Exhibit A) that contain potentially significant sand and gravel deposits which
should be conserved. These sites are located in two community plan areas, the Sun Valley La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, and the Sunland-Tujunga-Lake View Terrace-Shadow
Hills-East La Tuna Canyon Community Plans. The Project site is not located in an area of
the City known to contain mineral resources. The Project site is located in an urban setting
which is already developed primarily with single-family residences, and is therefore not likely
to be a suitable site for mining of any sort, surface or otherwise. Further, the Project site is
not located in a known Oil Field (Navigate LA).Therefore, the proposed Project would not
result in the loss of availability of mineral resources, and no impacts would occur.
b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?
The Project site is not delineated on the City's General Plan Framework, Northeast
Community Plan, or any other land use plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery
site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.
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XII. NOISE. Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in a local
general plan or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies?

X

Expose persons to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

X

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

X

X

Be located within an airport land use plan area,
or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use
airport and expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

X

Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and
expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

X

c.
Discussion:
a. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies?
The City of Los Angeles (Municipal Code, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40) allows
construction Monday through Friday between 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM, Saturdays and National
Holidays between 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM, and prohibits construction on Sundays (except for
residents). The noise regulations also prohibit night construction if related noise can disturb
persons occupying sleeping quarters in any dwelling, hotel, or residence. The proposed
Project would construct five new homes and improve Barryknoll Drive adjacent to the
associated parcels. Single family homes comprise the surrounding land uses. The noise
generated during the grading and construction period is expected to exceed ambient levels.
However, Project construction would occur within the hours and days specified in the City’s
noise regulations. The proposed Project would also comply with LAMC Chapter XI Noise
Regulation, which prohibits any unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
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b. Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise?
Construction activities could generate some groundborne vibrations during grading,
excavation, and caisson drilling; however, groundborne vibrations associated with such
activities are negligible and are not expected to be detectable at the closest residence, and
would not cause damage to nearby residences or structures. In addition, construction would
not occur during the evening hours prohibited in the Noise Ordinance. As a consequence,
the proposed Project is not expected to generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.
c. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
The single-family residences and roadway improvements under the proposed Project would
be consistent with site zoning and the surrounding land uses, and would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. No impacts would occur.
d. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Construction noise in close proximity to residential uses is governed by the City’s Noise
Ordinance. A temporary increase in noise levels is expected to occur during the grading and
construction phase due to operation of off-road construction equipment. The anticipated
increase in noise levels could be audible at residences in the project vicinity, even though
off-road and power equipment use would be intermittent. However, the duration of
construction activities would be short-term, and the proposed Project would comply with
LAMC Section 41.40, which limits the construction hours and excessive noise. Therefore,
the temporary elevation in noise during construction of the proposed Project would be less
than significant.
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
The Project site is not located within an airport hazard zone (ZIMAS) within an airport land
use plan. Further, the nearest public airport or public use airport is the Bob Hope airport in
Burbank, which is over 9-mailes away. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
f. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
The Project site is located in a hillside residential area and is not located within the vicinity of
a private airstrip. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
project:
a.

b.

c.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the

Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

X

Displace a substantial number of existing
housing units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

X

Displace a substantial number of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or
other infrastructure)?
The proposed Project would develop five parcels zoned for low density residential uses with
single-family homes, and would be consistent with existing residential development in the
surrounding hillside area. Further, the proposed Project would be consistent with the
Northeast Community Plan and the Mount Washington/Glassell Park Specific plan. Based
on this, the proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth, either directly
or indirectly. Impacts would be less than significant.
b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
The proposed Project would add five new single-family homes on five existing vacant
parcels (1 residence on each parcel). The Project site does not contain existing housing,
and as such, no housing would be displaced. No impacts would occur.
c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?
There is no housing within the Project site that would be displaced. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not result in the displacement of any persons, or the need for replacement
housing. No impact would occur.
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XIV.

PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

a.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities or a
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the
following public services:
i.) Fire protection?

Less Than

Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant Impact
Impact

X

ii.) Police protection?

X

iii.) Schools?

X

iv.) Parks?

X

v.) Other public facilities?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or a need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
i.

)

Fire Protection

The Project site is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (ZIMAS). The
Project could expose people and structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildfires. The property is served by Los Angeles Fire Department Station 55
located at 4455 East York Boulevard, approximately 1.5 miles from the site. The Project site
can also be served by Fire Department Station 50 located at 3036 Fletcher Drive,
approximately 1.8 miles from the Project site. Although the Project site is located in a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, mitigation measure XIV-10 (described in Checklist Item
VIII.h. above) will be imposed to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.
ii.

) Police Protection

The Project would be served by the Northeast community Police Station located at 3353 San
Fernando Rd., approximately 2.3 miles west of the project site. The proposed Project would
result in a net increase of five residential units (five single-family homes), which would not
result in substantial adverse impacts on the City's police services. Therefore, the project
would have less-than-significant impacts.
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Schools

The proposed Project would result in a net increase of five single-family dwellings, which are
not expected to result in substantial adverse impacts on schools within the City. Moreover,
as authorized by Senate Bill 50 (Gov. Code, Section 65996) and the City's Municipal Code,
the Project applicant would be required to pay school impact fees to the Los Angeles Unified
School District prior to the issuance of building permits to offset the Project’s demand upon
local schools. Therefore, the proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts.
iv) Parks
The proposed Project would add five single-family dwellings in a residential hillside area,
which is not expected to result in the need to construction new park facilities that could in
turn result in environmental impacts. The Project does not meet the screening criteria of 50
residential units for further evaluation of park impacts (LA City, 2006). In addition, there are
no recreational facilities on the Project site that could be affected. Therefore, the proposed
Project would have a less-than-significant impact on existing parks.
v)

Other Public Facilities

The proposed Project would add five single-family dwellings in a residential hillside area,
which is not expected to result in substantial demand for other public facilities. The Project
does not meet the screening criteria 75 residential units for further evaluation of impacts on
existing public facilities, including libraries (LA City, 2006). Therefore, the proposed Project
would have a less-than-significant impact on existing public facilities.
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XV.

RECREATION. Would the project:

a.

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

b.

Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Less Than Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
Impact
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

X

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

The proposed Project would add five single-family dwellings in a residential hillside area,
which is not expected to result in a substantial increase in demand for parks that could lead
to their deterioration. The Project does not meet the screening criteria of 50 residential units
for further evaluation of park impacts (LA City, 2006). The impact is expected to be less than
significant.
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed Project would not include recreational facilities, and as described in Checklist
Item XlV.a.iv) above, would not require or result in the need to construct any new recreation
facilities. The proposed project would therefore not result in environmental impacts
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the

project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

Exceed the capacity of the existing circulation
system, based on an applicable measure of
effectiveness (as designated in a general plan
policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into account all
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

X

Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

X

Result in a change in marine vessel traffic
patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

X

Substantially increase hazards because of a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

X

e.

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

X
X

Discussion:
a. Would the project increase the capacity of the existing circulation system, based on an
applicable measure of effectiveness (as designated in a general plan policy,
ordinance, etc.), taking into account all relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

The proposed Project would result in the net increase of five single-family dwellings in a
residential hillside area. Under the City’s Department of Transportation guidelines, a traffic
study may be required for a project if the project is likely to add 500 or more daily trips or
likely to add 43 or more PM peak hour trips. The Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
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Generation Handbook (6th Edition) estimates that single-family homes (ITE Land Use
category 210) generate 1.01 trips in the PM peak hour (PM peak hour trip generation is
greater than AM peak hour trip generation), so the proposed Project would generate
approximately five trips in the PM Peak hour. The proposed five new single-family homes
would result in a minor increase in daily traffic, and would not result in peak hour traffic
increases that could result in significant traffic impacts or peak hour trips that would exceed
the City's Department of Transportation’s threshold for preparing a traffic study. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
b. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including,
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

The proposed Project would result in the net increase of five single-family dwellings in a
residential hillside area that would not result in a substantial increase in traffic (see Checklist
item a. above), The negligible increase in trip generation from the proposed Project is not
expected to conflict with a congestion management program (CMP) or have a substantial
impact on level of service standards of CMP roadways or highways. Therefore, the project
would have a less-than-significant impact.
c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

The proposed Project would occur on land and is not a generator of air traffic. Therefore, no
impacts would occur.
d. Would the project substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

The proposed Project would include improvements to an approximately 470-foot section of
unimproved Barryknoll Drive. The improvements would include grading, road pavement (20foot wide roadway), retaining walls, and curb and gutter. The roadway improvements would
meet City standards, and are considered to be beneficial improvements over existing
conditions. Therefore, the impact will be less than significant.
e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The proposed Project would add five single-family dwellings in a residential hillside area.
Because the Project site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, there is a
potentially significant impact related to the provision of emergency services during
construction. However, Mitigation Measure XIV-10 (described in Checklist Item VIII.h.
above) and Mitigation Measure XVI-60 below will be imposed to reduce potential impacts to
a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure XVI-60 Inadequate
Construction Activities)

Emergency Access

(Hillside

Streets -

• No parking shall be permitted on the street during Red Flag Days in compliance with the
"Los Angeles Fire Department Red Flag No Parking" program.
• All demolition and construction materials shall be stored on-site and not within the public
right-of-way during demolition, hauling, and construction operations.
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f. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
The proposed Project would include five new single-family dwellings and roadway
improvements in a hillside area of the City. The proposed Project would not conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or program regarding public transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities,
would not decrease the performance or safety of such facilities supporting alternative
transportation. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

9-

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant impact
Impact

SYSTEMS.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable regional water quality
control board?

X

Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion
of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

X

Require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

X

Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or would new or expanded
entitlements be needed?

X

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in
addition
to
the
provider's
existing
commitments?

X

Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
xoject's solid waste disposal needs?

X

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

X

Discussion:
a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable regional
water quality control board?
Wastewater generated from the proposed Project would be conveyed via new sewers (the
Project would include new local sewers within the site boundaries and adjacent sewer
easements to connect with the existing system) and existing municipal sewage infrastructure
(maintained by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation) to the Hyperion Treatment
Plant (HTP). The HTP is a public facility and operates under a NPDES permit, which
specifies the effluent discharge requirements. Wastewater from the Project site would be
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consistent with wastewater generated in residential areas throughout the City, and would
continue to be treated at HTP to meet the effluent discharge requirements mandated and
enforced by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Therefore,
no impacts are anticipated.
b. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
The City's Department of Public Works provides wastewater services for the Project site.
Wastewater generated from the proposed five single-famiiy dwellings would be conveyed to
the HTP, which is currently operating at 362 millions of gallons per day (MGD), below its
capacity at 450 MGD. The proposed Project is located in a Sewer Capacity Threshold Area
(LA City, 2006); however, the wastewater generated under the proposed Project would be
the same as wastewater projected to occur under existing land use and zoning designations.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to result in the construction or expansion of
new or existing water or wastewater treatment facilities. A less-than-significant impact is
expected.
c. Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
Drainage patterns and post-development runoff quantities under the proposed Project would
be similar to existing conditions under heavy rainfall when soils become saturated, and
slightly greater that the existing site conditions during light rainfall, primarily due to increased
impervious surface area of the roadway. The proposed Project would comply with the LID
(Low Impact Development) regulations enacted in Section 64.72 of Article 4.4 of Chapter VI
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, which would minimize offsite runoff through onsite
management. The proposed Project would also include installation of storm drains in
Barryknoll and would tie into storm drains in College Crest Walk. Excess runoff from the new
homes (that could not be accommodated by LID measures) would be routed to Barryknoll
Street, where it would enter the new storm drain system and be conveyed downstream.
Because the proposed Project would install a new storm drain system in the improved
portion of Barryknoll and would minimize off-site runoff by LID compliance, it would improve
the existing uncontrolled drainage condition at the Project site. Therefore, the proposed
Project is not expected to require the construction or expansion of new storm drains (beyond
the local storm drains provided by the Project) or expansion of existing stormwater drainage
facilities. A less than significant is expected,
d. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
The proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially increase the demand for water and is
not expected to require additional mainline water distribution infrastructure (aside from new
local water lines in Barryknoll Drive to serve the new dwellings) or a new water supply. The
proposed Project would be subject to the City’s Landscape and Water Management
Ordinance No. 170,978. The Project would also comply with LAMC Chapter XII Article II
Water Closet, Urinal and Showerhead Regulations and Article V Water Efficiency
Requirements, which imposes requirements and standards for the construction of new
buildings and existing buildings to minimize the effect of any water shortages in the City.
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Moreover, the proposed Project would be consistent with the Northeast Community Plan,
which is a part of the City’s General Plan and which is used as the basis for water supply
planning by the City’s Department of Water and Power. The City has prepared the Urban
Water Management Plan (2010) and numerous water supply assessments, and has
determined that adequate water supplies would be available to meet the estimated water
demands of proposed developments during normal, single-dry, and multiple dry water years,
as well as existing and planned future uses of the City’s water system. As a consequence,
sufficient water supplies would be available for the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.
e. Has the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project determined
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?
Wastewater that would be generated by the proposed Project can be accommodated by the
wastewater treatment provider (City of Los Angeles). The impact would be less than
significant.
f. Is the project served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
During project construction, up to approximately 550 cubic yards of soils would be exported.
In general, soil is reused by other projects as fill. If no fill locations are available, soil is
typically then taken to a landfill, which uses the soil to cover and create individual cells of
municipal solid waste. In addition to exported soil, small amounts of construction debris
would be generated from site preparation and construction, but for construction of five
single-family dwellings, the amount would not be substantial.
The project would be required to comply with all applicable regulations and recycling
programs, including the Los Angeles Green Building Code and AB 939 to reduce the
amount of solid waste disposed of at local landfills. Moreover, estimated daily use of the
proposed single-family dwelling will contribute less than the City’s screening criteria five tons
per week (LA City, 2006). Residences generate 12.23 pounds of solid waste per household
per day (LA City, 2006), which would be approximately 0.22 tons per week; well below the
City's screening criteria. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant.
g. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?
Solid waste from the proposed Project would be collected and managed by the City’s
Department of Sanitation, which implements curbside collection of source- separated waste
and recyclable materials, as well as green wastes (organics). The City's waste collection and
management system operated in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations related to solid waste, such as the California Integrated Solid Waste
Management Act, the City’s Solid Waste Management Policy Plan (CiSWMPP), and its
Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE).
The proposed Project would also comply with the provisions of City of Los Angeles
Ordinance no. 171,687 with regard to all new development: the implementation of recycling
as well the explicit intent of requiring recycling during all phases of site preparation and
building construction. Based on the above, the proposed Project would be consistent with all
laws, regulations, and policies regarding solid waste. No impact would occur.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
a.

b.

c.

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

X

Does the project have impacts that are
individually
limited
but
cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)

X

Does the project have environmental effects
that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

X

Discussion:
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?
The Project area is not known to contain sensitive or special-status species or habitat.
Moreover, the Project site has not been identified as being a Significant Ecological Area (LA
County, 2014). The Project site does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community in the vicinity nor does it contain any wetlands.
The Project site does however contain protected trees, some of which would require
removal. In addition, there is the potential for disturbances to nesting birds during
construction. Mitigation Measures IV-10, IV-60, IV-80, IV-90 have been imposed and would
reduce potential impacts to nesting birds and protected trees to less than significant levels.
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The Project site is not identified as a site or an area of historical significance. Therefore, it is
unlikely that the proposed Project would have impacts on important examples of the major
periods of California history. In addition, the Project site is not in the vicinity of an
Archaeological Survey Area, Archaeological Site, or Vertebrate Paleontological Area (LA
City, 1996). Therefore, the project would have less-than-significant impacts.
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
The proposed Project would result in potential environmental impacts, as described above.
However, each potentially significant impact will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
with the incorporation of the mitigation measures imposed herein.
There is a related project adjacent to the Project site on Barryknoll Drive (development of
three homes on Lots 14,16, and 17). The related project has been approved, and mitigation
has been applied to mitigate construction-related impacts to a less than significant level (LA
City, 2014). There is also a potential related project that would construct eight new homes
west of the proposed Project site along Barryknoll Drive. A project application for this
potential related project has not been submitted to the Planning Department. Further
development of the Project area could occur, and would be consistent with the General Plan,
and as applicable, mitigation would be applied at the project level.
As discussed under Checklist Item lll.c. above, the proposed Project in conjunction with the
related projects, would not result in a significant cumulative air quality impact. Mitigation to
address potential impacts to biological resources has been applied to the related project to
reduce impacts to protected trees to a less than significant level, and would be applied to
any other related project that could adversely affect protected trees. Similarly, mitigation has
been applied to the proposed Project to reduce potential impacts to biological resources
(protected trees and nesting birds) to a less than significant level. Because the biological
resources on the related project sites and the proposed Project site are distinct and impacts
would each be mitigated to less than significant levels, significant cumulative impacts to
biological resources are not anticipated.
Mitigation to address potential hazards have been applied to the related project to reduce
impacts to less than significant levels. Similarly, mitigation has been applied to the proposed
Project to reduce potential hazards (emergency access and fire hazards) to less than
significant levels. The related project is expected to be completed or nearing completion by
the time construction of the proposed Project begins. Although the related project and
proposed Project are located along the same street, the proposed Project is located beyond
the related project (relative to the access point near the intersection of Barryknoll Drive and
College Crest Drive) and would not affect emergency access to the related project. Further,
the proposed Project includes mitigation to incorporate fire protection requirements that
would improve the fire protection infrastructure relative to baseline conditions. Lastly,
because the proposed Project is expected to be completed prior to construction of the
potential related project (eight new homes along Barryknoll Drive west of the Project site),
substantive additive or cumulative hazards are not anticipated. Therefore, the related
projects and the proposed Project are not expected to result in significant cumulative
impacts related to emergency access and fire hazards.
The related project (three homes) is currently under construction and expected to be
completed or nearing completion (building structure largely completed and finish work
underway) by the time construction of the proposed Project begins. Further, the potential
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related project (eight homes) is expected to begin construction afterthe proposed project is
completed. Because construction of the related projects would have minimal chance of
additive noise impacts, and because they would comply with construction hour limits
specified in the LAMC, significant cumulative construction noise impacts are not anticipated.
Based on the above, the proposed Project would not make cumulatively considerable
contributions to a significant cumulative impact to air quality, biological resources, hazards
(emergency access and fire protection hazards), noise, public services (fire protection), or
transportation (emergency access). Further, significant cumulative impacts to aesthetic
resources, agricultural and forest resources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral resources,
population and housing, recreation, and utilities are not anticipated, as such resources are
either not present in the project area, or potential impacts of the proposed Project and
related projects would be less than significant and additive impacts would not rise to the
level of significance.
c. Does the project have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
With the implementation of the mitigation measures imposed herein, the proposed Project
would not result in significant impacts, either directly or indirectly, to human beings.
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MITIGATION MEASURES
In order to mitigate potentially significant Project impacts, the mitigation measures will be
implemented.
Mitigation Measure IV-10- Nesting Birds:
The project will result in the removal of vegetation and disturbances to the ground and
therefore may result in take of nesting native bird species. Migratory nongame native bird
species are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the
California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including
raptors and other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). The
following measures are as recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game:
• Proposed project activities (including disturbances to native and non-native
vegetation, structures and substrates) should take place outside of the breeding bird
season which generally runs from March 1- August 31 (as early as February 1 for
raptors) to avoid take (including disturbances which would cause abandonment of
active nests containing eggs and/or young). Take means to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture of kill (Fish and Game
Code Section 86).
•

If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, beginning thirty
days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, the applicant shall:

a. Arrange for weekly bird surveys to detect any protected native birds in the habitat to be
removed and any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within
500 feet for raptors) as access to adjacent areas allows. The surveys shall be conducted
by a Qualified Biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys. The surveys
shall continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than 3 days
prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work.
b. If a protected native bird is found, the applicant shall delay all clearance/construction
disturbance activities within 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat for the observed protected
bird species (within 500 feet for suitable raptor nesting habitat) until August 31.
c. Alternatively, the Qualified Biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate any
nests. If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest
(within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall be
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and when there is no
evidence of a second attempt at nesting. The buffer zone from the nest shall be
established in the field with flagging and stakes. Construction personnel shall be instructed
on the sensitivity of the area.
d. The applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures
described above to document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws
pertaining to the protection of native birds. Such record shall be submitted and received
into the case file for the associated discretionary action permitting the project.
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Mitigation Measure IV-60 Tree Preservation (Project Construction)
•

“Orange fencing” or other similarly highly visible barrier shall be installed outside of
the drip line of locally protected and significant (truck diameter of 8 inches or
greater) non-protected trees, or as maybe recommended by the Tree Expert in the
Tree Report. The barrier shall be maintained throughout Project completion, and
shall not be removed until the completion and cessation of all parcel construction
activities.

Mitigation Measure IV-80 Tree Removal and Replacement (Locally Protected
Species)
Environmental impacts may result due to the loss of protected trees on the site.
However, these potential impacts will be mitigated to less than significant level by the
following measures:
•

All protected tree removals require approval from the Board of Public Works.

•

A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of
Street Services, Department of Public Works, for review and approval (213-847
3077), prior to implementation of the Report’s recommended measures.

•

A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be
planted for each protected tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement
trees, at the time they are planted, shall be in proportion to the canopies of the
protected tree(s) removed and shall be to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry
Division.

•

The location of trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected tree
shall be clearly indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also indicate
the replacement tree species and further contain the phrase “Replacement Tree” in
its description.

•

Bonding (Tree Survival):
a.

The applicant shall post a cash bond or other assurances acceptable to the
Bureau of Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and the
decision maker guaranteeing the survival of trees required to be maintained,
replaced or relocated in such a fashion as to assure the existence of
continuously living trees for a minimum of three years from the date that the
bond is posted or from the date such trees are replaced or relocated, whichever
is longer. Any change of ownership shall require that the new owner post a new
oak tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. Subsequently,
the original owner's oak tree bond may be exonerated.

b.

The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its procedural
guide in satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing. Prior to
exoneration of the bond, the owner of the property shall provide evidence
satisfactory to the City Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that the oak trees
were properly replaced, the date of the replacement and the survival of the
replacement trees for a period of three years.
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EXHIBIT D

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a “reporting or
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval,
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (Mitigation
Monitoring Program, Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on
mitigation monitoring or reporting). This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been
prepared in compliance with the requirements of CEQA, Public Resources Code Section
21081.6, and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. The City of Los Angeles is the Lead
Agency for this project.
A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared to address the potential
environmental impacts of the Project. Where appropriate, this environmental document
identified Project design features, regulatory compliance measures, or recommended mitigation
measures to avoid or to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of the Proposed
Project. This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) is designed to monitor implementation of
the mitigation measures identified for the Project.
The MMP is subject to review and approval by the City of Los Angeles as the Lead Agency as
part of the approval process of the project, and adoption of project conditions. The required
mitigation measures are listed and categorized by impact area, as identified in the MND.
The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures, unless
otherwise noted, and shall be obligated to provide documentation concerning implementation of
the listed mitigation measures to the appropriate monitoring agency and the appropriate
enforcement agency as provided for herein. All departments listed below are within the City of
Los Angeles unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the implementation of all
mitigation measures shall be the Project Applicant unless otherwise noted.
As shown on the following pages, each required mitigation measure for the proposed Project is
listed and categorized by impact area, with accompanying discussion of:
Enforcement Agency - the agency with the power to enforce the Mitigation Measure.
Monitoring Agency - the agency to which reports involving feasibility, compliance,
implementation and development are made, or whom physically monitors the project
for compliance with mitigation measures.
Monitoring Phase - the phase of the Project during which the Mitigation Measure shall
be monitored.
-

Pre-Construction, including the design phase
Construction
Pre-Operation
Operation (Post-construction)

Monitoring Frequency - the frequency of which the Mitigation Measure shall be
monitored.

ENV-2015-1593-MND
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Action Indicating Compliance - the action of which the Enforcement or Monitoring
Agency indicates that compliance with the required Mitigation Measure has been
implemented.
The MMP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the
measures implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming
year.
It is the intent of this MMP to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Verify compliance of the required mitigation measures of the EIR;
Provide a methodology to document implementation of required mitigation;
Provide a record and status of mitigation requirements;
Identify monitoring and enforcement agencies;
Establish and clarify administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures;
Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring and reporting; and
Utilize the existing agency review processes’ wherever feasible.
This MMP shall be in place throughout all phases of the proposed Project. The entity
responsible for implementing each mitigation measure is set forth within the text of the
mitigation measure. The entity responsible for implementing the mitigation shall also be
obligated to provide certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring
agency and the appropriate enforcement agency that compliance with the required
mitigation measure has been implemented.
After review and approval of the final MMP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and
modifications to the MMP are permitted, but can only be made by the Applicant or its successor
subject to the approval by the City of Los Angeles through a public hearing. The Lead Agency,
in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any
proposed change or modification. The flexibility is necessary in light of the proto-typical nature
of the MMP, and the need to protect the environment with a workable program. No changes will
be permitted unless the MMP continues to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, as determined by
the Lead Agency.
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Biology
Mitigation Measure IV-10 - Nesting Birds:

The project will result in the removal of vegetation and disturbances to the ground and therefore
may result in take of nesting native bird species. Migratory nongame native bird species are
protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918
(50 C.F.R Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game
Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and other migratory
nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). The following measures are as
recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game:
Proposed project activities (including disturbances to native and non-native vegetation,
structures and substrates) should take place outside of the breeding bird season which
generally runs from March 1- August 31 (as early as February 1 for raptors) to avoid take
(including disturbances which would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs
and/or young). Take means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt,
pursue, catch, capture of kill (Fish and Game Code Section 86).
If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, beginning thirty days
prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, the applicant shall:
a.
Arrange for weekly bird surveys to detect any protected native birds in the habitat to be
removed and any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within 500
feet for raptors) as access to adjacent areas allows. The surveys shall be conducted by a
Qualified Biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys. The surveys shall
continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than 3 days prior to the
initiation of clearance/construction work.
If a protected native bird is found, the applicant shall delay all clearance/construction
b.
disturbance activities within 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat for the observed protected bird
species (within 500 feet for suitable raptor nesting habitat) until August 31.
Alternatively, the Qualified Biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate any
c.
nests. If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest (within
500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological monitor, shall be postponed
until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and when there is no evidence of a second
attempt at nesting. The buffer zone from the nest shall be established in the field with flagging
and stakes. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.
The applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures described
d.
above to document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to the
protection of native birds. Such record shall be submitted and received into the case file for the
associated discretionary action permitting the project.
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Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Phase: Construction
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permit; or, if vegetation removal,
building demolition or grading is initiated during the nesting season, as determined by a qualified
biologist
Action Indicating Compliance: if vegetation removal, building demolition, or grading is
initiated during the nesting season, submittal of a survey report by a qualified biologist.
Mitigation Measure IV-60 Tree Preservation {Project Construction)

•

“Orange fencing” or other similarly highly visible barrier shall be installed outside of the
drip line of locally protected and significant (truck diameter of 8 inches or greater) non
protected trees, or as may be recommended by the Tree Expert in the Tree Report. The
barrier shall be maintained throughout Project completion, and shall not be removed until
the completion and cessation of all parcel construction activities.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Phase: Construction
Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Land Use Permit
Mitigation Measure IV-80 Tree
Species)

Removal

and

Replacement

(Locally

Protected

Environmental impacts may result due to the loss of protected trees on the site. However, these
potential impacts will be mitigated to less than significant level by the following measures:
•

All protected tree removals require approval from the Board of Public Works.

•

A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street
Services, Department of Public Works, for review and approval (213-847-3077), prior to
implementation of the Report’s recommended measures.

•

A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be planted
for each protected tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement trees, at the time
they are planted, shall be in proportion to the canopies of the protected tree(s) removed
and shall be to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division.

•

The location of trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected tree shall
be clearly indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also indicate the
replacement tree species and further contain the phrase “Replacement Tree” in its
description.

•

Bonding (Tree Survival):
a. The applicant shall post a cash bond or other assurances acceptable to the Bureau of
Page 4
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Engineering in consultation with the Urban Forestry Division and the decision maker
guaranteeing the survival of trees required to be maintained, replaced or relocated in
such a fashion as to assure the existence of continuously living trees for a minimum
of three years from the date that the bond is posted or from the date such trees are
replaced or relocated, whichever is longer. Any change of ownership shall require
that the new owner post a new oak tree bond to the satisfaction of the Bureau of
Engineering. Subsequently, the original owner's oak tree bond may be exonerated.
b. The City Engineer shall use the provisions of Section 17.08 as its procedural guide in
satisfaction of said bond requirements and processing. Prior to exoneration of the
bond, the owner of the property shall provide evidence satisfactory to the City
Engineer and Urban Forestry Division that the oak trees were properly replaced, the
date of the replacement and the survival of the replacement trees for a period of three
years.
Enforcement Agency: Board of Public Works Urban Forestry Division
Monitoring Agency: Board of Public Works Urban Forestry Division
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction
Monitoring Frequency: Once during plan check, once during field inspection
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy
Mitigation Measure IV-90 Tree Removal (Public Right-of-Way)

•

Removal of trees in the public right-of-way requires approval by the Board of Public
Works.

•

The required Tree Report shall include the location, size, type, and condition of all
existing trees in the adjacent public right-of-way and shall be submitted for review and
approval by the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, Department of
Public Works (213-847-3077).

•

The plan shall contain measures recommended by the Tree Expert for the preservation of
as many trees as possible. Mitigation measures such as replacement by a minimum of 24inch box trees in the parkway and on the site, on a 1:1 basis, shall be required for the
unavoidable loss of significant (8-inch or greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk
diameter if multi-trunked, as measured 54 inches above the ground) trees in the public
right-of-way.

•

All trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry
Division standards.

Enforcement Agency: Board of Public Works
Monitoring Agency: Board of Public Works Urban Forestry Division
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction, Construction
Monitoring Frequency: Once during plan check, once during field inspection
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Mitigation Measure Vlil-40

Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan

•

Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall submit a
Construction Staging and Parking Plan to the Department of Building and Safety and the
Fire Department for review and approval. The plan shall identify where all construction
materials, equipment, and vehicles will be stored through the construction phase of the
project, as well as where contractor, subcontractor, and laborers will park their vehicles
so as to prevent blockage of two-way traffic on streets in the vicinity of the construction
site. The Construction Staging and Parking Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the
following:

•

No construction equipment or material shall be permitted to be stored within the public
right-of-way.

•

If the property fronts on a designated Red Flag Street, on noticed “Red Flag” days, all the
workers shall be shuttled from an off-site area, located on a non-Red Flag Street, to and
from the site in order to keep roads open on Red Flag days.

•

During the Excavation and Grading phases, only one truck hauler shall be allowed on the
site at any one time. The drivers shall be required to follow the designated travel plan or
approved Haul Route.

•

Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose of delivering materials,
construction-machinery, or removal of graded soil shall be limited to off-peak traffic
hours, Monday through Friday only. No truck deliveries shall be pennitted on Saturdays
or Sundays.

•

All deliveries during construction shall be coordinated so that only one vendor/delivery
vehicle is at the site at one time, and that a construction supervisor is present at such time.

•

A radio operator shall be on-site to coordinate the movement of material and personnel,
in order to keep the roads open for emergency vehicles, their apparatus, and neighbors.

•

During all phases of construction, all construction vehicle parking and queuing related to
the project shall be as required to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and
Safety, and in substantial compliance with the Construction Staging and Parking Plan,
except as may be modified by the Department of Building and Safety or the Fire
Department.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction and Construction
Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Land Use Permit
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Public Services
Mitigation Measure XIV-10

Public Services (Fire)

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the project
in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a
less than significant level by the following measure:
•

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for
approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the
approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design
features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures
must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or
guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge
of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction
Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

Transportation and Traffic
Mitigation Measure XVI-60
Construction Activities)

Inadequate Emergency Access (Hillside Streets -

•

No parking shall be permitted on the street during Red Flag Days in compliance with
the "Los Angeles Fire Department Red Flag No Parking" program.

•

All demolition and construction materials shall be stored on-site and not within the
public right-of-way during demolition, hauling, and construction operations.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Phase: Construction and Operational
Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing
Action Indicating Compliance: None - Ongoing compliance required.
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Regulatory Compliance Measures
In addition to the Mitigation Measures required of the project, the applicant shall also adhere to
any applicable Regulatory Compliance Measures required by law. Listed below is a list of often
required Regulatory Compliance Measures.
AESTHETICS
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AE-1 (Hillside): Compliance with Baseline
Hillside Ordinance. To ensure consistency with the Baseline Hillside Ordinance,
the project shall comply with the City's Hillside Development Guidelines, including
but not limited to setback requirements, residential floor area maximums, height
limits, lot coverage and grading restrictions.

AIR QUALITY
•

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-1 (Demolition, Grading and
Construction Activities): Compliance with provisions of the SCAQMD District
Rule 403. The project shall comply with all applicable standards of the Southern
California Air Quality Management District, including the following provisions of
District Rule 403:
o

All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be
used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting
could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent.

o

The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust
caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of
dust caused by wind.

o

All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust.

o

All dirt/soil loads shail be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust.

o

All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

o

General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as
to minimize exhaust emissions.

o

Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but be turned off.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-4: The Project shall comply with South
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1113 limiting the volatile organic
compound content of architectural coatings.
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BIOLOGY
CULTURAL RESOURCES

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure CR-4 (Human Remains): If human remains are
encountered unexpectedly during construction demolition and/or grading activities,
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance
shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin
and disposition pursuant to California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
5097.98. In the event that human remains are discovered during excavation
activities, the following procedure shall be observed:
Stop immediately and contact the County Coroner:
1104 N. Mission Road
Los Angeles, CA 90033
323-343-0512 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday) or
323-343-0714 (After Hours, Saturday, Sunday, and Holidays)
If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the Coroner has 24
hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
o

o

o

o

The NAHC will immediately notify the person it believes to be the most likely
descendent of the deceased Native American.
The most likely descendent has 48 hours to make recommendations to the
owner, or representative, for the treatment or disposition, with proper dignity,
of the human remains and grave goods.
If the owner does not accept the descendant’s recommendations, the owner
or the descendent may request mediation by the NAHC.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-1 (Seismic): The design and
construction of the project shall conform to the California Building Code seismic
standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety.

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-2 (Hillside Grading Area): The
grading plan shall conform with the City’s Landform Grading Manual guidelines,
subject to approval by the Advisory Agency and the Department of Building and
Safety's Grading Division. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be
provided to the satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures
include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code, including planting fast-growing
annual and perennial grasses in areas where construction is not immediately
planned.

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-3 (Landslide Area): Prior to the
issuance of grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a geotechnical
report, prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, to
the Department of Building and Safety, for review and approval. The geotechnical
report shall assess potential consequences of any landslide and soil displacement,
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estimation of settlement, lateral movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing
capacity, and discuss mitigation measures that may include building design
consideration. Building design considerations shall include, but are not limited to:
o

ground stabilization

o

selection of appropriate foundation type and depths

o

selection of appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated
displacements or any combination of these measures

The project shall comply with the conditions contained within the Department of
Building and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter for the proposed
project, and as it may be subsequently amended or modified.
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-6 (Expansive Soils Area): Prior to the
issuance of grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a geotechnical
report, prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, to
the Department of Building and Safety, for review and approval. The geotechnical
report shall assess potential consequences of any soil expansion and soil strength
loss, estimation of settlement, lateral movement or reduction in foundation soil
bearing capacity, and discuss mitigation measures that may include building design
consideration. Building design considerations shall include, but are not limited to:
ground stabilization, selection of appropriate foundation type and depths, selection of
appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated displacements or any
combination of these measures. The project shall comply with the conditions
contained within the Department of Building and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report
Approval Letter for the proposed project, and as it may be subsequently amended or
modified.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-3: Low Impact Development Plan.
Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall submit a Low Impact
Development Plan and/or Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan to the City of
Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation Watershed Protection Division for review and
approval. The Low Impact Development Plan and/or Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan shall be prepared consistent with the requirements of the
Development Best Management Practices Handbook.

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-4: Development Best Management
Practices. The Best Management Practices shall be designed to retain or treat the
runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period, in
accordance with the Development Best Management Practices Handbook Part B
Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a licensed civil engineer or licensed
architect confirming that the proposed Best Management Practices meet this
numerical threshold standard shall be provided.

LAND USE AND PLANNING
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-LU-1 (Slope Density): The project shall not
exceed the maximum density permitted in Hillside Areas, as calculated by the
Page
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formula set forth in Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17.05-C (for tracts) or
17.50-E (for parcel maps).
NOISE
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-1 (Demolition, Grading, and
Construction Activities): The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles
Noise Ordinance No. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which
prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses
unless technically infeasible.

PUBLIC SERVICES
Schools
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PS-1 (Payment of School Development
Fee) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the General Manager of the City of Los
Angeles, Department of Building and Safety, or designee, shall ensure that the
Applicant has paid all applicable school facility development fees in accordance with
California Government Code Section 65995.

Parks
•

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PS-2 (Increased Demand For Parks Or
Recreational Facilities):
o

(Subdivision) Pursuant to Section 17.12-A or 17.58 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, the applicant shall pay the applicable Quimby fees for the
construction of dwelling units.

o

(Apartments) Pursuant to Section 21.10 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code,
the applicant shall pay the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax for construction of
apartment buildings.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PS-3 (Increase Demand For Parks Or
Recreational Facilities - Zone Change) Pursuant to Section 12.33 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code, the applicant shall pay the applicable fees for the
construction of dwelling units.

RECREATION
See RC measures above under Parks.
PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Water Supply
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-1 (Fire Water Flow) The Project
Applicant shall consult with the LADBS and LAFD to determine fire flow
Page
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requirements for the Proposed Project, and will contact a Water Service
Representative at the LADWP to order a SAR. This system hydraulic analysis will
determine if existing LADWP water supply facilities can provide the proposed fire
flow requirements of the Project. If water main or infrastructure upgrades are
required, the Applicant would pay for such upgrades, which would be constructed by
either the Applicant or LADWP.
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-2 (Green Building Code): The Project
shall implement all applicable mandatory measures within the LA Green Building
Code that would have the effect of reducing the Project’s water use.

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-4 (Landscape) The Project shall
comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management Ordinance), which
imposes numerous water conservation measures in landscape, installation, and
maintenance (e.g., use drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the
amount of water lost to evaporation and overspray, set automatic sprinkler systems
to irrigate during the early morning or evening hours to minimize water loss due to
evaporation, and water less in the cooler months and during the rainy season)

Energy
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-EN-1 (Green Building Code): The Project
shall implement all applicable mandatory measures within the LA Green Building
Code that would have the effect of reducing the Project’s energy use.

Solid Waste
•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-SW-1 (Designated Recycling Area) In
compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code, the proposed Modified Project shall
provide readily accessible areas that serve the entire building and are identified for
the depositing, storage, and collection of nonhazardous materials for recycling,
including (at a minimum) paper, corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics, and metals.

•

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-SW-2 (Construction Waste Recycling) In
order to meet the diversion goals of the California Integrated Waste Management
Act and the City of Los Angeles, which will total 70 percent by 2013, the Applicant
shall salvage and recycle construction and demolition materials to ensure that a
minimum of 70 percent of construction-related solid waste that can be recycled is
diverted from the waste stream to be landfilled. Solid waste diversion would be
accomplished though the on-site separation of materials and/or by contracting with a
solid waste disposal facility that can guarantee a minimum diversion rate of 70
percent. In compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the General Contractor
shall utilize solid waste haulers, contractors, and recyclers who have obtained an
Assembly Bill (AB) 939 Compliance Permit from the City of Los Angeles Bureau of
Sanitation.
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April 27, 2017
TO:

ENV-2015-1593-MND

FROM:

Gregory J.
City Plannf

SUBJECT:

:e File

>01

RESPONSE TO ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS RECEIVED FOR THE
PROPOSD SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING PROJECTS LOCATED AT 3701
3871, 3861, AND 3919 BARRYKNOLL DRIVE.

Background:
On September 8, 2016, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the above properties on North
Barryknoll was published. The required 20-day comment period expired on September 8, 2016. At the
close of the comment period the Planning Department had received nine comment letters.
In discussing claims of MND inadequacy CEQA uses the “Fair Argument Standard.” If an interested party
presents substantial evidence that a project may result in significant effects, the agency must either
mitigate the impact to a less than significant level with an MND or prepare an (EIR). “Substantial
Evidence” includes facts, fact-related reasonable assumptions and expert opinions based on facts.
According to CEQA, substantial evidence does not include arguments, speculation, unsubstantiated
opinion or narrative, clearly inaccurate or erroneous evidence or socioeconomic impacts not related to
the physical environment.1
Project:
The Project site includes five legal record lots zoned RE11-1 and ranging in size from approximately
5,180 square feet in area to approximately 7,255 square feet in area. The Project, includes development
of the Project site with five single-family residential homes, one home per parcel. The homes would range
in size from approximately 2,454 square feet to 2,719 square feet. During the Project’s grading phase
up to 550 cubic yards of soil will be exported. The Project will require 470 feet of roadway improvements
(20-foot roadway, curb, gutter, and utilities).
Response to Comments:
Responses to the proposed MND are grouped into the major Initial Study categories. These
categories are Air Quality, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use, Population and Housing, Land Use, Noise, Public
Services, (Fire and Emergency Access), Transportation/Traffic and Public Utilities. And Mandatory
Findings of Significance. The responses are attached to this memo.

1

Pub Res. Code. §210882.2; Guidelines 15384 from CEQA deskbook pages 62-63.
ENV-2015-1593-MND

Conclusion
The project’s MND under CEQA complies with all applicable substantive and procedural requirements
for MNDs set forth in CEQA law and the information about the potential impacts of the project was
disclosed through the MND and circulated for public review and comment.

Attachment: Mitigated Negative Declaration Responses to Comments.

Cc:

Council Office CD-1
Commenters

ENV-2015-1593-MND

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ENV-2015-1593-MND
Comment No. 1 -Taylor - Mandatory Findings of Significance
These five properties located at 3861, 3865, 3090, and 3919 Barryknoll Drive and any further
construction on Barryknoll Drive should be subject to a full Environmental Impact Report
As mentioned on page 52 of this MND, there is "a potential related project that would
construct eight new homes west of the proposed Project site along Barryknoll Dr." That's a
total of 13 proposed house. All of them should be subject to an EIR because of the impact
that construction of this significant size will cumulatively have on this steep hillside area. It is
untenable that the Planning Department has consistently failed to acknowledge the extent of
this impact and is subjecting nearby neighborhoods to major environmental changes with little
regard for the welfare of all the residents who live there.
Response to Comment No. 1.
The commenter’s opinions are noted. The Initial Study/MND (ISMND) evaluated the
construction and operation of the five new homes on Barryknoll Drive, identified various
potentially significant impacts, and established mitigation measures that would reduce the
potential impacts to a less than significant level. The ISMND also evaluated the potential for
the proposed Project to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact in Checklist Items lll.c. (Cumulative Air Quality impacts) and XVIII.b
(cumulative impacts). The evaluations of cumulative impacts considered a related project
along Barryknoll currently under construction (three new homes to the northeast of the Project
site), and a potential related project (8 new homes along Barryknoll Drive) to the west of the
Project site. The evaluation determined that the proposed Project, as mitigated, in conjunction
with the related projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts. Because all
potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project would be mitigated to a less than
significant level, and significant cumulative impacts would not occur, a MND is the appropriate
level of CEQA documentation for the proposed project.
Comment No. 2 -Tavlor -Emergency Vehicle Access.
As mentioned in the MND, this area is a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Fire is a very
big concern to hillside residents. As the drought continues, the potential for wildfire
increases. There will be only one point of ingress and egress to these five houses,
via Barryknoll Dr. It just takes one vehicle blocking the street to impede emergency access
and put the homes and their occupants at risk of fire or delayed medical treatment. These two
mitigation measures don't show the distance from 3861 Barryknoll - the property farthest
along the street - to the point of ingress and egress. This distance, and its relevance to safety
and emergency access, should be studied and included in this MND.
Response to Comment No. 2.
As discussed on Page 5 of the Initial Study (IS), under the proposed Project, the unimproved
section of Barryknoll Drive along the new homes would be improved with a new 20-foot wide
roadway (within a 30-foot right-of-way), which would extend approximately 470 feet from a
point 60 feet south of the existing terminus of Barryknoll Drive. In addition, as discussed on
Page 6 of the IS, the Project design plans would be subjected to a fire-life-safety review by the
Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) and would comply with their requirements via the Plan
Check process. Further, as discussed under Checklist Items VIII.h. (Exposure of people or
property to significant risks associated with wildland fires), and XVI.e. (Inadequate emergency
ENV-2015-1593-MND - Response to comments
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access), mitigation measures XIV-10 has been imposed that ensures that LAFD requirements
are adhered to. With an improved road width of 20 feet, it is unlikely that emergency response
access would be completely blocked to the new homes, in the event that a vehicle illegally
stops along the roadway at the same time that emergency response at that location is
required. With the roadway improvements and compliance with LAFD requirements during the
plan review process, the ISMND determination that potential impacts would be mitigated to a
less than significant level is considered valid.
Comment No. 3 -Tavlor -Biological Resources
California Black Walnut trees are protected trees in Los Angeles. They are a dwindling
population limited to a small region located almost exclusively in Southern California.
Removing these trees destroys another rare tree forever. This MND should include more data
about the amount of remaining Black Walnut trees in the Los Angeles area, and how fast they
are dwindling. These trees that the MND proposes removing are a part of a much bigger
picture of a regional protected biological plant.
Response to Comment No. 3
The ISMND identifies California Black Walnuts as protected trees in the City of Los Angeles
and identifies the trees that would require removal (see Table 2 on page 21 of the IS). Further,
according to the US Forest Service1:
Southern California walnut is endemic to California. The current distribution of
southern California walnut-dominated forests and woodlands is limited to the Santa
Clarita River drainage in the vicinity of Sulphur Mountain, small stands in the Simi Hills
and Santa Susana Mountains, the north slope of the Santa Monica Mountains, and the
San /Jose, Puente, and Chino hills. The best remaining stands are in the San Jose
Hills. Outside of this range, southern California walnut occurs in Santa Barbara,
western San Bernardino, and northern San Diego counties.
Although the proposed Project would result in the removal of four California Black Walnut
trees, the majority of the California Black Walnut trees on the Project site are not being
removed, but will be protected in place by orange fencing as required by mitigation measure
IV-60. Further, mitigation measures IV-80, and IV-90 require that the four removed California
Black Walnut trees be replaced on the project site on a 2:1 basis, which would result in an
increase of eight California Black Walnut trees in the Project area relative to baseline
conditions.
Comment No. 4 -Tavlor -Biological Resources
The builder on the property at 3933 Barryknoll violated the code relating to tree driplines in
March 2015 during the early phases of construction. They were performing grading and other
construction within a couple of feet of the trunk of the tree, well inside the drip line. A current
photo of this tree and its immediate proximity to the house is attached. The neighborhood
attempted to have the City stop construction because of this illegal activity, but the City chose
not to do so. Because Black Walnut trees are so rare, and this proposed Project will occur in a
locale with a dense grove of Black Walnut trees, the City needs to add a mitigation to this
MND that creates a schedule for increased monitoring specifically of the trees on these
properties by an inspector.
Response to Comment No. 4
http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/jugcal/all.html
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Thank you for your comment. Although the address of the property mentioned in the comment
is a separate parcel from the proposed Project, the point is understood. The Mitigation
Monitoring Program for the proposed Project identifies the City’s Department of Building and
Safety as both the Enforcement Agency and the Monitoring Agency. The frequency of
monitoring would occur as part of the Department of Building and Safety inspection process
throughout the construction period.
Comment No. 5 -Tavlor -Hydrology
The storm drain at the corner of Cazador St. and Division St., located less than 100 yards
uphill from the proposed construction site, handles a large volume of hillside rainwater runoff.
Neighbors have seen this storm drain become overwhelmed with too much water during
heavy rain. If a single drain is already overwhelmed by too much rain, how can existing storm
drains, tied into the sewer system, handle heavy rain? IX.e. should be investigated more
thoroughly for accuracy to make sure that flooding won't occur in the Project area or nearby
areas.
Response to Comment No. 5.
In general, runoff in the project area occurs via surface flow on streets and gutters, and enters
the storm drain system at lower elevations. Runoff at the corner of Cazador Street and
Division Street occurs via surface flow, as there are no catch basins at that location. Surface
runoff from Cazador Street follows Division Street downstream towards El Paso Drive2 and
does not flow along Barryknoll Drive. It should be noted that there is no storm drain at the
corner of Cazador Street and Division Street, and the City’s storm drain system does not
connect with the sewer system. As described on page 5 and Checklist Item IX.c. of the IS, the
proposed Project would include new storm drains and would channel runoff from the project
site via a storm drain easement and would connect with a storm drain in College Crest Walk.
Further, the proposed Project would implement the City’s Low Impact Development (LID)
ordinance requirements, and would retain and manage onsite the first % inch of rainfall
through capture and infiltration methods. Under the baseline conditions, runoff flows off of the
project site without being captured or retained for onsite use. Because no runoff is currently
retained on Project site, and would be under the proposed Project through LID compliance,
the IS determined that runoff conditions under the proposed Project would represent an
improvements over current conditions, and therefore found the impact to the storm drain
system to be less than significant.
Comment No. 1 -Schpak
I am writing in response to the Proposed MND for the project ENV-2015-1593-MND. I am a
resident of Glassell Park and I’ve spent a great deal of time in Barryknoll Canyon. I feel there
are elements within this MND that cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. Many of the
adverse effects brought about by this project are amplified by the up-zoning allowed when
these RE-11 lots are treated as R1-1.
Response to Comment No. 1
As a point of clarification, the existing project site lots are zoned RE-11, and the development
of the parcels under the proposed Project would be consistent with this zone designation (as
noted on page 10 of the IS). Because the proposed Project would be consistent with the RE11
zone, no “up-zoning” would occur, as assumed in the comment. Both the RE-11 and R1 zone
allow the construction of a single family dwelling on a legal non-conforming as to area lot.

2 NavigagteLA (storm drain inlets and storm flow direction).
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Comment No. 2 -Schpak
Barryknoll is depicted in this MND as small area, in a residential hillside, waiting for infill. Yet
Barryknoll Canyon is a large swath of hillside that is home to one of the larger groves of
protected California Black Walnut trees in what is one of the few remaining natural woodlands.
The removal of even one of these trees brings us closer to their demise. This open area is
also habitat for a variety of wildlife such as coyotes, skunks, raccoons, opossums, owls and
numerous species of resident and migratory birds.
Response to Comment No. 2
As a point of clarification, the Project site is depicted in the IS/MND as occurring on vacant
parcels within a hillside area in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area. Potential
Impacts to California Black Walnut trees are discussed under Checklist Item IV.e. Impacts to
special status species, including birds are addressed under Checklist item IV.a and impacts to
wildlife movement are addressed under Checklist Item IV.d. Mitigation measures (Mitigation
Measures IV-10 - Nesting Birds, IV-60 Tree Preservation, IV-80 Tree Removal and
Replacement, and IV-90 Tree Removal [Public Right-of-Way] have been required to reduce
potential impacts to a less than significant level. Additional information regarding impacts to
California Black Walnut trees is provided above in Response to Comment No. 3 from Molly
Lynn Taylor
Comment No. 3 -Schpak
These five proposed structures, along with the three already in construction, are the first to
populate Barryknoll Canyon. It is stated that there are eight more projects waiting in the wings.
This number of projects should automatically trigger a full Environmental Impact Report. It’s
imperative that the cumulative impacts be considered when a project of this size and
magnitude is proposed and going forth.
Response to Comment No. 3
Although the comment states that the Project site is located in “Barryknoll Canyon," it is
actually located along an undeveloped section of Barryknoll Drive along a mid-slope, in a
hillside area designated for low or very low density residential development. The Parcel Site
Map in Figure 2 of the IS shows the Project site and parcel boundaries relative to area
immediately surrounding the Project site. The IS addresses cumulative impacts, and in
particular the threes homes currently under construction (to the northeast of the Project site)
and a potential related project comprised of 8 additional residences to the west of the Project
site, as discussed above in the Response to Comment No. 1 from Molly Lynn Taylor.
Comment No. 4 -Schpak - Mandatory Findings of Significance
The construction of 13 homes in Barryknoll Canyon will have a significant impact on the area.
These impacts will affect the natural hillside terrain, flora and fauna, hydrology, traffic safety,
emergency response, land use and planning, population and housing, public services and
recreation.
Response to Comment No. 4
The commenter’s opinions are noted. As a point of clarification, the proposed Project would
develop five new single family homes along Barryknoll Drive, not 13. The impacts to hillside
terrain is not a resource area typically considered under CEQA; however, the IS/MND
addresses the potential impacts related to the loss of protected trees under Checklist Item
ENV-2015-1593-MND - Response to comments
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IV.e. (Protected Trees), and geology and soils in Checklist Item VI. Impacts to Flora and
fauna are addressed in sub-discussions under Checklist Item IV - Biological Resources.
Impacts of the proposed Project related to hydrology, traffic safety, emergency response, land
use, population and housing, public services, and recreation are respectively addressed in IS
discussions under Checklist Items IX (Hydrology and Water Quality), XVI.d.
(Transportation/Traffic - hazards related to design features), XVI. (Transportation/Traffic emergency access), VIII.h (Hazards - Emergency Response), X (Land Use and Planning),
XIII (population and Housing), XIV (Public Services), and XV (Recreation). Potentially
significant impacts to biological resources and emergency response/access have been
mitigated to less than significant levels, as discussed in the applicable sections of the IS.
Comment No. 5 -Schpak - Hydrology and Water Quality
It’s difficult to imagine in these years of drought but in years with normal or greater rainfall the
water from the hardscape runs downhill to collector streets. With too few storm drains capable
of handling a heavy rain, I’ve witnessed rainwater flood properties and overwhelm streets as it
runs from Cazador to Division and all the way down to Ave. 40 and Eagle Rock Blvd. IX.e.
Reducing to a level of insignificance should require greater investigation as the statement “the
Proposed Project is not expected to contribute runoff that could exceed the capacity of the
existing storm drain system” is unsupportable as we have already experienced over capacity
of our storm drains without the added hardscape these projects will bring.
Response to Comment No. 5.
Please see the above Response to Comment No. 5 from Molly Lynn Taylor.
Comment No. 6 -Schpak- Land Use and Planning
This project is in conflict with the zoning. These lots are zoned RE-11 yet are being given R1
status. The City chose to downzone this area rather than mitigate the numerous impacts that
a higher population density in this area would create. The MND completely ignores the density
difference and thereby offers no mitigation whatsoever. IX.b. Reducing to a level of
insignificance should require that the City consider all elements of the NMD with new data
from the unrecognized added density and look at the cumulative impacts through a full EIR.
Response to Comment No. 6
The proposed Project would be consistent with existing parcel zoning and would not develop
the Project site at a higher density than allowed under existing zoning. Checklist Item X (Land
use and Planning) evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed Project on land use and
land use plans relative to baseline conditions, and determined that impacts would be less than
significant. Consequently, an MND is the appropriate level of documentation under CEQA.
Comment No. 7 -Schpak - Population and Housing
The MND falsely states that these lots are zoned for low density (R1) when they are actually
zoned for very low density (RE-11). Therefore, these lots were arbitrarily up-zoned without
accounting for the increase in density. XIII.a. A full EIR should be required to consider the
mitigation of the real impacts of the density increase that has not been addressed or mitigated
in this MND.
Response to Comment No. 7.
The comment is in error. As discussed on page 10 of the IS, existing parcel zoning is RE-11,
and the development of the parcels under the proposed Project would be consistent with this
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zone designation (the proposed Project would not develop the Project site to R1 standards,
and would not require rezoning or zone change).
Comment No. 8 -Schpak -Public Services - Fire Protection
There are two main streets for ingress/egress to Barryknoll Drive, Kinney and Division. Kinney
is notorious for its 10’ wide entrance and a steep switchback that has overturned many trucks,
caused numerous accidents and, most importantly, cannot handle large fire trucks. Therefore
Division is the only viable street the fire department can use to enter this very high fire hazard
severity zone in this red flag area. The projects are currently greater than 300’ from the
nearest hydrant and even though the Fire Department only requires 20' roadway width,
without unfettered access and a means to turnaround to exit, there remains a serious level of
unmitigated concerns to the public safety.
Response to Comment No. 8
The primary access route likely to be used by LAFD in responding to the project area would
be Division Street, as it offers a more direct route to the Project site from Fire Station 55
located on York Boulevard and Fire Station 50 located on Fletcher Boulevard. These two fire
stations are discussed in Checklist Item XIV in the IS. Although Division Street is the likely
route an emergency response provider would use to travel to the Project site, Division Street
does not pose configuration constraints. Because Barryknoll Drive is unimproved at Kinney
Street, Kinney Street is unlikely to serve as an emergency access route for emergency
response purposes. Further, as discussed in the IS, mitigation measure XIV-10 has been
required to mitigate potential emergency access impacts related to the project being located in
a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.
Comment No. 9 -Schpak - Transportation and Traffic
Access to this hillside is through narrow streets and winding roadways. There are many
streets, Cazador being one of them, where two cars do not have room to pass if there is a car
parked on one side of the street. A single car is capable of blocking access for hundreds of
residents. I have witnessed and experienced on many occasions having to back down or up a
hill to avoid a street blockage. It is worse during peak hours. Added density without
considering the impacts on access and safety is not mitigating to a level of insignificance.
Response to Comment No. 9
Given the project location and the designated highways that would serve the Project (Eagle
Rock Boulevard and San Fernando Road), Division Street is the collector street that would
likely serve as the primary access to and from the project site, as it connects with both of the
highways previously mentioned. Cazador Street is designated as a local street and does not
provide direct access to these highways or the Project site. Although many of the streets in
the hillside area are narrow, the primary access collector street that would serve the proposed
Project site (Division Street) does not pose configuration constraints. A short section of West
Avenue 42 could also serve as an access route for emergency response providers, and
although it is a local street, it does not pose access constraints. In addition, the proposed
Project would include roadway improvements that would accommodate emergency response
access to the Project site. Further, as discussed above, the proposed Project would not
increase density beyond that allowed for under existing zoning.
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Comment No. 1 -Mattioni
I live on 4007 Division Street, a property bordering the new building project at 3861-3919, that
is just a few yards away from my property line. I have been living in Glassell Park since 2004,
and for 7 years at this address. I fell in love with this area because it was one of the few in the
city where some open space was remaining, providing corridors for the wildlife and allowing
protected trees like live oaks and black walnuts to survive. In fact, I was gladly impressed
when in 2011, during the permit process necessary to build a small guest house on my 25,000
sq. feet property, I was requested to submit a full EIR, plus an arborist report substantiating
that the new construction would not affect-in any way- the protected trees on the land, plus a
petition of support signed by all the neighbors within 100 yards, and a statement of intention
by my constructor that would assure that no heavy equipment was going to be used and
there would be no big trucks parked on our narrow streets without sidewalks.
I learned that none of these criteria, evidently, have been applied to the new proposed
development. None of us neighbors had been asked what they thought about this project nor
received a notice informing of the proposed construction. No EIR has been submitted whereas
the developer has aggressively and irresponsibly started his construction operating heavy
machinery to destroy what was once a canyon with beautiful greenery, GRADING ILLEGALLY
when there was no grading permit issued yet, transforming the lots in a terrible dust bowl
which is affecting our lives and health. My 7-year old granddaughter has developed a severe
dust allergy since construction started on Barryknoll, my dog is sneezing and coughing day
and night and the air quality has become so bad that we have to stay indoor most days.
Response to Comment No. 1
Regarding the comment that an EIR is required, please see Response to Comment No. 1
from Molly Lynn Taylor. Regarding he comment about air quality, construction of the proposed
Project would include compliance with Rule 403, which would minimize generation of fugitive
dust. Regarding the comment that illegal grading has occurred, this comment is in error. The
owner’s representative had filed an application with the Department of Building and Safety
(DBS) to allow stockpiling of soil on the five lots, and paid for the permit. However, after
paying the permit fee, the representative did not return to the DBS Counter to demonstrate
proof of payment, and as such, the permit was not activated. Soil was subsequently
stockpiled on the Project site, and a City Inspector issued a Notice of Violation to the owner.
The owner’s representative then completed the permit process, and the stockpiling permit was
issued by the DBS, which addressed the Notice of Violation.
Comment No. 2 -Mattioni
On top of what said above, I cannot understand how this developer could obtain a permit
given the horrible fire hazard that his project represents. Building so many houses in the
mouth of a canyon set between fragile hillsides with no fire road and a narrow street to access
the development is irresponsible to say the least. I would like you to consider my concern as
well as those expressed by my neighbors.
Response to Comment No. 2
As discussed under Checklist Item VIII.h. in the Initial Study, to mitigate potential impacts
related to the Project site being located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Mitigation
Measure XIV-10 Public Services (Fire), requires coordination with the City’s Fire Department
(Fire Department requirements are also incorporated into the Project via the Plan Check
process), and would mitigate potential impacts to a less than significant level. As a point of
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clarification, the proposed Project would include roadway improvements that would improve
emergency response access to the Project site.
Comment No. 1 - Campeau
You are NOT DOING your JOB! -UNLESS YOU’RE JOB IS ONLY TO SAY"YESSIR" TO
DEVELOPERS AND NOT LISTEN at all to CITIZENS affected by such Developers! Sir, start
doing your job- for us, for our neighborhood's trees and quality of living, INSTEAD OF BEING
'IN THE POCKET' OF DEVELOPERS. Let this email serve you notice that I demand you
require this developer conduct an EIR for these 5 proposed Barryknoll houses. I saw what this
guy did to the protected walnut trees surrounding the first houses he built-- and HOW YOU
ALLOWED IT, SAYING THAT THE WALNUT TREES WOULD SURVIVE WHEN BUILDING
NEXT TO THEM INTERFEREED WITH THEIR ROOT SYSTEM- WELL, THE BIG TREE
DIDN'T SURVIVE, MR. SHOOP.
Response to Comment No. 1
The commenter’s opinions are noted. Regarding the comment that an EIR is required, please
see Response to Comment No. 1 from Molly Lynn Taylor. As discussed under Checklist Item
IV.e off the Initial Study/MND, Mitigation Measures IV-60 Tree Preservation (Construction), IV80 Tree Removal and Replacement (Locally Protected Species), IV-90 Tree Removal (Public
Right-of-Way) would be implemented and would mitigate potential impacts to protected trees
to a less than significant level.
Comment No. 1 - Oieda/Martinez
We have read the ENV-2015-1593-MND report and we are submitting our thoughts and
comments about this project. We have been residents of the Glassell Park area since 2002
and we are greatly invested in our neighborhood.
We live less than 50 yards from the five properties listed in this MND, we are very familiar with
the terrain, character and infrastructure of this hillside area. As mentioned, we have lived in
Glassell Park since 2002 and have seen many changes during that time. When we first moved
into the area, we instantly loved it because it was special and different from other areas of Los
Angeles. We loved the open beautiful green space that provided corridors for the wildlife and
allowed protected trees like live oaks and black walnuts to survive and flourish. We
wholeheartedly chose to reside in this community and purchased our first home here after
getting married. All of that changed in March of 2015 when the City of Los Angeles and CD1
green-lighted the construction of the three homes currently being built at the mouth of
Barryknoll Canyon.
We have witnessed firsthand the careless and irresponsible development of these properties
and the destruction they brought to the Canyon and the surrounding hillside. There were many
emails and calls made to Gil Cedillo’s office and to the City Planner with little or no response.
We witnessed and recorded the developer kill protected black walnut trees and illegally grade
the Canyon where these five properties are to be built. We have personally witnessed the
construction crew working until 9:30pm, bulldozing and shifting dirt in the darkness or very
early in the morning on the weekends. The City eventually responded a few days later but by
then it was too late the damage was done.
Response to Comment No. 1.
Regarding the comment about illegal grading at the project site, please see Response to
Comment No. 1 to Gloria Mattioni above. Contrary to the comment, Black Walnut trees at the
ENV-2015-1593-MND - Response to comments
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project site have not been harmed. Regarding the comment about construction crews working
until 9:30 PM, construction of the proposed Project has not commenced. If the comment is
referring to construction of a related project until 9:30 PM, then that construction would have
violated the City’s Noise ordinance and would have been subjected to enforcement by the
City’s Police Department. As a point of reference, as described in Checklist Item X.a of the
Initial Study, the City’s Noise Ordinance allows construction to occur in residential areas from
7:00 AM to 9:00 PM Monday through Friday, and Saturday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. Further,
as part of the notification process to adjacent owners, the City would include a list of
regulating Codes and Rules, responsible agencies, and contact information to facilitate
reporting of code violations.
Comment No. 2 - Oieda/Martinez
Barryknoll Canyon used to be a lush area full of foliage, protected black walnut trees, wildlife,
and an area where the surrounding neighborhoods were able to hike, play, and walk our pets.
That is no longer the case because of these developments; this is not an anti-development
issue, it is about legal and responsible development. The illegal grading has caused a
tremendous amount of dust and loose dirt that has made asthma conditions worsen and our
dog sneeze and cough each time we walked him through Barryknoll Canyon. It has also
caused a permanent film of dust to collect on our vehicles and windows. It has gotten so bad
that we rarely open our backdoors, windows, and/or sit on the deck because of it and the
harmful respiratory effects. They also brought in dirt by the truckloads. We do not know where
this dirt is coming from - has it been inspected? There are still mounds of dirt everywhere in
the Canyon to this day... not to mention a ten-ton truck full of combustible construction debris
that has been sitting in the Canyon for months.
Response to Comment No. 2
As a point of clarification, Barryknoll Drive is located along a mid-slope in a hillside area, and
there is no officially designated area called Barryknoll Canyon. The project site is situated in a
hillside area along a street that is largely unimproved, with vacant parcels adjacent to the
unimproved portion of Barryknoll Drive, but with the overall surrounding area developed with
single-family residences. Although the area and unpaved sections of Barryknoll Drive are
used by local residents, their use does not preclude development from occurring consistent
with the City’s General Plan and the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. Regarding the
comment about illegal grading, please see please see Response to Comment No. 1 from
Gloria Mattioni above.
Comment No. 3 - Oieda/Martinez
If these homes are approved, that will make 8 homes in the Canyon. Is this not considered
piecemealing? Is this not illegal? Why is there not a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
required for these developments? When our neighbor Gloria Mattioni (4007 Division Street)
built a home on her property, she was required to get signatures from all her neighbors and
was required to hire an arborist and the City made her follow strict rules about construction
trucks and noise, but the developments in Barryknoll Canyon did not have to follow the same
rules. Why is that? These are questions that we, and multiple residents, have asked since
March 2015 to various individuals in CD1 and in the Planning Department - we have received
nothing but utter silence. We were never notified of the developments in Barryknoll Canyon
and the developer appears to have been given carte blanche to do as he pleased, including
killing protected trees and illegally grading the hillside.
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Response to Comment No. 3
Regarding the piece mealing comment, the existing 3 homes under construction located to the
east of the project site are owned by a separate entity from the owner of the project parcels.
The IS/MND evaluated the cumulative impact of the proposed Project in conjunction with the 3
homes and another 8 homes along Barryknoll Drive, and determined that the proposed
Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact. In addition, please see Response to Comment No. 1 from Molly Lynn Taylor above.
Comment No. 4 - Oieda/Martinez - Aesthetics
If these homes will look like the ones that are currently being built - yes it will affect the
“aesthetics” and “degrade the existing visual character” of the surrounding homes. We were
informed by one of the construction workers that since the lots are relatively small, they would
be building “straight up.” So in essence, we are looking at 5 homes built, straight up high in a
crowded and dense area. This potentially will have a significant impact and degrade the
existing visual character / quality of the site and the canyon surroundings; therefore a full EIR
is requested and applicable mitigation should be considered.
Response to Comment No. 4
Checklist Item I. of the IS/MND evaluated the proposed Project’s potential impacts to aesthetic
resources, including impacts to scenic vistas, scenic highways, similar development in the
surrounding areas, and light and glare, and determined that significant impacts would not
occur. Contrary to the comment, the five new homes under the proposed Project would not be
straight up in a crowded and dense area, rather, the new homes would be consistent with
surrounding low density residential development and would be consistent with heights allowed
for under existing zoning. Regarding the images provided, it should be noted that the two
photos do not depict the same area or view, and are taken at different times of the year, one
when the vegetation is experiencing early growth from winter rains (in February), and the
other in the middle of summer when conditions are dry. Since the IS/MND determined that
significant impacts to aesthetic resources would not occur, an EIR is not warranted.
Comment No. 5 - Oieda/Martinez - Air Quality
As already mentioned, the dust, loose soil, and silt the development has already caused with
the three homes being currently constructed has changed our way of living, increased the
frequency and severity of respiratory conditions, and caused an almost permanent fine silt
covering our property. Those three homes are over 100 yards away, with the newly proposed
five homes being less than 50 yards away - we can assume the negative effects in air quality
to be at least two-fold. Can the developer and the city assure that our homes and air quality
will not be affected by their construction? This construction has a potentially significant impact
on air quality and all surrounding residents are at increased risk for negative respiratory
effects. A full EIR is requested to ensure the air quality standards will not be comprised and to
ensure the health and safety of the surrounding residents. Additionally, at a minimum, the city
needs to add mitigation to ensure consistent assessment and testing of air quality - due to
construction activity.
Response to Comment No. 5
The IS/MND evaluated the impacts of the proposed Project to air quality (in Checklist Item III.)
by modeling the construction and operation of the project and comparing the anticipated air
pollutant levels to the significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD and used by the
City. In addition, the evaluation evaluated the potential for cumulative impacts due to the
proposed Project in conjunction with the related projects. As the construction emissions would
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be well below the significance thresholds for criterial pollutants, the IS/MND determined that a
significant impact to air quality would not occur.
Additionally, the Project developer would be required by the City to implement the following
Regulatory Compliance Measures, (SCAQMD District Rule 403) which would further reduce
the Project’s already less-than-significant emissions generated during the construction phase:
a. All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice daily
during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to
reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting could reduce
fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent.
b. The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by
grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by
wind. All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts
of dust.
c. All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to
prevent spillage and dust.
d. All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely
covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.
e. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as to
minimize exhaust emissions.
f. Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but shall be turned off
Comment No. 6 - Oieda/Martinez - Biological Resources
California Black Walnut trees are protected trees in Los Angeles but more than that they are a
wonderful part of the heritage of our city. They are a dwindling population limited to a small
region located almost exclusively in Southern California. Removal of these trees destroys
another rare tree forever. This MND should include more data about the amount of remaining
Black Walnut trees in the Los Angeles area, and how fast they are dwindling. These trees
that the MND proposes removing are a part of a much bigger picture of a regional protected
biological plant.
The builder on the property at 3933 Barryknoll violated the code relating to tree drip lines in
March 2015 during the early phases of construction. They were performing grading and other
construction within a couple of feet of the trunk of the tree, well inside the drip line. The
neighborhood attempted to have the City stop construction because of this illegal activity, but
the City chose not to do so. Black Walnut trees are so rare, and this proposed Project will
occur in a locale with a dense grove of Black Walnut trees, the City needs to add a mitigation
to this MND that creates a schedule for increased monitoring specifically of the trees on these
properties by an inspector. It is obvious by these actions that “’orange fencing’ or other
similarly highly visible barrier shall be installed outside of the drip line of locally protected
trees..."does not work as the protected trees were still killed. Who will follow up with the
developer to make sure “a minimum of two trees” are "planted for each protected tree that is
removed?
Response to Comment No. 6.
Please see Response to Comment No. 3 from Molly Lynn Taylor above. The IS/MND has
identified the Black Walnut trees that would have to be removed as a result of the proposed
Project, based on the architectural plot plans and the tree reports prepared by a certified
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arborist. Mitigation has been required, as described in the IS/MND, and its implementation
would be monitored as described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program.
Comment No. 7 - Oieda/Martinez - Geology and Soils
The report states that “the Project site is located within a landslide zone as listed in ZIMAS
(State of California, Division of Mines and Geology) and therefore has the potential to expose
people or structures to geotechnical hazards’’ but recent studies done by Robles Engineering,
Inc. show that the soil is safe and “did not reveal the presence of past surficial slop
failures.” Does this new study supersede the State of California findings? With another El Nino
season coming up, is it safe to be grading and digging into a “landslide zone” area? This
potentially has a significant negative impact. At the time of the first El Nino, there were a
whole block of homes on Division Street that sustained significant damage from the hillside,
causing them to be red-tagged and yellow-taped - they were uninhabitable for some time. Will
the city and the developer ensure the safety off all existing adjacent residences, as well as
assume liability if damage should occur as the result of this construction? Mitigation to
implement safety and liability needs to be implemented.
Response to Comment No. 7
As a point of clarification, a soils report that focuses on a specific parcel or area is generally
more accurate that a general designation based on mapping of a large area. Because a soils
report was prepared and includes an evaluation of the specific conditions of the Project site,
its conclusion and recommendations are considered in the City’s review of the project. As
described in the IS/MND (Checklist Item Vl.a.iv.), the City has reviewed the geotechnical
report, has approved the report, and has identified geotechnical requirements for the Project.
These requirements are conditions of approval and the proposed Project cannot move forward
absent them.
Comment No. 8 - Oieda/Martinez - Hazards and Hazardous Materials
As listed by ZIMAS, Barryknoll Canyon (proposed construction site) is a “very high fire hazard
severity zone.”The “fire season” has essentially become year round due to the drought
conditions. This project could be highly dangerous to our fragile hillside. The current
development has mounds of debris and trash strewn in various areas of the Canyon (see
pictures below) including a truck that is full of combustible debris that has been parked in a
vacant lot of Barryknoll Canyon for months now. We are cognizant of the recent fire that
started in Elysian Park and earlier this summer, in Silver Lake. These communities were
fortunate the LAFD was able to contain the fires prior to extensive damage, largely due to
having full access to the site. Barryknoll canyon does NOT have full access and unobstructed
access. The report mentions that there will be “road improvements" done but there is no road
that leads to the Canyon. Is there a specific plan in place if a fire accidentally erupts during
construction? How will the residents and property owners of the neighborhood be protected
from any such occurrence? These hazardous materials propose a potentially significant and
dangerous impact.
Response to Comment No. 8
The evaluations under Checklist Items Vlll.g and VIII.h address the Project's potential to
adversely affect the provision of fire protection services during construction, and once
construction is completed. Mitigation Measure VI11-40 Hillside Construction Staging and
Parking Plan would ensure that the public right-of-way is not impeded (it includes a prohibition
on storing construction material in the public right-of-way), and Mitigation Measure XIV-10
Public Services (Fire) would ensure that fire-fighting infrastructure and requirements are
incorporated into the project plans. It is unclear what the commenters mean when they state
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that Barryknoll Canyon does not have full access, as Barryknoll Drive in the Project area
extends from approximately College Crest Walk to Kinney Street, albeit this section is largely
unimproved. Although the proposed Project would not improve the full length of Barryknoll
Drive to its connection with Kinney Street, it would improve it along the Project frontage and
connect with the existing improved portion of Barryknoll Drive. The road portion of the Project
would improve Fire Department access to the hillside and Project site in the event of a fire,
relative to baseline conditions.
Comment No. 9 - Oieda/Martinez - Hydrology and Water Quality
The storm drain at the corner of Cazador Street and Division Street located less than 100
yards uphill from the proposed construction site, handles a large volume of hillside rainwater
runoff. Many of us have personally seen this storm drain become overwhelmed with too much
water during heavy rain, personally, our family is impacted as it runs directly down our
property line and driveway- causing flood like conditions during the rain. An expansive pond
of water will form in this intersection and much of it will continue down the street to the next
storm drain. If a single drain is already overwhelmed by too much rain, how can new existing
storm drains, tied in to the sewer system, handle heavy rain? Runoff water should be
investigated more thoroughly for accuracy to make sure that flooding will not occur in the
Project area or nearby areas.; this is especially concerning because we have observed on
several occasions, extensive water run-off since the start of the current construction in
Barryknoll canyon (see picture below).
Response to Comment No. 9
Please see Response to Comment No. 5 from Molly Lynn Taylor, above. As a point of
clarification, runoff that flows along a gutter within a street is the same as flow within a storm
drain.
Comment No. 10 - Oieda/Martinez - Noise
The current related project has not always followed the Municipal Code regulations. We have
personally observed and heard construction on Sundays, prior to 8:00 am on Saturdays, and
during the nighttime hours on Saturdays and weekdays. How can we be assured that the
construction crew will follow city regulations, such as 41.40 LAMC- Construction
Noise, as these regulations have not been enforced by the city thus far - even though calls
were made about these violations? Mitigation needs to be in place to ensure current Municipal
Code regulations are upheld.
Response to Comment No. 10
Although the comment is regarding construction of another project in the project area, the
concern is acknowledged. The City's noise ordinance is enforced through the Police
Department. In addition, as part of the notification process to adjacent owners, the City would
include a list of regulating Codes and Rules, responsible agencies, and contact information to
facilitate reporting of code violations.
Comment No. 11 - Oieda/Martinez - Public Services
As mentioned in the MND, this area is a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Fire is a
significant and justifiable concern to us and other hillside residents - especially as drought
conditions continue.
For the five proposed homes, there will be only one point of ingress and egress, via Barryknoll
Drive. If only one vehicle is blocking the street (which is commonplace) it will absolutely
impede emergency access and put the homes and their occupants at risk of fire and delayed
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medical treatment. These two mitigation measures do not show the distance from 3861
Barryknoll - the property farthest along the street - to the point of ingress and egress. This
distance, and its relevance to safety and emergency access, should be studied and included
in this MND. We live less than 50 yards from these proposed developments and it is a major
and relevant concern for ourselves and our neighbors. The potential negative impact is
significant.
Response to Comment No. 11
Please see the Response to Comment No. 11 from Helene Schpak above. In addition, as
described in the IS/MND, the proposed Project would improve Barryknoll Drive and include a
20-foot paved roadway within a 30-foot wide right-of-way. The paved roadway represents an
improvement over baseline conditions, and would be wide enough to provide unimpeded
emergency access. In addition, with implementation of Mitigation Measure XIV-10 Public
Services (Fire), appropriate infrastructure improvements would be made and added to support
the provision of fire protection services. It should be noted that Barryknoll Drive along the
Project site does not provide emergency response access to the surrounding community.
In addition, The Project is required to be designed and constructed in accordance with the Los
Angeles Fire Code and would be required to incorporate measures, including but not limited
the following:
a. Ignition-resistant roofing and other building materials
b. Fire-Retardant-Treated Wood or noncombustible materials
c. Roof coverings, valleys, and gutters
d. Attic ventilation
e. Eave or cornice vents
f. Sprinkler systems
g. Landscaping with fire-retardant plants
h. Vegetation clearance
Additionally, prior to issuance of an Occupancy Permit, the Project Applicant would be
required to coordinate with Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) to ensure that the Project
incorporates all appropriate fire-prevention measures. Through compliance with the LAFD’s
requirements.
Comment No. 12 - Oieda/Martinez - Recreation
This Project will have an impact on recreation by forcibly decreasing it. Many residents use
Barryknoll as our way of recreation. We exercise, play, and walk our pets in the Canyon and
have been doing it for decades. As you are aware we do not have sidewalks in our area and
many of the residents use the Canyons a safe place in the area for recreation. Many times we
have attempted to leisurely walk and walk our pets on the surrounding streets, however due to
the lack of sidewalks and high volume of traffic, leisure walks become potentially dangerous
situations. How will the city ensure we continue to have safe and readily accessible areas for
recreation?
Response to Comment No. 12
Although the proposed Project would construct five new homes along an undeveloped section
of Barryknoll Drive, the project site is designated and zoned for single family residences.
Barryknoll Drive is a designated public street, albeit portions of which are unimproved.
Because the proposed Project would not block access to Barryknoll Drive and would develop
the project site consistent with zoning and the Community Plan, it would not result in impacts
to recreational facilities. It should be noted that the proposed Project would not generate a
substantial amount of traffic. It would also include roadway improvements, which would
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provide a more uniform surface along a portion of Barryknoll Drive that residents can use
when they use Barryknoll Drive in the future.
Comment No. 13 - Oieda/Martinez - Transportation/Traffic
The residential area surrounding the Barryknoll Canyon is becoming more and more
dangerously congested. Over the past 14 years, we have personally seen an increase in
traffic in our area as more and more homes keep being added to this already dense area. Not
only do people speed along the hills, they do not abide by Stop signs - which directly and
personally impacts our safety - especially with the amount of vehicles on these roads. Every
day we are personally impacted; the excess of cars delays us in getting out of our driveway,
additionally, many cars use our drive as a turn-a-bout or drive-through - to ironically avoid the
congested traffic. We are in danger of being hit when walking from our driveway to our front
door. As it stands now, traffic and safety are not well regulated, the potential impact of
increased traffic due to any new development is highly negative and significant. We have had
two cars crash into our home in the last 6 years (see pictures below). More traffic and more
people increase the chances of more traffic accidents. It may be assumed that building five
homes has “no impact” but that is incorrect. Every new development brings an impact to the
community.
Response to Comment No. 13
Although the proposed Project would increase the number of homes in the Project area, the
increase is considered a minor increase that would not significantly affect levels of service.
The proposed Project would include roadway improvements, which represents beneficial
conditions compared to existing conditions. Although the concerns expressed and
photographs show an area near the intersection of Division Street and Cazador Street, this
stop-controlled intersection is not expected to experience substantial traffic increases from the
proposed Project.
Comment No. 14 - Oieda/Martinez - Construction Equipment Traffic
Construction-related traffic is also troublesome. We have observed many occurrences of
gridlock in these narrow and hilly streets. We have observed construction vehicles to be
careless by blocking residences, driveways, and road access; we have also observed them to
drive use and drive over personal property several times - causing damage (see pictures
below). How will the city ensure personal property is protected from construction outcomes? A
full EIR is requested to assess the impact of added vehicles to the already congested and
fragile roads.
Response to Comment No. 14. As discussed in Checklist Item VIII.g. of the IS/MND,
Mitigation Measure Vlll-40 Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan, which will prevent
the types of traffic blockages expressed in the comment, has been required and would
mitigate the potential impacts to a less than significant level. Regarding the concern about
potential damage to personal property, the specific measures identified in Mitigation Measure
Vlll-40 would minimize the potential for accidents.
Comment No. 15 - Oieda/Martinez - Mandatory Findings of Significance
Our main and most urgent comment is that these five properties - 3861, 3865, 3871,3909 and
3919 Barryknoll Dr. - and any further construction on Barryknoll Dr., in Barryknoll Canyon
should be subject to a full Environmental Impact Report. As mentioned on page 52 of this
MND, there is "a potential related project that would construct eight new homes west of the
proposed Project site along Barryknoll Dr."That is a total of 13 proposed houses. They
should all be subject to an EIR because of the impact that construction of this significant size
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will cumulatively have on this steep hillside area. It is untenable that the Planning Department
has consistently failed to acknowledge the extent of this impact and is subjecting nearby
neighborhoods to major environmental changes with little regard for the welfare of all the
residents and tax payers who live there. The planning department and applicable city officials
have been unresponsive to over a year’s worth of residential concerns. As our statements and
pictures prove, the concerns are significant and justifiable. As residents, homeowners, tax
payers, voters, and dedicated and viable community members, we ask for the city and the
Planning Department to ensure our safety and responsibly, fully, and ethically hold any
potential construction project to existing laws and regulations and be contingent upon a full
Environmental Impact Report.
Response to Comment No. 15
The commenter’s opinions are noted. Regarding the comment that an EIR should be
prepared due to the related projects, please see Response to Comment No. 1 from Molly
Lynn Taylor.
Comment No. 1 - Tallman - Mandatory Findings of Significance
My main and most urgent comment is that these five properties - 3861, 3865, 3871, 3909 and
3919 Barryknoll Dr. - and any further construction on Barryknoll Dr. should be subject to a full
Environmental Impact Report. As mentioned on page 52 of this MND, there is "a potential
related project that would construct eight new homes west of the proposed Project site along
Barryknoll Dr." That's a total of 13 proposed house. All of them should be subject to an EIR
because of the impact that construction of this significant size will cumulatively have on this
steep hillside area. It is untenable that the Planning Department has consistently failed to
acknowledge the extent of this impact and is subjecting nearby neighborhoods to major
environmental changes with little regard for the welfare of all the residents who live there.
Response to Comment No. 1.
The commenter’s opinions are noted. Regarding the comment that an EIR should be prepared
due to the related projects, please see Response to Comment No. 1 from Molly Lynn Taylor
Comment No. 2 - Tallman - Emergency Vehicle Access
As mentioned in the MND, this area is a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Fire is a very
big concern to me and most other hillside residents. As the drought continues, the potential
for wildfire increases.
There will be only one point of ingress and egress to these five houses, via Barryknoll Dr. It
just takes one vehicle blocking the street to impede emergency access and put the homes
and there occupants at risk of fire or delayed medical treatment. These two mitigation
measures don't show the distance from 3861 Barryknoll - the property farthest along the street
to the point of ingress and egress. This distance, and its relevance to safety and emergency
access, should be studied and included in this MND.
Response to Comment No. 2.
Please see Response to Comment No. 8 from Ojeda/Martinez
Comment No. 3 - Tallman - Biological Resources
California Black Walnut trees are protected trees in Los Angeles but more than that they are a
wonderful part of the heritage of our city. They are a dwindling population limited to a small
region located almost exclusively in Southern California. Removing these trees destroys
another rare tree forever. This MND should include more data about the amount of remaining
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Black Walnut trees in the Los Angeles area, and how fast they are dwindling. These trees
that the MND proposes removing are a part of a much bigger picture of a regional protected
biological plant.
The builder on the property at 3933 Barryknoll violated the code relating to tree driplines in
March 2015 during the early phases of construction. They were performing grading and other
construction within a couple of feet of the trunk of the tree, well inside the drip line. A current
photo of this tree and its immediate proximity to the house is attached. The neighborhood
attempted to have the City stop construction because of this illegal activity, but the City chose
not to do so. Because Black Walnut trees are so rare, and this proposed Project will occur in a
locale with a dense grove of Black Walnut trees, the City needs to add a mitigation to this
MND that creates a schedule for increased monitoring specifically of the trees on these
properties by an inspector.
Response to Comment No. 3
Please see Response to Comment No. 3 from Molly Lynn Taylor above. The IS/MND has
identified the Black Walnut trees that would have to be removed as a result of the proposed
Project, based on the architectural plot plans and the tree reports prepared by a certified
arborist. Mitigation has been required, as described in the IS/MND, and its implementation
would be monitored as described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program.
Comment No. 4 - Tallman - Hydrology
The storm drain at the corner of Cazador St. and Division St., located less than 100 yards
uphill from the proposed construction site, handles a large volume of hillside rainwater runoff.
I have seen this storm drain become overwhelmed with too much water during heavy rain. An
expansive pond of water will form in this intersection and much of it will continue down the
street to the next storm drain. If a single drain is already overwhelmed by too much rain, how
can new existing storm drains, tied in to the sewer system, handle heavy rain? IX.e should be
investigated more thoroughly for accuracy to make sure that flooding won't occur in the
Project area or nearby areas.
Response to Comment No. 4
Please see Response to Comment No. 5 from Molly Lynn Taylor, above. As a point of
clarification, runoff that flows along a gutter within a street is the same as flow within a storm
drain.
Comment No. 1 - Connor - Fire Access
The MND notes the serious problem of no existing fire equipment access to and turnaround
from the Barryknoll Canyon area. It is tragically simple to see how a grassfire could ignite the
new construction on Barryknoll creating a chimney effect which would quickly spread to the
streets above destroying potentially hundreds of homes DUE TO LACK OF FIRE
DEPARTMENT ACCESS AND TURNAROUND IN BARRYKNOLL CANYON. (ENV-20151593-MND, pg. 42) The Southern California Fire Season in now a year round phenomenon
due to Climate Change and our current drought. It seems every month another hillside blows
up in our area; the most recent being in Elysian Park on September 22nd and before that
4013 DIVISION ST. L.A., CA 90065. Both times the LAFD were able to control the fires and
protect property due to access. The new development on Barryknoll is creating another
potential Oakland Hills Firestorm scenario.
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Response to Comment No.1
Please see Response to Comment No. 8 from Ojeda/Martinez.
Comment No. 2 - Connor - Air Quality
In terms of Air Quality, the heavy machinery and construction crews have turned Barryknoll
Canyon into a Dust Bowl. Compacted soil has been turned into a fine dust which blows onto
our properties and causes breathing difficulties. For the first time in the 8 years we have lived
in Glassell Park, we have been subjected to 8 months of a fine silt covering on our property. I
can no longer walk my dog past the construction zone, because he chokes and sneezes from
the dust. The dust is not being caused by our current 5 year drought; the dust didn’t exist until
construction started. (ENV-2015-1593-MND, pg. 15) The construction crew has also done
illegal grading and trucked in tons of dirt from other sites. Where is this soil coming from? How
do we know it isn’t contaminated with hazardous waste?
Response to Comment No. 2
Comment noted. Please see response to Comment No. 5 from Ojeda/Martinez
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3. TYPICAL DETAILS SHALL APPLY WHERE NO SPECIAL DETAIL IS
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4. ALL OMISSIONS OR CONFLICTS BETWEEN VARIOUS ELEMENTS OF THE
WORKING DRAWINGS AND OR SPECIFICATIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO
THE ATTENTION OF THE ENGINEER BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH ANY
WORK SO INVOLVED.
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5. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SAFE AND ADEQUATE TEMPORARY
ERECTION BRACING ON ALL BEAMS, WALLS,ETC. TO PROVIDE FULL
STRUCTURAL STABILITY. BRACING SHALL NOT BE REMOVED UNTIL
THE ELEMENT SUPPORTED IS CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING ITS DESIGN

Owner:

2. GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE PROJECT AND SHALL
VERIFY ALL CONDTIONS AND DIMENSIONS PRIOR TO STARTING ANY
WORK ENGINEER OR ARCHITECT SHALL BE NOTIFIED IMMEDIATELY
OF ANY DISCREPANCIES FOUND.
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8. IN NO CASE SHALL WORKING DIMENSIONS BE SCALED FROM PLANS.
SECTIONS OR DETAILS ON THE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS.
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7. STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS SHALL BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH
ARCHITECTURAL. MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS.
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8. NOTES AND DETAILS ON DRAWINGS SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER
THESE GENERAL NOTES.

«P3CIF)C PCALLOWAOLB ; .80- (7-»8-» «.F. -8.FW S.r.l H 9,10- ?A* = 4SL48 W.KM IF.
0,000 S.F.

9. DESIGN MATERIAL, EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS OTHER THAN THOSE
DESCRIBED BELOW OR INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS MAY BE
CONSIDERED FOR USE. PROVIDE PRIOR APPROVAL IS OBTAINED
FROM THE OWNER, ARCHITECT/ENGINEER, AND THE APPLICABLE
GOVERNING CODE AUTHORITY.
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EXHIBIT H

Attachment A: Location Map
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