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Executive Summary 

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing the environmental effects of the 
proposed Ashley Construction Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) 63567 Project (project). This section 
summarizes the characteristics of the project, alternatives to the project, the environmental impacts 
associated with the project, and mitigation measures to reduce the identified significant impacts.  

Project Synopsis 

Project Applicant 
Ashley Construction, Inc. 
5300 Whitman Road 
Hidden Hills, California 91302 

Project Description 
The following is a summary of the full project description which can be found in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

The project site consists of a 16.92-acre area that is located in the City of Hidden Hills and the 
unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles. The site is partially bound by Bridle Trail Road 
to the south and west and Lasher Road to the north and east. Vacant lots and existing single-family 
residential properties are located along the site’s western, northern, and eastern boundaries. An 
existing equestrian facility, pet cemetery, and commercial uses are located along the site’s southern 
boundary, and the Ventura Freeway (US 101) is located approximately 0.4 mile south of the site. 
The site is comprised of four existing full parcels and portions of an additional four parcels with the 
following assessor parcel numbers (APN): 2049-022-030, 2049-022-029, 2049-028-104, 2049-028-
105, 2049-014-012, 2049-028-106, 2049-028-107, and 2049-028-108.  

Of the 16.92 acres to be subdivided, 8.96 acres are currently within the City of Hidden Hills and the 
remaining 7.96 acres are in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The portion of the site in the City of 
Hidden Hills has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Residential Agriculture, 1-acre minimum 
(RA-1) and is zoned Residential-Agriculture, Suburban (RA-S). The portion of the site in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County is within the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan 
(SMMNAP) and has a land use designation of Rural Residential (N-2) and is zoned Heavy Agriculture 
(A-2-2).  

Project Characteristics 
The project involves the subdivision of a 16.92-acre site into eight lots—seven residential parcels 
and a lot for an internal access road. The project includes grading to establish the building pads for 
seven custom single-family residences, as well as the lot for the internal access road. The proposed 
residential lots would range in size from 1.2 to 4.3 acres with an average lot size of 2.2 acres. Project 
development would also refine Bridle Trail Road and install a cul-de-sac at its eastern terminus, 
create an internal street to access the lots, extend existing association-maintained bridle trails 
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(horse riding trails), and construct additional infrastructure improvements necessary to serve each 
parcel with public utilities. 

The project proposes to annex the 7.96-acre portion of the site that is currently located within 
unincorporated Los Angeles County and is within the City’s Sphere of Influence. Consequently, the 
project would require a General Plan Land Use Map Amendment and Zone Change to establish a 
land use designation and prezoning of the 7.96-acre parcel. The proposed General Plan Land Use 
Map Amendment would change the County’s N-2 SMMNAP Land Use designation to the City’s 
Residential Agriculture, 1-acre minimum (RA-1) land use designation. The proposed Zone Change 
would change the County’s A-2-2 zoning designation to the City’s RA-S zoning designation. The 
proposed annexation would require approval by the Local Agency Formation for the County of Los 
Angeles (LAFCO), the Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), and the City of Hidden Hills.  

The project site and portions of the project site have been the subject of three previous applications 
with the City, the most recent of which involved a proposal to develop nine lots, eight for single 
family residences and one for a road. However, the project has now been revised and proposes to 
create seven residential lots and one lot for an internal access road as shown in VTM 63567. In 
addition, the area proposed for annexation was previously included in the “Craftsman’s Corner” 
preliminary annexation proceedings initiated in 2013 by the City of Calabasas (Resolution No. 2013-
1393). To date, no formal action has been taken by the City of Calabasas or the Los Angeles County 
Local Agency Formation Commission. 

Alternatives 
As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this EIR examines alternatives to the 
project. Studied alternatives include: 

1. No Project – No Build – Under this alternative the project site would remain undeveloped and 
there would be no change in environmental conditions.  

2. No Project – Buildout under the Current Land Use Designations. Under this alternative, it is 
assumed that the site would remain in its current jurisdictional configuration and would be 
developed with four single family dwellings and associated roadway and utility infrastructure in 
the City of Hidden Hills. An additional detached single family residential dwelling could also be 
constructed on the lot located in unincorporated Los Angeles County. While such development 
would be consistent with the lot’s Rural Residential (N-2) land use designation under the 
SMMNAP and Heavy Agriculture (A-2-2) zoning under the Los Angeles County Code, access to 
the lot is limited and would require acquisition of an easement through an adjacent property 
along the southern edge of the project site. 

3. Ridgeline Avoidance. Under this alternative, the project would still involve annexation of the 
7.96-acre parcel to the City of Hidden Hills and the VTM would be redesigned to avoid grading 
within 50 feet from the designated sensitive ridgeline onsite.  

4. Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide Removal. Under this alternative, the project would involve 
annexation of the 7.96-acre parcel to the City of Hidden Hills, but the VTM would be redesigned 
such that the ridgeline would be maintained wherever possible and reconstructed in areas 
where it needs to be removed during removal/repair of the existing landslide. Non-remedial 
grading (i.e., grading not associated with landslide removal) would not occur within 50 feet from 
the reconstructed ridgeline.  
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5. Wetland Avoidance. Under this alternative, the proposed bridle trail would be eliminated and a 
new bridle trail would be added across the southern portion of the site, avoiding the existing 
wetland area. 

Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, for the complete alternatives analysis. 

Issues Not Studied in Detail in the EIR 
Table 5 in Section 1.4 summarizes issues from the environmental checklist that were addressed in 
the Initial Study (Appendix A) and are not discussed in this EIR. As indicated in the Initial Study, there 
is no substantial evidence that significant impacts would occur to the following issue areas: 
Agricultural and Forest Resources; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
Mineral Resources; Population and Housing; Public Services; and Utilities and Service Systems.  

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Table 1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the project, proposed mitigation measures, and 
residual impacts (the impact after application of mitigation, if required). Although distinct from 
mitigation measures, project design features (PDFs) are also listed because they will be included as 
conditions of approval by the City to avoid potential biological resource, water quality, and 
geological hazard impacts. Impacts are categorized as follows: 

 Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

 Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact 
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 Less than Significant: An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels 
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further 
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable. 

 No Impact: The project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would reduce 
existing environmental problems or hazards. 

Table 1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual 
Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measure (s)  Residual Impact 

Aesthetics   

Impact AES-1. While the project 
would alter public views from US 
101 and other roadways in the 
vicinity of the project site, due to 
the limited visibility of the site 
from these areas, this change 
would result in a less than 
significant impact to scenic vistas. 

None required Less than 
significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s)  Residual Impact 

Impact AES-2. While mitigation 
would reduce impacts of the 
project on trees, natural terrain, 
and landforms that would be 
impacted by the project, 
development of the project 
would permanently alter the 
terrain of the project site, 
including lowering of a ridgeline. 
This change would result in a 
significant and unavoidable 
impact to scenic resources. 

MM AES-1 Grading Plan. Grading techniques, such as 
contour grading and rounding of toes, tops of slopes, and 
varied slope ratios shall be utilized to create manufactured 
landforms that mimic surrounding topography. Final grading 
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer 
prior to issuance of grading permits. 
MM AES-2 Drainage and Erosion Control. Prior to final 
rough grading inspection, all cut and fill slopes and other 
graded, barren areas as well as remaining natural slopes 
shall be improved with drainage and erosion control 
features and shall be hydroseeded immediately following 
completion of rough grading operations. 
MM AES-3 Landscaping and Lot Maintenance. The 
developer shall be responsible for landscaping, slope and 
overall lot maintenance until such a time that these lots are 
sold and ownership transferred. 
MM AES-4 Installation of Irrigation Facilities. Prior to 
completion of grading activities, permanent irrigation 
facilities on both natural and graded slopes shall be installed 
as determined by the City Engineer to ensure that hillside, 
native growth, and landscaping is maintained in a healthy 
condition. 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Impact AES-3. While Mitigation 
would reduce the project’s 
potential adverse aesthetic 
effects related to visual character 
and quality, the project would 
permanently alter the visual 
character of the site. This impact 
would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

MM AES-1 through AES-4 apply Significant and 
unavoidable 

Air Quality   

Impact AQ-1. The project would 
incrementally increase the 
population of Hidden Hills by 
approximately 22 residents. It 
would not cause the City to 
exceed SCAG population 
projections for the City. 
Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with the assumptions 
in SCAQMD’s air quality plan and 
this impact would be less than 
significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Impact AQ-2. Project 
construction would generate 
temporary increases in localized 
air pollutant emissions. These 
emissions would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is in 
non-attainment under an 

MM AQ-1 Construction PM2.5 Emissions. The project 
applicant shall require that all diesel-powered, off-road 
construction equipment used on or near the project site 
meet US EPA Tier 2 engine standards or better. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s)  Residual Impact 
applicable federal or State 
ambient air quality standard. 
However, project construction 
would potentially expose nearby 
sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of PM2.5. 
Mitigation would reduce air 
quality impacts from construction 
to a less than significant level. 

Impact AQ-3. Project operation 
would result in emission of air 
pollutants primarily from area 
and mobile sources. These 
emissions would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the South Coast Air 
Basin is in non-attainment. This 
impact would be less than 
significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Biological Resources   

Impact BIO-1. The project would 
require the removal of ten oak 
trees and eight trees that meet 
the City’s definition of “historic”, 
as defined in the City’s Tree 
Preservation Ordinance. 
Construction activities may also 
indirectly affect additional oak 
trees to be retained onsite. The 
City’s revised Tree Preservation 
Ordinance no longer protects 
trees on private residential 
properties. However, the City’s 
General Plan includes a policy to 
identify and preserve valuable 
vegetation throughout the City. 
Incorporation of mitigation would 
reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level.  

MM BIO-1 Oak and Historic Tree Replacement. The project 
applicant shall: 
 Prior to being issued a grading permit, provide a tree 

replacement plan offsetting the loss of 10 oak trees and 
8 historic trees at a replacement ratio of 4:1. Each 
replacement tree shall be a 24-inch box size specimen or 
larger of the same genus of tree to be removed, unless 
specified otherwise in the permit. Replacement trees 
shall be planted on the project site. Therefore, the 
applicant shall plant at least 40 oak trees, as well as 28 
pepper trees, and 4 Eucalyptus trees or substitute 
species approved by the City and the HHCA.  

 Water replacement oak trees for the first two to three 
years to establish the trees; thereafter, water only in 
winter months during periods of drought.  

 Water non-native trees as recommended by the 
landscape architect or the qualified arborist retained by 
the project applicant.  

 Post a bond to the satisfaction of the City to guarantee 
the survival of the trees to be replaced for a period of 
three years from the date that such trees are replaced. 

MM BIO-2 Tree Protection and Maintenance Measures. 
Protected trees within 50 feet of proposed grading shall be 
fenced with a minimum 4-foot high chain link fence at their 
protected zones or at the location of their approved 
encroachment prior to site grading. No equipment, 
materials, debris, supplies, or fill soil shall be located within 
any tree-protection zone. The protective fence shall not be 
moved or removed without authorization of the City of 
Hidden Hills.  
No grading shall take place within the protected zones 
without approval by the City of Hidden Hills. If grading is 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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approved within the protected zone, a qualified arborist 
shall be present during all work in the protected zone. Any 
excavation or grading allowed within five feet of the drip line 
of a protected tree shall be limited to hand tools or small 
hand-powered equipment. All dead wood removal and/or 
pruning shall be done after the City of Hidden Hills has 
approved the grading plans and shall be done by a qualified 
arborist. All pruned roots shall consist of clean-cut surfaces 
at a 90 degree angle and shall not be sealed unless approved 
by a qualified arborist. 
All mitigation techniques listed above shall be monitored by 
a licensed arborist approved by the City, who shall be 
notified 48 hours prior to any work being done within the 
protected zones of oak and historic trees. 

Impact BIO-2. The project would 
result in a loss of wildlife habitat 
that could support sensitive 
species. Because the project is 
residential infill development, 
impacts to special status species 
resulting from loss of habitat are 
not anticipated to be substantial. 
However, project construction 
could result in direct impacts to 
special status plants and wildlife. 
This impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM BIO-3 Pre-Construction Surveys. A qualified biologist 
shall complete pre-construction botanical and wildlife 
surveys no more than 48 hours prior to construction to 
determine the presence or absence of special-status plant 
and wildlife species in the project area. Surveys would be 
repeated if construction activities are suspended for five 
days or more.  

Botanical surveys shall be conducted prior to construction 
using methods to maximize detection of special status plants 
on the project sites. Surveys shall be floristic in nature and 
follow the CDFW’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities. In particular, surveys shall focus on 
potential seed bank areas within the proposed grading areas 
for the project. If any special status plant species are 
detected during the pre-construction surveys, they shall be 
avoided and CDFW shall be contacted. If such species habitat 
is disturbed during construction, a qualified biologist shall 
develop a plan for off-site acquisition, protection, and 
restoration or enhancement of such habitat in coordination 
with CDFW. 

Prior to initial grubbing and grading activities on the project 
site, a qualified biologist shall inspect any dens for American 
badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), or other 
wildlife species using such dens. Den sites shall not be 
disturbed during the pupping season or when otherwise 
occupied unless absence by the qualified biologist is 
confirmed. If American badger is identified on the project 
site, it shall be avoided and the qualified biologist shall 
coordinate with CDFW to avoid take of the species.  

If any special-status wildlife species are identified (including 
monarch butterflies), appropriate measures shall be 
developed by a qualified biologist in consultation with the 
appropriate resource agencies; measures shall be 
implemented to avoid impacts on these species. General 
measures include requiring the presence of a biological 
monitor during construction activities to move out of harm’s 
way special status species or other wildlife of low mobility 
that would be injured by construction activities, and 
restoring disturbed ground cover, if possible, soon after 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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disturbance.  

If monarch butterflies are identified during pre-construction 
surveys, specific measures to reduce potential impacts to 
monarch butterflies are required and shall include project 
construction conducted outside of the overwintering 
aggregation period (typically October through February) 
only. If the overwintering period cannot be avoided, 
construction within 100 feet of any areas containing 
overwintering aggregations or aggregation activity shall be 
prohibited from October through February, and/or when the 
monarch aggregations are present.  
MM BIO-4 Bat Pre-Construction Surveys and Avoidance. To 
the extent feasible, tree removal shall be scheduled during 
the non-breeding and active season for bats (typically 
October and November). Prior to construction, surveys shall 
be conducted by a qualified bat specialist to identify the 
presence of bats and any active or potential bat-roosting 
cavities. During the non-breeding and active season, any 
bats roosting in cavities in the area, either in trees or in 
structures, shall be safely evicted under the direction of a 
bat specialist and under consultation with the CDFW.  
Once it has been determined that all roosting bats have 
been safely evicted from roosting cavities, exclusionary 
devices approved by the CDFW shall be installed and 
maintained to prevent bats from roosting in these cavities 
prior to and during construction. 
Pre-construction bat surveys shall be conducted by a 
qualified bat specialist no more than seven days prior to 
removal of any potential roosting cavities within the BSA to 
confirm that exclusionary measures have been successful 
and there are no bats within the construction area. If no 
roosting bats are detected, no further surveys shall be 
required provided the removal is conducted within seven 
days. If removal is delayed more than seven days, additional 
surveys shall be conducted no more than seven days prior to 
tree removal to ensure that no bats have moved into the 
area. 
Surveys and exclusion measures are expected to prevent 
maternal colonies from becoming established on the project 
site. In the event that a maternal colony of bats is found in 
the construction area, the CDFW shall be consulted and no 
work shall be conducted within 100 feet of the roosting site 
until the maternal season is over or the bats have left the 
site, or as otherwise directed by the CDFW. The site shall be 
designated as a sensitive area and protected as such until 
the bats have left the site. No clearing and grubbing shall be 
authorized adjacent to the site. Combustion equipment, 
such as generators, pumps, and vehicles shall not be parked 
or operated under or adjacent to the roosting site. 
Construction personnel shall enter into areas beneath the 
colony, especially during the evening exodus. 
MM BIO-5 Wildlife Salvage and Hazard Removal. During 
initial grubbing and grading operations, a biological monitor 
shall be present to salvage wildlife species that may be killed 
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or injured by heavy equipment. Wildlife of low mobility that 
is salvaged shall be removed and placed onto adjacent 
habitat out of harm’s way. Clearing, grubbing, and grading 
shall be conducted on the project site in a manner that 
avoids creating islands of habitat where wildlife may take 
refuge and later be harmed by heavy equipment.  
Additionally, fence posts and other vertical open pipes such 
as roof ventilation pipes, claim stakes, chimneys, and vault 
toilets, shall be capped to prevent wildlife entrapment and 
mortality, as such structures mimic natural cavities preferred 
by various species for nesting and shelter. Metal fence 
stakes shall be plugged with bolts or other plugging 
materials to avoid this hazard. 

Impact BIO-3. The project would 
include grading, as well as brush 
and tree removal, which could 
potentially disturb active nests or 
burrows, if present. Potential 
impacts to nesting birds or 
burrowing owl would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM BIO-56 Breeding Bird Surveys. 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 February 1st to September 1st (as early as January 1st 
for raptors), to avoid take (including disturbance which 
would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs 
and/or young).  
If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird 
season, a qualified biologist shall survey all potential nesting 
habitat within the project site for nesting birds for 3 
consecutive days no more than 10 days prior to start of 
vegetation removal. If no nesting birds are observed, site 
preparation and construction activities may begin. 
If an active bird or nest is found within 500 feet of the 
construction area, the nest site shall be fenced at a distance 
commensurate with the particular species and in 
consultation with CDFW until juveniles have fledged and 
when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 
Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be established 
in the field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. 
Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity 
of the area. The project applicant shall record the results of 
the recommended protective measures described above to 
document compliance with applicable state and federal laws 
pertaining to protection of native birds. 
MM BIO-7 Burrowing Owl Surveys. Prior to any construction 
on the project site that may result in habitat disturbance 
(e.g., vegetation removal or ground disturbing activities), a 
qualified biologist shall survey all potential burrowing owl 
habitat and maximize detection of burrowing owl by 
adhering to CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation report methods.  Surveys for burrowing owl shall 
occur for 3 consecutive days no more than 10 days prior to 
start of vegetation removal. If occupied burrowing owl 
habitat is not detected, site preparation and construction 
activities may begin.  
If occupied burrowing owl habitat is identified within 500 
feet of the construction area, the habitat area shall be 
fenced at a distance deemed appropriate by the qualified 
biologist in consultation with CDFW. Construction personnel 
shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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qualified biologist shall coordinate with CDFW to outline a 
procedure for mitigating unavoidable permanent habitat 
impacts by acquiring replacement habitat and protecting it 
in perpetuity through a conservation easement to a land 
conservancy. The project applicant shall record the results of 
the recommended protective measures described above to 
document compliance with applicable laws pertaining to 
protection of burrowing owl.  
Finally, the project shall avoid the use of rodenticides on the 
project site that could result in direct or secondary poisoning 
to the burrowing owl. 
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Impact BIO-4. Build-out of the 
project would not affect 
significant wildlife corridors due 
to the fragmentation of wildlife 
habitat in the vicinity of the 
project site from urbanization. 
This impact would be less than 
significant.  

None required Less than 
significant 

Impact BIO-5. As proposed, the 
project would include 
construction of a bridle trail that 
would cross over wetland area 
and riparian habitat on the site. 
The impact from this activity 
would be reduced through 
mitigation such that it is less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM BIO-68 Agency Consultation and Mitigation. The 
applicant shall consult with the CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB 
and obtain from each agency either: (1) confirmation that 
permits are not needed; or (2) applicable permits for the 
potential impacts to jurisdictional waters. This includes a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW, a Clean Water 
Act Section 404 permit from the USACE for the discharge of 
fill to any of USACE non-wetland waters of the U. S. onsite, 
and a Section 401 water quality certification or Waste 
Discharge Requirements from the RWQCB. These permits 
typically require mitigation to reduce impacts to water 
quality and quantity, vegetation, and wildlife. The project 
applicant shall demonstrate to the City of Hidden Hills that 
the requirements of agencies with jurisdiction over waters 
onsite can be met prior to obtaining grading permits. This 
will include, but not be limited to, consultation with those 
agencies, securing the appropriate permits, waivers or 
agreements, on-site restoration, and/or arrangements with 
a local or regional mitigation bank including in lieu fees, as 
needed. 
MM HWQ-3 would also apply. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 

Impact BIO-6. Grading and other 
construction activities associated 
with development of Lot 7 and 
refinement of Bridle Trail Road 
would occur near the wetland 
and directly adjacent to riparian 
habitat. These activities could 
inadvertently impact wetland and 
riparian habitat due to 
disturbance of site soils and use 
of heavy equipment. This impact 
would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

MM BIO-79 Wetland Avoidance During Construction. Prior 
to the commencement of grading activities, a qualified 
biologist shall mark the boundary of the wetland and 
riparian habitat area, and the area shall be protected with 
exclusionary fencing that reinforces the boundary of the 
wetland exclusion area. The exclusionary fencing shall be 
maintained throughout grading. The contractor and grading 
personnel shall be made aware of their responsibility to 
maintain the exclusionary fencing and avoid this sensitive 
area. Notes regarding maintenance of the fencing and 
avoidance of the wetland area shall be included on the 
contractor’s specifications. If a trustee agency such as the 
CDFW, USFWS, USACE, or RWQCB determines that the 
project is within their jurisdiction, the applicant would be 
required to obtain any necessary permits or approvals and 
comply with any permit/approval conditions imposed by the 
oversight agencies. 
MM BIO-810 Sediment Capture. The wetland exclusion area 
shall be reinforced by sand bag barriers on the northern side 
prior to commencement of grading activities to ensure that 
any soil loosened during grading activities is intercepted 
prior to deposition in the wetland area. The area shall be 
maintained such that sediment is not allowed to accumulate 
and deposit within the wetland area throughout the 
duration of grading activities. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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Impact BIO-7. The project would 
substantially alter the drainage of 
the project site, which could 
negatively impact biological 
resources associated with the 
wetland area and riparian 
habitat. However, the drainage 
planned for the site would 
include BMPs to reduce the levels 
of runoff, sediments, and 
pollutants entering the wetland 
area. Impacts to biological 
resources from alteration to site 
drainage would be reduced to a 
less than significant level. 

None required Less than 
significant  

Cultural, Paleontological, and Tribal Resources 

Impact CR-1. Construction of the 
project would involve surface 
excavation, which has the 
potential to unearth or adversely 
impact previously unidentified 
archaeological resources. This 
impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM CR-1 Unanticipated Cultural Resources. If 
unanticipated cultural deposits are encountered during any 
phase of project construction or land modification activities, 
work shall stop and the City of Hidden Hills shall be notified. 
A qualified archaeologist, defined as an archaeologist who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
professional archaeology, shall be retained to assess the 
nature, extent, and potential significance of any cultural 
remains. If the discovery is determined to be not significant, 
work shall be permitted to continue in the area. Potentially 
significant resources may require a Phase II subsurface 
testing program to determine the resource boundaries 
within the project site, assess the integrity of the resource, 
and evaluate the site’s significance through a study of its 
features and artifacts. If, in consultation with the City, a 
discovery is determined to be significant, a mitigation plan 
shall be prepared and carried out in accordance with State 
guidelines. If the resource cannot be avoided, a data 
recovery plan shall be developed to ensure collection of 
sufficient information to address archaeological and 
historical research questions, with results presented in a 
technical report describing field methods, materials 
collected, and conclusions. Any cultural material collected as 
part of an assessment or data recovery effort shall be 
curated at a qualified facility. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 

Impact CR-2. Construction of the 
project would involve surface 
excavation. Although unlikely, 
these activities have the potential 
to unearth and/or impact 
paleontological resources. This 
impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM CR-2 Project Paleontologist. Prior to initial ground 
disturbance, the applicant shall retain a project 
paleontologist, defined as a paleontologist who meets the 
SVP standards for Qualified Professional Paleontologist, to 
direct all mitigation measures related to paleontological 
resources. A qualified paleontologist (Principal 
Paleontologist) is defined by the SVP standards as an 
individual with an M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or geology 
who is experienced with paleontological procedures and 
techniques, who is knowledgeable in the geology of 
California, and who has worked as a paleontological 
mitigation project supervisor for a least one year. 
MM CR-3 Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program. Prior to construction activity, a qualified 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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paleontologist shall prepare a Paleontological Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program to be implemented during ground 
disturbance activity for the project. This program shall 
outline the procedures for construction staff Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training, 
paleontological monitoring extent and duration, salvage and 
preparation of fossils, the final mitigation and monitoring 
report, and paleontological staff qualifications. 
The WEAP shall be presented by the qualified paleontologist 
as a means to provide training for construction personnel 
regarding the appearance of fossils and the procedures for 
notifying paleontological staff should fossils be discovered 
by construction staff. The WEAP shall be fulfilled at the time 
of a preconstruction meeting at which a qualified 
paleontologist shall attend. In the event of a fossil discovery 
by construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity 
of the find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be 
contacted to evaluate the find before restarting work in the 
area. If it is determined that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically 
significant, the qualified paleontologist shall complete the 
following conditions to mitigate impacts to significant fossil 
resources. 
Ground disturbing construction activities (including grading, 
trenching, foundation work and other excavations) 
exceeding 3 feet in depth in areas mapped as high 
paleontological sensitivity (Figure 19) shall be monitored on 
a full-time basis by a qualified paleontological monitor 
during initial ground disturbance. A qualified paleontological 
monitor is defined as an individual who has experience with 
collection and salvage of paleontological resources. The 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program shall be supervised by 
the project paleontologist who will determine the duration 
and timing of monitoring. If the project paleontologist 
determines that full-time monitoring is no longer warranted, 
he or she may recommend that monitoring be reduced to 
periodic spot-checking or cease entirely. Monitoring shall be 
reinstated if any new or unforeseen deeper ground 
disturbances are required and reduction or suspension 
would need to be reconsidered by the Supervising 
Paleontologist. Ground disturbing activity that does not 
exceed 3 feet in depth shall not require paleontological 
monitoring. 
If fossils are discovered, the project paleontologist or 
paleontological monitor shall recover them. Typically, fossils 
can be safely salvaged quickly by a single paleontologist 
without disrupting construction activity. However, the 
paleontologist shall have the authority to temporarily direct, 
divert or halt construction activity to ensure that the fossil(s) 
can be removed in a safe and timely manner if needed. For 
example, larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large 
mammal fossils) require more extensive excavation and 
longer salvage periods.  
Once salvaged, significant fossils shall be identified to the 
lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared to a curation-
ready condition, and curated in a scientific institution with a 
permanent paleontological collection (such as the Natural 
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History Museum of Los Angeles County), along with all 
pertinent field notes, photos, data, and maps. Fossils of 
undetermined significance at the time of collection may also 
warrant curation at the discretion of the project 
paleontologist. 
Upon completion of ground disturbing activity (and curation 
of fossils, if necessary) the qualified paleontologist shall 
prepare a final report outlining the results of the mitigation 
and monitoring program. The report shall include discussion 
of the location, duration and methods of the monitoring, 
stratigraphic sections, any recovered fossils, and the 
scientific significance of those fossils, and where fossils were 
curated. 

Impact CR-3. Construction of the 
project would involve excavation, 
which has the potential to 
unearth or adversely impact 
previously unidentified human 
remains. This impact would be 
less than significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Impact CR-4. Construction of the 
project would involve surface 
excavation, which has the 
potential to impact previously 
unidentified tribal cultural 
resources. This impact would be 
less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

MM CR-4 Identification of Archeological Resources. In the 
event that archaeological resources of Native American 
origin are identified during project construction, the 
qualified archaeologist shall consult with the project 
proponent and the City to begin or continue Native 
American consultation procedures. As part of this process, it 
may be determined that archaeological monitoring may be 
required; a Native American monitor may also be required in 
addition to the archaeologist. The applicant shall retain the 
services of a qualified archaeologist (an archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards) and arrange for the archaeologist to consult with 
a Native American monitor prior to the start of ground 
disturbance regarding potential resources in the area and 
monitoring best practices. During ground disturbance, the 
archaeologist shall monitor the site for cultural resources, 
including tribal resources. If cultural resources are identified 
during ground disturbance, work in the immediate vicinity 
shall halt until the resource has been evaluated for 
significance. If the resource is determined to be a historical 
resource under CEQA, additional studies and data recovery 
efforts shall be completed as needed to avoid project 
impacts. If the resource proves to be Native American in 
origin, the applicant shall immediately notify and initiate 
consultation with the City of Hidden Hills and tribal 
representatives. In addition, the applicant shall retain a 
tribal representative to monitor the project site for the 
remainder of ground-disturbing activities throughout the 
site. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 

Geology and Soils   

Impact GEO-1. Seismically 
induced ground shaking could 
destroy or damage structures and 
infrastructure, resulting in loss of 

MM GEO-1 Building Design. All buildings shall be engineered 
to withstand the expected design basis ground acceleration 
that may occur at the project site (i.e., 0.37 g) or greater. 
The design shall account for soil type and shall utilize the 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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property or risk to human safety. 
This impact is less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

most current and applicable seismic attenuation methods 
that are available. All onsite structures shall comply with 
applicable provisions of the current IBC and CBC. Compliance 
with these requirements shall be verified by the City 
Engineer or his designee prior to issuance of a building 
permit or grading permit. 
MM GEO-2 Geotechnical Recommendations. The applicant 
shall implement, adhere to, and comply with, all 
recommendations contained in the Geologic and Soils 
Engineering Report prepared for the project site by J. Byer 
Group (March 2006), Peer Review of this report prepared by 
Geo Dynamic, Inc. and responses provided in the Geologic 
and Soils Engineering Exploration Update by J. Byer Group 
(May 2007), landslide investigation by SOLID (November 
2014), SOLID Addendum Letters 1, 2, and 3 (June 2017, July 
2017, and August 2017), and Peer Reviews of the SOLID 
Landslide Investigation and Addenda by Geodynamics, Inc. 
(March 2017 and June 2017), or as superseded by any 
subsequent updates. The plans shall be reviewed by the City 
Engineer or his designee for conformance with the 
recommendations prior to issuance of a grading permit and 
again prior to issuance of a building permit. 

Impact GEO-2. Slope instability 
poses a hazard to future 
development onsite and could 
contribute to substantial erosion 
and loss of topsoil. This is impact 
is less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

MM GEO-3 Erosion Control Plan. A site-specific erosion 
control plan that incorporates BMPs shall be prepared and 
approved by the City prior to the issuance of the grading 
permit. Measures identified in the plan shall be 
implemented. Such measures at a minimum shall include:  
 Soil binders or hydroseeding for long term stabilization 

(more than 10 days without grading activity); 
 Watering 3 times per day during active grading; 
 Street sweeping or vacuuming at site entrance and of 

internal paving upon development; 
 Sand bag barriers and storm drain inlet protection; and 
 Stabilized construction entrance/exit. 
Permanent landscaping shall be designed by a licensed 
landscape architect with final landscaping plans to be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer or his designee 
prior to project approval. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 

Impact GEO-3. The project site is 
located in an area underlain by 
expansive soils. In addition, some 
area soils may be corrosive to 
concrete. Impacts relating to 
expansive and corrosive soils are 
less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

MM GEO-4 Corrosive and Expansive Soils. At the conclusion 
of grading, the upper four feet of foundation soils shall be 
tested for sulfate content to determine the potential for 
corrosivity to concrete, as well as soil expansion potential. 
Recommendations for footings and concrete type shall be 
developed in response to the test results and approved by 
the City Engineer or his designee. 
MM GEO-5 Imported Fill. Import of fill shall be avoided to 
the extent feasible. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 

Hydrology and Water Quality   

Impact HWQ-1. During 
construction, the soil surface 
would be subject to erosion, and 
temporary sedimentation and 
discharges of various pollutants 

MM BIO-79, BIO-810, and GEO-3 apply.  Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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to the downstream watershed 
could occur. However, the NPDES 
General Construction Permit 
requires the development of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) and 
implementation of appropriate 
best management practices 
(BMP). This impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Impact HWQ-2. The project 
would substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the 
project area. This would decrease 
peak runoff rates in Area A during 
a 25-year storm event, but would 
increase runoff rates in Area B. 
Changes in site drainage would 
also increase peak runoff 
volumes in both Area A and Area 
B. This could contribute to an 
exceedance of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage 
system capacity. This impact 
would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

MM HWQ-1 Drainage Plan. The project applicant shall 
submit a drainage plan to the City Engineer or his designee 
for review and approval, prior to issuance of a grading 
permit. The applicant shall implement the treatment 
methods proposed in the drainage plan. Plans shall include 
detailed design and hydraulic analysis of the drainage 
facilities that capture and convey on- and off-site runoff; the 
plans shall also include bio-filtration drainage facilities to 
demonstrate compliance with the County of Los Angeles LID 
Manual and the NPDES Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) Permit for Los Angeles County. The developer 
shall be required to evaluate the extent of potential flood 
hazards present utilizing the Modified Rational Method (or 
the latest model approved by Los Angeles County Flood 
Control) and to implement mitigation measures required to 
reduce such impacts to a level of insignificance. The drainage 
plan for each project shall include post development designs 
for runoff detention and on site infiltration to reduce 50-
year frequency storm peak discharge to the pre 
development level and shall be consistent with the County 
of Los Angeles Low Impact Development Standards Manual. 
These drainage facilities shall meet the design requirements 
and capacities of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works Hydrology Manual and the Hydrology and 
Sedimentation Appendix, or other revised hydraulic analyses 
as determined by the City Engineer. Additionally, drainage 
facility designs shall meet all interim peak flow standards, or 
the most up to date standards, as established by the 
LACDPW. The plans shall be subject to review and approval 
by the City Engineer. 
MM HWQ-2 Maintenance Plan. The applicant shall be 
responsible for designing a maintenance plan for the 
drainage facilities based on the specifications of each 
component to assure that the system operates effectively in 
the future. The maintenance plan shall be subject to review 
and approval by the City. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 

Impact HWQ-3. The project 
would allow for the development 
of new residences on vacant land. 
This could adversely affect the 
quality of surface runoff due to 
increased pollutant loading from 
pollutants such as oil, pesticides, 
herbicides, and organic waste 
(i.e., horse manure). This impact 

MM HWQ-1 would apply. Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

Impact HWQ-4. The project 
would create a bridle trail that 
would cross directly through the 
wetland area and riparian habitat 
in the southeast corner of the 
site. Construction of the bridle 
trail and equestrian activity in the 
wetland could directly increase 
sedimentation of the waterway 
and surrounding wetland and 
contribute to erosion of the 
natural drainage channel. This 
impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM HWQ-3 Bridle Trail Bridge Construction Schedule 
Restriction. Construction of the bridle trail bridge shall occur 
only when the drainage is dry and standing water is not 
present in the area of the drainage where bridge 
construction would occur.  
MM BIO-68 would also apply. 
 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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Land Use and Planning   

Impact LU-1. The project is 
compatible with most applicable 
land use plans and policies 
adopted by the City and SCAG for 
the purpose of preventing or 
reducing adverse environmental 
effects. However, the project 
would involve grading of a 
natural ridgeline and would allow 
for residential development in a 
hilly area with landslide hazard. 
Therefore, the project would 
conflict with General Plan policies 
and Zoning Code development 
standards designed to preserve 
natural land forms and prevent 
development in hillside areas. 
Impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

None available Significant and 
unavoidable 

Noise   

Impact N-1. Project construction 
would increase noise levels at the 
project site and nearby 
residences. However, 
construction activities would be 
temporary and would comply 
with the City’s allowed hours of 
construction. This impact would 
be less than significant. 

MM N-1 Construction Noise Control 
 Construction equipment shall be properly maintained 

per manufacturers’ specifications and fitted with the 
best available noise suppression devices (i.e., mufflers, 
silencers, wraps, etc.).  

 All impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and all 
intake and exhaust ports on power equipment shall be 
muffled or shielded. 

 Electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and 
similar power tools. 

 All fixed and/or stationary equipment (e.g., generators, 
compressors, rock crushers, cement mixers) shall be 
located as far as possible from noise-sensitive receptors.  

 Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as 
close to the noise source or as close to the receptor as 
possible and break the line of sight between the source 
and receptor where modeled levels would cause noise 
levels to exceed the conditionally acceptable ambient 
noise level for residential uses of 65 dBA CNEL. Acoustical 
barriers shall be constructed of material having a 
minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per square foot or 
greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission Class 
(STC) rating of 25 or greater as defined by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method 
E90. Placement, orientation, size, and density of 
acoustical barriers shall be specified by a qualified 
acoustical consultant. 

 The project applicant shall post signage informing all 
workers and subcontractors of the time restrictions for 
construction activities. The sign shall also include the 
developer’s and City telephone numbers where 
violations can be reported and complaints associated 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s)  Residual Impact 
with construction noise can be submitted and shall be 
placed at multiple locations along the project site 
boundary so that it is easily visible to the public, as well 
as construction staff. 

Impact N-2. Project operation 
would generate noises typically 
associated with single-family 
residences. This impact would be 
less than significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Impact N-3. Proposed grading of 
the project site would reduce the 
height of the ridgeline, which 
would further expose existing 
and future residents to noise 
generated by traffic on US 101. 
However, since the project would 
not result in noise levels above 
those considered normally 
acceptable for residential uses 
(up to 65 dBA CNEL), this impact 
would be less than significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Impact N-4. Project-generated 
traffic would incrementally 
increase Roadway noise in the 
project vicinity. However, this 
modest increase in roadway 
noise would not exceed the FTA’s 
recommended criteria. This 
impact would be less than 
significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Impact N-5. Project construction 
would generate groundborne 
vibration at nearby residences. 
However, groundborne vibration 
would not interfere with sleep or 
result in physical damage to 
existing structures. Therefore, 
this impact would be less than 
significant. 

None required Less than 
significant 

Transportation and Traffic   

Impact T-1. The project would 
result in 66 new average daily 
trips onto the local circulation 
network. However, project-
generated trips would not cause 
the LOS at any of the six study 
intersections to fall below the 
existing LOS. At the five of the 
intersections, the LOS currently 
meets and would continue to 
meet applicable standards. For 
the one intersection operating 
below the minimum acceptable 

None required Less than 
significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s)  Residual Impact 
LOS, project-generated trips 
would not have a significant 
effect on the LOS of the 
intersection. Therefore, impacts 
to the circulation system would 
be less than significant. 

Impact T-2. Project construction 
would temporarily increase truck 
traffic in the project area and 
could potentially block access to 
equestrian and pedestrian trails 
on and adjacent to the project 
site. This has the potential to 
disrupt traffic flow in the 
surrounding community. This 
impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM TR-1 Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. The 
applicant shall prepare and implement a Construction 
Impact Mitigation Plan to provide for traffic, parking 
capacity, and trail management during construction. This 
plan shall be subject to review and approval by the City and 
Hidden Hills Community Association and, at a minimum, 
shall include the following: 
 Storage of construction material and equipment within 

the designated staging area and limitation of equipment 
and material visibility to the public; and 

 A public information program to advise motorists, 
equestrians, and pedestrians of impending construction 
activities (e.g., portable message signs, and information 
signs at the construction site); 

 Approval from the City and Hidden Hills Community 
Association, for any construction detours or construction 
work requiring encroachment into public rights-of-way, 
or any other street use activity (e.g., haul routes); 

 Timely notification of construction schedules to all 
affected agencies (e.g., County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s 
Department, County of Los Angeles Public Works 
Department, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, Los 
Angeles County Fire Department, City of Hidden Hills, 
Hidden Hills Community Association, and Rubbish 
Hauling Contractors); 

 Coordination of construction work with affected agencies 
5 to 10 days prior to start of work; 

 A traffic control plan for the streets surrounding the 
work area, which includes specific information regarding 
the project’s construction and activities that would 
disrupt normal traffic flow; 

 Minimizing dirt and demolition material hauling and 
construction material delivery during the morning and 
afternoon peak traffic periods, and cleaning of streets 
and equipment as necessary; 

 Limiting the number of truck trips to and from the site in 
the event that soil import/export is required 

 Scheduling and expediting of work to cause the least 
amount of disruption and interference to the adjacent 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic flow. Weekday daytime 
work on City streets shall primarily be performed 
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.; 

 Limiting queuing of trucks to onsite, and prohibition of 
truck queuing on area roadways; 

 Scheduling of preconstruction meetings with City and 
other affected agencies to properly plan methods of 
controlling traffic through work areas; and 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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Impact Mitigation Measure (s)  Residual Impact 
 Provision of off-street parking for construction workers. 

Impact T-3. The project would 
involve development of seven 
single family residences in a 
gated community located in a 
high fire hazard severity area. 
Project access is proposed along 
hill slopes and could pose a 
hazard for emergency personnel 
during operation, as well as 
during construction. This impact 
would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

MM TR-2 Construction and Operational Emergency Action 
Plan. Prior to issuance of building and/ or grading permits, 
the applicant shall submit an Emergency Access Plan and 
final roadway design to the County Fire Department and/or 
other appropriate agency for review and approval. These 
plans would detail how emergency access to the project 
would be maintained during construction and after 
occupancy of the proposed residences, and include 
measures to ensure adequate emergency access during and 
after project construction, such as providing signage for 
altered fire routes and requiring roadway construction 
consistent with the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
emergency access standards for width, slope, etc. The 
project applicant shall be required to implement measures 
identified by the Plan. 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
incorporated 
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1 Introduction 

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing the environmental effects of the 
proposed Ashley Construction Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) 63567 Project (project). The project 
involves a series of actions that would allow for the development of seven single family residences 
and associated infrastructure on a 16.92-acre site that is partially within the City of Hidden Hills and 
partially within unincorporated Los Angeles County. 

This section discusses (1) the EIR background; (2) the legal basis for preparing an EIR; (3) the scope 
and content of the EIR; (4) issue areas found not to be significant by the Initial Study; (5) the lead, 
responsible, and trustee agencies; and (6) the environmental review process required under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project is described in detail in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

This document is available for public review from January 17, 2018 to March 3, 2018. During this 
time, written comments may be forwarded to: 

Lead Agency: City of Hidden Hills 

Contact Person: Dirk Lovett, City Engineer 

Address: 6165 Spring Valley Road 
 Hidden Hills, California 91302 

Phone: (818) 888-9281 

E-mail: dirklovett@caaprofessionals.com 

The Draft EIR and supporting documents are also available for review on the City of Hidden Hills 
website (www.hiddenhillscity.org) and at City Hall, 6165 Spring Valley Road, Hidden Hills. 

1.1 Environmental Impact Report Background 
The City of Hidden Hills distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day agency and 
public review period starting on April 6, 2017 and ending on May 6, 2017. In addition, the City held 
an EIR Public Scoping Meeting on Thursday, April 20, 2017 at 6:00 p.m. The public scoping meeting 
provided information about the project to public agencies, interested stakeholders, and 
residents/community members, and solicited input regarding the scope of this EIR. The meeting was 
held at the Hidden Hills City Council Chambers at 6165 Spring Valley Road, Hidden Hills, CA 91302. 
The City received letters from 12 agencies and interested parties during the NOP comment period, 
as well as various verbal comments from local residents during the Scoping Meeting. The NOP is 
provided in Appendix A of this EIR, along with the Initial Study that was prepared for the project and 
the NOP responses received. Table 2 on the following page summarizes the content of the letters 
and verbal comments and where the issues raised are addressed in the EIR.  

http://www.hiddenhillscity.org/
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1.2 Purpose and Legal Authority 
The project requires the discretionary approval of the City of Hidden Hills, and would require 
approval of annexation by the Local Agency Formation for the County of Los Angeles (LAFCO), the 
Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), and the City of Hidden Hills. Therefore, the project is 
subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. In accordance with Section 15121 of 
the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14), the purpose of this EIR is to serve as 
an informational document that: 

...will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

This EIR has been prepared as a project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines: 

This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result 
from the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, including 
planning, construction, and operation. 

This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and City of Hidden Hills decision 
makers. The process will culminate with City Council hearings to consider certification of a Final EIR 
and approval of the project. 

Table 2 NOP Comments and EIR Response  
Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Agency Comments 

California Department 
of Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

Any transportation of heavy construction 
equipment and/or materials that requires the 
use of oversized-transport vehicles on State 
highways will require a Caltrans 
transportation permit.  
Large size truck trips are recommended to be 
limited to off-peak commute periods. 

Comments acknowledged. The Caltrans 
permit requirement is addressed in Section 
2.7, Required Approvals, and Section 4.9, 
Transportation and Traffic. 

California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) 

Adverse impacts to special status species 
protected by the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) are considered significant 
without mitigation. The Project proponent 
should seek appropriate take authorization 
under CESA prior to implementing the Project.  

Impacts to special status species are 
discussed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. Agency permitting and 
consultation requirements are discussed in in 
Section 2.7, Required Approvals, and Section 
4.3, Biological Resources. 

 The impact analysis should include how 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures will avoid or reduce direct and edge 
effect impacts to listed species and special 
status species with potential to occur onsite. 

Mitigation measures, including evaluation of 
the impacts following mitigation, are 
discussed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. 

 Relying solely on results of botanical surveys 
conducted during periods of prolonged 
drought is discouraged.  

The Biological Resource Assessment 
conducted for the project in July 2015 was 
supplemented with a field reconnaissance of 
the project site by Rincon Consultants on 
April 12, 2017, after substantial winter 
precipitation. 
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Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

 Include a discussion on the presence or 
absence of burrowing owl and Project 
impacts, avoidance, and mitigation measures. 

Impacts to special status species, including 
burrowing owls, are discussed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. 

 Include discussion of staging areas and access 
routes to the construction and staging areas. 

Staging areas are addressed in Section 2.5.6, 
Construction, of Section 2, Project 
Description. 

 Include alternatives that avoid or otherwise 
minimize direct and indirect impacts to 
sensitive biological resources and wildlife 
movement areas. 

An alternative intended to minimize impacts 
to biological resources is included in Section 
6, Alternatives (specifically Alternative 5: 
Wetland Avoidance). 

 The project applicant must provide written 
notification to the Department pursuant to 
Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code of 
activities that will divert or obstruct the 
natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or 
bank of a river or stream or use material from 
a streambed. 

Agency permitting and consultation 
requirements are discussed in in Section 2.7, 
Required Approvals, and Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. 

 To minimize additional requirements pursuant 
to Section 1600, the EIR should fully identify 
the potential impacts to stream or riparian 
resources and provide adequate avoidance, 
mitigation, monitoring and reporting 
commitments. 

Impacts to stream or riparian resources are 
discussed in Sections 4.3, Biological 
Resources, and 4.6, Hydrology and Water 
Quality.  

 A preliminary jurisdictional delineation should 
be included. 

A jurisdictional delineation was conducted 
for the project. See Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. 

 Effective setbacks should be established to 
maintain appropriately-sized vegetated buffer 
areas adjoining ephemeral drainages. 

Protection of areas adjoining ephemeral 
drainages during construction are addressed 
in MM Bio-7. Long-term protection measures 
are to be determined with agency 
consultation; see Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. 

 Avoidance of wetland is encouraged. 
Mitigation measures must be included to 
assure a no net loss of either wetland habitat 
values or acreage for unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands.  

Comment addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources and also in Section 6.5, 
Alternative 5: Wetland Avoidance. 

 Avoidance of water practices and structures 
that use excessive amounts of water and 
minimization of impacts that negatively affect 
water quality are encouraged.  

Comment addressed in Section 4.6, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 

 A biological baseline assessment should 
include components a-f (refer to letter). 
Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to 
biological resources should include discussion 
of components a-d (refer to letter. 

A biological resource assessment was 
conducted for the project that meets CDFW 
recommendations; see Appendix C. 

 Mitigation measures should be included to 
protect sensitive plant communities, and 
address adverse impacts to sensitive plants, 
animals and habitats. 

Comments are addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, and Section 4.6, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 
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Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

 Measures to protect proposed restoration in 
perpetuity should be included. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. 

 Provides measures to reduce impacts to 
nesting birds and other recommended 
mitigation to prevent impacts to wildlife. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources (MM Bio-5). 

 Impacts to wildlife movement should be 
discussed, including indirect impacts from 
lighting noise, dust, and increased human 
activity. 

Comment is addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. 

 Recommends that local onsite propagules 
from the project area and vicinity be collected 
and used for restoration purposes 

Comments acknowledged. 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of 
Regional Planning 

Recommends that the City adopt a land use 
category with a minimum of two acres per 
dwelling unit and designate the vacant LA 
County parcel with that category. 
Recommends that the City enter into a pre-
annexation agreement with the County to 
ensure that issues related to ridgeline impacts 
are addressed 

Comments acknowledged. 

County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

Outlines Fire Code and County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department requirements that must be 
met.  

Comment acknowledged. The need for 
project review by the County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department is discussed in Section 2.7, 
Required Approvals. 

 Potential impacts to erosion control, 
watershed management, rare and 
endangered species, vegetation, fuel 
modification, archaeological and cultural 
resources, and the County Oak Tree 
Ordinance should be addressed. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, Section 4.4, Cultural, 
Paleontological, and Tribal Resources, 
Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, Section 4.6, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, and the Initial 
Study (Appendix A). 

 The applicant should conduct a Phase I 
environmental site assessment to asses for 
the presence of agricultural 
chemicals/pesticides. 

The project is on undeveloped land and has 
not been used for agriculture. No other 
hazards were identified warranting a Phase I 
environmental site assessment (see Initial 
Study, Appendix A). 

County of Los Angeles 
Public Library 

The City of Hidden Hills provides its own 
library services through the Calabasas City 
Library. 

Comment acknowledged. 

County of Los Angeles 
Office of the Sheriff 

Recommends the Project provide a Knox box 
or similar equipment to allow security gate 
access for emergency responders. Also 
recommends the development of a traffic 
management plan to ensure adequate 
emergency access to the project site during 
construction activities. Notes that continued 
growth and intensification will contribute to 
significant cumulative impacts to police 
service. 

Comment acknowledged. Impacts to 
emergency access are addressed in Section 
4.9, Transportation and Traffic. 

Gabrieleno Band of 
Mission Indians 

Tribal consultation is requested. Consultation findings are discussed in 
Section 4.4, Cultural, Paleontological, and 
Tribal Resources. 
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Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Las Virgenes 
Municipal Water 
District (LVMWD) 

The property would be required to hook up to 
recycled water service for all onsite property 
irrigation. 
The LVMWD advocates the inclusion of water 
conservation measures in the project approval 
process. 

Comment acknowledged. The need for 
review of water and sewer infrastructure 
design by the LVMWD is discussed in Section 
2.7, Required Approvals. 

Las Virgenes Unified 
School District 

Expressed concern about congestion at Round 
Meadow Road during school pick up and drop 
off hours due to project construction. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.9, 
Transportation and Traffic 

Native American 
Heritage Commission 
(NAHC)  

Provided Native American Contact List for the 
City of Hidden Hills to consult with local 
tribes.  

Consultation required by AB 52 was carried 
out by the City of Hidden Hills. Subsequent 
issues are discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural, 
Paleontological, and Tribal Resources, of this 
EIR and a Cultural Resources Assessment is 
provided as Appendix D.  

Southern California 
Gas 

Recommends that the Underground Service 
Alert is called at 811 at least two business 
days prior to performing any excavation work 
for the project. 

Comment addressed in Section 2.5.6, 
Construction. 

South Coast Air 
Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) 

Requests that the EIR be sent directly to the 
letterhead address. 
Provides guidance for conducting the air 
quality analysis. 

Comment acknowledged. The mailing list for 
the Draft EIR has been updated accordingly. 
The air quality analysis presented in Section 
4.2, Air Quality, follows SCAQMD guidance. 

Public Comments Addressed in this EIR 

Project Description/ 
Aesthetics 

The EIR should include a description of where 
construction staging would occur and whether 
or not it would be visible to area residents. 

Comment addressed in Section 2.5.6, 
Construction, of Section 2, Project 
Description. 

Land Use The project may be inconsistent with existing 
city ordinances regarding significant 
landforms, ridgeline protection, minimum lot 
sizes, and grading restrictions.  

Comment addressed in Section 4.7, Land Use 
and Planning. 

Noise and Air Quality The project would lower the ridgeline, which 
may result in impacts to noise and air quality 
in the surrounding community. 

Comment addressed in Sections 4.2, Air 
Quality, and 4.8, Noise. 

Biological Resources Potential impacts to the wetland area need to 
be considered. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. 

Geology and Soils Some studies have shown that the ridgeline is 
stable. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.5, Geology 
and Soils. 

Traffic The project would increase traffic in the 
neighborhood due to both a short-term 
increase in construction activities and long-
term increase in residents. 

Comment addressed in Section 4.9, 
Transportation and Traffic. 

Cumulative Impacts Potential cumulative impacts of this project in 
conjunction with other planned and pending 
projects need to be considered. 

Comment addressed in the Cumulative 
Impacts analysis for each resource area 

Construction Impacts  The project would result in impacts to air 
quality, noise, and traffic. These impacts will 
combine with similar impacts from other 
projects occurring in the city. 

Comment addressed in Sections 4.2, Air 
Quality, 4.8, Noise, and 4.9, Transportation 
and Traffic. 
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Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Additional Public Comments outside the Scope of the EIR 

Development without 
the project 

Describe what development would occur on 
the County-owned parcel in the absence of 
the project. 

The potential future development potential 
of the County-owned parcel in the absence 
of the project is unknown. Attempting to 
project what development may be approved 
by the County or whether or not this parcel 
may be annexed into the City of Calabasas 
would be speculative and unsubstantiated 
conjecture (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15384 
[substantial evidence does not include 
unsubstantiated opinion or speculation]) and 
this scenario need not be analyzed in detail 
in the EIR.  

Independent Review Environmental review should be performed 
by an independent entity and not by the 
applicant. 

This EIR was completed by Rincon 
Consultants on behalf of the City of Hidden 
Hills. Funding for this EIR was provided to the 
city by the applicant. 

Comparison to 
Previously Proposed 
Project 

Project impacts should be reviewed relative to 
those associated with previously proposed 
development on this site. 

The role of an EIR is to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of a proposed 
project. In order to compare these impacts 
to those of the previous project proposed on 
this site, please refer to the City’s summary 
of impacts, and the Draft EIR and Final EIR 
for VTTM 54063 Hidden Ridge. These reports 
are available on the City’s website at 
www.hiddenhillscity.org. 

Potential for Crime Building additional houses has the potential to 
increase crime. 

Comment acknowledged. The role of an EIR 
is to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of a proposed project. Evaluation of 
potential crime effects is not included in an 
EIR, and therefore this effect is not evaluated 
in this document.  

Economic Effects Building additional houses has the potential to 
saturate the real estate market, reducing 
home values. 

Comment acknowledged. The role of an EIR 
is to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of a proposed project. Evaluation of 
potential economic effects is not included in 
an EIR, and therefore these effects are not 
evaluated in this document. 

1.3 Scope and Content 
This EIR addresses impacts identified by the Initial Study to be potentially significant. The following 
issues were found to include potentially significant impacts and are evaluated in the EIR:  

 Aesthetics 
 Air Quality 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources1 
                                                      
1 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources are listed as separate resource areas in the Initial Study, but are combined into one 
resource area in this EIR. 
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 Geology and Soils 
 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 Land Use and Planning 
 Noise 
 Transportation and Traffic 

In preparing the EIR, pertinent City policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and adopted CEQA 
documents, and technical reports prepared by the applicant and peer reviewed by the City were 
used. A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0, References and Preparers. 

The alternatives section of the EIR (Section 6.0) was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 of 
the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing 
significant adverse effects associated with the project while feasibly attaining most of the basic 
project objectives. In addition, the alternatives section identifies the "environmentally superior" 
alternative among the alternatives assessed. The alternatives evaluated include the CEQA-required 
"No Project" alternative and four alternative development scenarios for the project area. 

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and 
applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of adequacy 
on which this document is based. The Guidelines state: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed 
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked 
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

1.4 Issues Not Studied in Detail in the EIR 
An Initial Study was completed for the project, which evaluated 18 resource areas based on an 
environmental checklist. As indicated in the Initial Study, there is no substantial evidence that 
significant impacts would occur in any of the following issue areas: 

 Agricultural and Forest Resources 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 Mineral Resources 
 Population and Housing 
 Public Services 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

Additionally, the initial study evaluated Recreation and found that although there may be 
environmental effects from construction of a recreational facility, these effects are evaluated under 
Biological Resources and Hydrology and Water Quality. These issue areas, therefore, do not require 
further evaluation and are not discussed further in this EIR. For a discussion regarding potential 
impacts to these issue areas, refer to the Initial Study (Appendix A). 
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1.5 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies 
The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible and trustee agencies. The City of Hidden Hills is the 
lead agency for the project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the project. 

A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary 
approval over the project. A trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by law over 
natural resources affected by a project.  

Responsible agencies include the following: 

 Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for annexation approval 
 County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department review and approval of site plans for emergency 

access 
 County of Los Angeles Public Works Department for review and approval of sewer and drainage 

facilities (sewer lines are owned by the City of Hidden Hills and maintained by the County of Los 
Angeles; drainage facilities are owned and maintained by the County of Los Angeles) 

 Las Virgenes Municipal Water District for review and approval of water and sewer infrastructure 
design within the District’s service area 

 Los Angeles County Fire Department for review and approval of site plans for compliance with 
Uniform Fire Code and Department requirements 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If impacts to the natural drainage onsite cannot be 
avoided and the agency determines the project is in their jurisdiction, a Section 404 permit 
would be required 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). If construction of the proposed bridle trail 
would discharge dredge or fill into the wetland and if the agency determines the project is in 
their jurisdiction, a Section 401 water quality certification or Waste Discharge Requirements 
would be required 

Potential trustee agencies include: 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). If impacts to the natural drainage onsite 
cannot be avoided and the agency determines the project is in their jurisdiction, a Section 1600 
Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Any transportation of heavy construction 
equipment and/or materials that requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State 
highways will require a Caltrans transportation permit  

1.6 Environmental Review Process 
The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and 
illustrated in Figure 1. The steps are presented in sequential order. 

 Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study. After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead 1.
agency (City of Hidden Hills) must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State 
Clearinghouse, other concerned agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be 
posted in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days. The NOP may be accompanied by an Initial Study 
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that identifies the issue areas for which the project could create significant environmental 
impacts. 

 Draft EIR Prepared. The Draft EIR must contain: a) table of contents or index; b) summary; c) 2.
project description; d) environmental setting; e) discussion of significant impacts (direct, 
indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of alternatives; 
g) mitigation measures; and h) discussion of irreversible changes. 

 Notice of Completion (NOC). The lead agency must file a NOC with the State Clearinghouse 3.
when it completes a Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR. The lead 
agency must place the NOC in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code 
Section 21092) and send a copy of the NOC to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15087). Additionally, public notice of Draft EIR availability must be given through at least one of 
the following procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and 
off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The 
lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public, and respond in writing to all 
comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). The minimum public 
review period for a Draft EIR is 30 days. When a Draft EIR is sent to the State Clearinghouse for 
review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the State Clearinghouse approves a 
shorter period (Public Resources Code 21091). 

 Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received during 4.
public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; d) responses to comments; and e) any 
errata or other changes to the Draft EIR. 

 Certification of Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency 5.
must certify that: a) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final EIR 
was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and c) the decision making body 
reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving a project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15090). 

 Lead Agency Project Decision. The lead agency may a) disapprove the project because of its 6.
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid 
significant environmental effects; or c) approve the project despite its significant environmental 
effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are adopted (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043). 

 Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project 7.
identified in the EIR, the lead agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: a) 
the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) 
changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should 
be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency 
approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written 
Statement of Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other 
reasons supporting the agency’s decision. 

 Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the lead agency makes findings on significant 8.
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation 
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant 
effects. 
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 Notice of Determination (NOD). The lead agency must file a NOD after deciding to approve a 9.
project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local agency must file 
the NOD with the County Clerk. The NOD must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone 
previously requesting notice. Posting of the NOD starts a 30 day statute of limitations on CEQA 
legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]). 
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Figure 1 Environmental Review Process 
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2 Project Description 

This section describes the project, including the project applicant, the project site and surrounding 
land uses, major project characteristics, project objectives, and discretionary actions needed for 
approval. 

2.1 Project Applicant 
Ashley Construction, Inc. 
5300 Whitman Road 
Hidden Hills, California 91302 

2.2 Project Location 
The City of Hidden Hills is bordered by the City of Los Angeles to the north and east, by 
unincorporated Los Angeles County to the south, and by unincorporated Los Angeles County and 
Ventura County to the west. The project site consists of a 16.92-acre area that is located in the City 
of Hidden Hills and the County of Los Angeles. The site is comprised of four existing full parcels and 
portions of an additional four parcels, as shown in Table 3 and Figure 4.  

Table 3 Existing Parcels Fully or Partially included in the Project Site 
Existing Parcels 

Fully included in the Project Site 
Existing Parcels 

Partially Included in the Project Site 
Assessor Parcel Number Jurisdiction Assessor Parcel Number Jurisdiction 
2049-022-030 Los Angeles County 2049-014-012 City of Hidden Hills 

2049-022-029 City of Hidden Hills 2049-028-106 City of Hidden Hills 

2049-028-104 City of Hidden Hills 2049-028-107 City of Hidden Hills 

2049-028-105 City of Hidden Hills 2049-028-108 City of Hidden Hills 

Note: Ashley Construction owns all of the parcels included in this table. 

Source: Los Angeles County 2017 

Of the 16.92 acres, 8.96 acres are currently within the City of Hidden Hills and the remaining 7.96 
acres are in unincorporated Los Angeles County (parcel no. 2049-022-030). The unincorporated 
portion of the site is within the City’s existing Sphere of Influence.  

The project site is located approximately 0.4 mile north of the Ventura Freeway (US 101) and 0.1 
mile south of Long Valley Road. The project area is accessible from Bridle Trail Road to the 
southwest and Lasher Road to the northeast. Figure 2 shows the location of the site in the region 
and Figure 3 shows the project site in its neighborhood context. 
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Figure 2 Regional Location 
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Figure 3 Project Location 
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Figure 4  Existing Parcel Map 
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2.3 Existing Site Characteristics 
The project site currently consists of undeveloped vacant lots in a semi-rural setting. The site has a 
hilly topography with elevations ranging from 970 feet to 1,128 feet above mean sea level. A 
ridgeline runs along the north-south axis through the eastern portion of the site. Surface drainage 
flows towards the southeast or toward Lasher Road on the northern side of the ridge. Level pads 
were previously created in the canyon and ridge flanks on the western portion of the site, adjacent 
to Bridle Trail Road for the three legal parcels (J. Byer Inc. 2006). Cut and fill grading techniques 
were used to create the pads, and slopes were manufactured at a 2:1 gradient (J. Byer Inc. 2006). 
Figure 5 includes photographs of the existing site. 

A landslide is present onsite that extends from the top of the northeastern side of the ridge to at 
least the site’s boundary to the north, Lasher Road to the northeast, and the adjacent residence to 
the east. Because the landslide investigation conducted for the project was limited to the project 
site, the entire extent of the landslide has not been determined (SOLID 2014). The landslide material 
is about 10 feet deep in the center and up to 20 feet deep in the area of Lasher Road (SOLID 2014). 
The slide debris consists of fractured and discontinuous shale (J. Byer Inc. 2006).  

The site is dominated by non-native annual grasses and includes 33 trees, including coast live oak, 
valley oak, California Pepper, Eucalyptus, and Shamel ash tree species. The southeast corner of the 
site contains a drainage feature totaling about 0.20 acres that has been identified as wetland area 
under the jurisdiction of the USACE and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (GLA 2015). 
Riparian vegetation associated with the drainage area totals approximately 0.68 acres and includes 
willow species, California fan palm, cattails, narrow milk-weed, and Italian thistle (GLA 2015, GPA 
Consulting 2015).  

Additional information regarding the history of onsite land development activities is provided 
below: 

 Three existing lots within the project site that border the western project boundary (see APNs 
2049-028-106, 2049-028-105, and 2049-028-104 on Figure 4) were approved for development 
as part of Tract 30263 and were graded and improved with utilities, streets, and driveways in 
1979. These lots have been maintained and cleared for weed abatement since that time.  

 The single parcel within the project area contiguous with the northern boundary (see APN 2049-
022-029 on Figure 4) is approximately 2.2 acres and has been maintained for weed abatement 
since prior to 1960. This lot has also been improved with graded bridle trails and fencing.  

 The 7.96-acre parcel within the County of Los Angeles (see APN 2049-022-030 on Figure 4) has 
not been improved but has been cleared for weed abatement annually.  

2.3.1 Land Use Designation and Zoning 
The parcels within the City of Hidden Hills have a General Plan Land Use designation of RA-1 and 
zoning designation of RA-S (Residential Agricultural Suburban) with a 1-acre minimum lot size. Uses 
permitted in this zone include single-family residences, second units, agriculture/horticulture and 
keeping of domestic animals other than swine. The minimum lot area in this zone is one acre. 

For the parcel under County jurisdiction, land use is guided by the SMMNAP. The land use 
designation is Rural Residential-2 (N-2), not to exceed a maximum residential density of one 
dwelling unit per two acres. Zoning on this parcel is Heavy Agriculture (A-2-2). Allowable land uses in 
the A-2-2 zone are single family residences, crops (field, tree, bush, berry, row and nursery stock), 
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greenhouses and raising of cattle, horses, sheep, goats, poultry, birds, earthworms, etc., animal 
hospitals, dairies, dog kennels, livestock feed lots, manure spreading, and oil wells with a minimum 
required area of 1 to 10 acres and a minimum of 10,000 square feet per lot. 

2.3.2 Surrounding Land Uses  
The site is surrounded by a mix of vacant parcels and existing single-family residences along with 
their associated landscaped areas. Equestrian facilities, a pet cemetery, and commercial uses are 
located to the south and east, respectively, and US 101 is located approximately 0.4 mile south of 
the site.  

2.4 Project History 
The project site and portions of the project site have been the subject of three previous applications 
with the City.  

1. Tract 30263. Three lots (APNs 2049-028-106, 2049-028-105, and 2049-028-104) were approved 
for development and incorporated into the Hidden Hills Community Association as part of Tract 
30263. These lots were graded with utilities installed in 1979, but were not developed due to 
market conditions. In 1991, the other 3 parcels that comprise the project site analyzed in this 
EIR were acquired by the applicant.  

2. TT 51056. Subsequent to the purchase of adjacent land, the applicant for TT 51056 proceeded 
with a development proposal that encompassed all six parcels. That proposal sought annexation 
of the County parcel with subdivision of the land to create nine lots for development of nine 
single family residences (TT 51056). At that time the development proposal was partnered with 
the roughly 23 acre site immediately east (proposed by a different applicant), which added an 
additional 10 homes to the project. In 1993 the FEIR for TT 51056 was certified and on April 11, 
1994, TT 51056 was approved by the City Council. However, the projects were not carried out 
due to market conditions and the approval expired on April 11, 1996 (Hidden Ridge FEIR 2005).  

3. VTTM 54064. In 2003, the project applicant (Hidden Ridge LLC and Ashley Construction, Inc.) 
submitted their first application to the City as the new owner and developer for the project. This 
application was for a combined project that included both project sites and roughly the same 
site plan (VTTM 54064 and VTTM 54063) as was approved in the 1994 application. During 
preparation of the EIR for this project, the Ashley project (VTTM 54064) was removed from the 
proposal and the two projects were separated. The Hidden Ridge Development (VTTM 54063) 
proceeded independently proposing 11 home sites instead of the formerly proposed 10 home 
sites (Hidden Ridge FEIR 2005). The Hidden Ridge FEIR was finalized in November of 2005, and 
the project was approved in 2006. 

The Ashley project is now commencing under a new application as VTTM 63567 with a revised site 
plan that has reduced the number of proposed lots/residences from nine to seven. This application 
for VTTM 63567 is the subject of this EIR.  

2.5 Project Characteristics 
The project involves the subdivision of a 16.92-acre site into seven lots (Lots 1-7) along with the 
grading necessary to establish building pads for custom single-family residences, as well as an 
additional lot (Lot A) for an internal access road. The proposed residential lots would range in size 



Project Description 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 39 

from 1.2 to 4.3 acres with an average lot size of 2.2 acres, and each lot would contain a large, level 
building pad and associated graded slopes. The project would also refine and improve Bridle Trail 
Road with a cul-de-sac, create an internal street to access some of the lots, extend existing 
association-maintained bridle trails (horse riding trails), and provide additional improvements 
necessary to serve each parcel with public utilities. Installation of all necessary public improvements 
(including roads, curbs, gutters, storm drains, water mains, and other utilities) is also included.  

Figure 6 shows the vesting tentative map (VTM) for the project, including proposed improvements 
and Table 4 provides the area for each lot. 

Table 4  Lot Summary 
Lot Number Lot Area (acres)  Lot Number Lot Area (acres) 

1 1.2  5 3.1 

2 2.1  6 1.6 

3 2.0  7 4.3 

4 1.4  A 1.2 

The project proposes to annex the 7.96-acre portion of the site that is currently located within 
unincorporated Los Angeles County and is within the City’s Sphere of Influence. Consequently, the 
project would require a General Plan Land Use Map Amendment and Zone Change to establish a 
land use designation and pre-zoning of the 7.96-acre parcel. The proposed General Plan Land Use 
Map Amendment would change the County’s N-2 SMMNAP Land Use designation to the City’s 
Residential Agriculture, 1-acre minimum (RA-1) land use designation. The proposed zone change 
would alter the County’s A-2-2 zoning designation to the City’s RA-S zoning designation. The 
proposed annexation would require approval by the Local Agency Formation for the County of Los 
Angeles (LAFCO), the Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), and the City of Hidden Hills. In 
2013, the area proposed for annexation was previously incorporated into the “Craftsman’s Corner” 
preliminary annexation proceedings initiated by the City of Calabasas (Resolution No. 2013-1393). 
To date, no formal action has been taken by the City of Calabasas or the Los Angeles County Local 
Agency Formation Commission for the Craftsman’s Corner annexation of approximately 164 acres of 
territory to the City of Calabasas and approximately 12 acres of territory to the City of Hidden Hills. 

In the City of Hidden Hills, many community facilities generally considered public facilities in other 
jurisdictions, are owned and maintained by the HHCA. Annexation of the parcel currently located in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County would result in detachment from several Los Angeles County-
managed agencies, such as the County Road Maintenance District and Landscape Maintenance 
District, and annexation to the HHCA for such services. Annexation to the HHCA would require 
payment of fees contributed for the maintenance of these facilities and services. Other County-
managed services currently provided to the City of Hidden Hills would remain the same following 
annexation, including fire protection service provided by the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
and police protection provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. While not a County-
managed agency, water and wastewater service would continue to be provided by the Las Virgenes 
Municipal Water District, which serves both the City of Hidden Hills and the parcel currently located 
in unincorporated Los Angeles County.   
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2.5.1 Proposed Site Plan  
Figure 6 shows the proposed vesting tentative map for the project and Figure 7 shows the proposed 
grading plan. These figures show the proposed locations of the seven lots and internal road, as well 
as existing and proposed infrastructure and existing and proposed bridle trails.  

2.5.2 Access and Parking 
The project includes the construction of an approximately 750-foot long private road (also referred 
to as Lot A) that travels north along the site’s western boundary and provides direct access to Lots 1, 
4, 5, and 6. This private road would be accessed from Bridle Trail Road. Properties on Lots 2 and 3 
would be accessed via private driveways that would extend west from Lasher Road. Lot 7 would be 
accessed via a private driveway from the eastern terminus of Bridle Trail Road, which would be 
refined and improved with a cul-de-sac as part of the project. 
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Figure 5 Site Photos 

 
View of the project site looking northeast from the intersection of Bridle Trail Road 
and the unnamed road running north along the west edge of the project site. 

 
Existing terminus of Bridle Trail Road. The project site is located on the left side of the 
road and in the area straight ahead. 

 
View across the northeastern portion of the project site. Lasher Road is visible on the 
right, running north from the project site. 

 
View from a central location on the project site looking southwest toward the 
intersection of Bridle Trail Road and the unnamed road running north. 
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View across the southern portion of the site, looking downhill and south toward the 
wetland area. 

 
The wetland area in the southern portion of the site is under the jurisdiction of the 
USACE and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
The project site is hilly, with elevations ranging from 970 feet to 1,128 feet above 
mean sea level. The site is dominated by non-native grasslands and contains 33 trees. 

 
The site is located in Hidden Hills and neighbors several large single-family homes that 
are located on large lots, typical of development in Hidden Hills. 
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Figure 6 Proposed Vesting Tentative Map 
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Figure 7 Proposed Grading Plan 

 

Source: Delane Engineering, October 2016 
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2.5.3 Water Quality and Drainage 
The project site is divided into two drainage areas: Area A includes Lots 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and Lot A; Area 
B includes Lots 2 and 3. Due to site conditions (e.g., low infiltration rates of soil, unstable slopes), it 
is infeasible to use infiltration to capture and filter design volume stormwater on-site. Instead, 
drainage from the project would be captured and treated by a combination of bio-filtration basins 
and proprietary bio-filter systems, including rain gardens and Filterra TreeWell Filters. Bio-filtration 
best management practices (BMP) (i.e., biofiltration basins, biofilter systems) would be sized to 
capture 1.5 times the stormwater quality design flow and/or volume, and any bio-filtration device 
that would collect water or present a tripping hazard would be fenced. Each lot would have its own 
bio-filtration BMP located entirely within the lot to treat on-site drainage, as depicted in Figure 8, 
and maintenance of these devices would be the landowner’s responsibility. Drainage that falls onto 
the private roadway (Lot A) would be captured at the intersection with Bridle Trail Road and 
conveyed to the bio-filtration BMP on Lot 5.  

Treated runoff and runoff exceeding treatment capacity from Area A would be directed to the 
natural drainage at the southeast corner of the site, which also accepts flow from the existing 48-
inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) along Bridle Trail Road. Runoff from Area B would ultimately 
drain to Lasher Road and be conveyed to an existing 24” RCP storm drain (MTD-1772) along Lasher 
Road via existing curb opening catch basins. Stormwater falling at pad-level grade or above on Lot 2 
or Lot 3 would be conveyed to a rain garden for treatment and then discharged directly to Lasher 
Road via a separate discharge line. Runoff exceeding treatment capacity, or stormwater falling 
below pad-level grade, would be drained by the driveway and intercepted by a trench drain that 
would treat water with a proprietary bio-filtration BMP, such as a Filterra Filter. Treated stormwater 
would be released to Lasher Road via a parkway drain.  

2.5.4 Recreation Facilities 
The project proposes to create a new bridle trail onsite, totaling approximately 3,400 linear feet. 
This trail would connect with existing trails that traverse along the northern project boundary, along 
the unnamed roadway on the western project boundary, and along the western border of the LA 
County parcel south of Bridle Trail Road. These trails would also connect with trails leading away 
from the project site, such as those that travel to the east and west of the County parcel’s southern 
border. Figure 9 illustrates the existing and proposed bridle trails in the project area.  

One of the proposed trails would cross the wetland area and associated riparian habitat in the 
southeast corner of the site. A bridge would be constructed to route equestrian activity over the 
drainage channel. The supports for this bridge would be constructed outside of the wetland area, 
spanning a minimum of 10 feet. The portion of the bridge that spans the two supports would be 
constructed on adjacent property outside of the wetland area, and then set on the supports. There 
would be no construction activity at the ground level in the wetland area. 

2.5.5 Utilities 
The project proposes to underground six overhead power poles along Lasher Road. This work would 
be funded by the applicant and performed by Southern California Edison, the City’s electrical 
supplier. Other utility providers in the City of Hidden Hills include the following: Southern California 
Gas Company provides natural gas; Las Virgenes Municipal Water District provides water and 
wastewater service; County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works maintains stormwater 
infrastructure; the City contracts with GI Industries to provide solid waste disposal and recycling; 
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AT&T provides communication infrastructure; and Charter Communications provides cable 
television. 
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Figure 8 Site Drainage Areas and Proposed BMPs 
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Figure 9 Existing and Proposed Bridle Trails 
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2.5.6 Construction 
Site preparation would involve the removal of 19 existing trees on the site, including pepper trees, 
coast live oaks, valley oaks, Eucalyptus, and Shamel ash.  

The site, which has a hilly topography, would require grading (cut and fill) and earthwork to create 
an interior street, level building pads, graded driveways, and equestrian trails. Grading would also 
be required to remediate the existing landslide hazard in the northeastern portion of the site. The 
applicant would call Underground Service Alert at 811 at least two business days prior to performing 
any excavation work for the project.  

Grading would consist of conventional cut and fill techniques to create the planned building pads 
and access roads. The maximum cut would occur on Lot 3 and would be as much as 57 feet with a 
2:1 gradient. The maximum fill would occur on Lot 6 and would be as high as 49 feet with a 2:1 
gradient. Figure 7 shows the proposed grading for the site with topographical contours. Total cut 
and fill is expected to balance onsite and would involve movement of about 167,179 cubic yards of 
material.  

The applicant has prepared a truck route for construction equipment. This route would be subject to 
review and approval by the City of Hidden Hills. Construction vehicles and equipment would be 
staged on a portion of an undeveloped lot adjacent to the western boundary of the project site 
(APN 2049-028-107). The undeveloped lot is 2.8 acres and includes a flat area that is over an acre in 
size and has already been graded and mowed. Staging would occur in this previously disturbed flat 
area of the parcel, which is directly adjacent to the flat, graded area of APN 2049-028-107 on the 
project site. The staging area would be accessed from Bridle Trail Road and the unnamed road 
running north from Bridle Trail Road, adjacent to the western boundary of the project site.  

2.6 Project Objectives 
The applicant’s primary objectives are to: 

 Reconfigure the existing lots in a manner that minimizes and balances grading onsite to 
optimize building pad size and locations 

 Provide access in a manner that is safe, efficient, and consistent with City standards 
 Avoid long-term impacts to wetlands 
 Develop single family homes that are consistent with the scale, scope and character of the 

surrounding community 

The City’s objectives are to provide housing that is consistent with the General Plan, to reduce 
environmental impacts through the adoption of mitigation measures, and to annex the 7.96-acre 
County parcel that is surrounded on three sides by the City of Hidden Hills and is within the City’s 
existing Sphere of Influence. 

2.7 Required Approvals 
The project would require the following approvals:  
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City of Hidden Hills 
 Vesting Tentative Map 
 Annexation of 7.96 acres from the County of Los Angeles 
 General Plan Land Use Map Amendment and Zone Change to establish a land use designation 

and pre-zoning of the 7.96-acre parcel 
 Ridgeline Development Permit 

Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA) and Local Agency Formation for 
the County of Los Angeles (LAFCO) 
 Approval of annexation of a 7.96-acre parcel from the County of Los Angeles 

County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department and Fire Department 
 Review and approval of site plans for emergency access 

County of Los Angeles Public Works Department 
 Review and approval of sewer and drainage facilities (sewer lines are owned by the City of 

Hidden Hills and maintained by the County of Los Angeles, and drainage facilities are owned and 
maintained by the County of Los Angeles) 

Las Virgenes Municipal Water District 
 Review and approval of water and sewer infrastructure design in the District’s service area 

Los Angeles County Fire Department 
 Review and approval of site plans for compliance with Uniform Fire Code and Department 

requirements  

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
 If impacts to the natural drainage onsite cannot be avoided and the agency determines the 

project is in their jurisdiction, a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement would be 
required 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 If construction of the proposed bridle trail would discharge dredge or fill into the wetland and if 

the agency determines the project is in their jurisdiction, a Section 401 water quality 
certification or Waste Discharge Requirements would be required 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 If impacts to the natural drainage onsite cannot be avoided and the agency determines the 

project is in their jurisdiction, a Section 404 permit would be required  

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 Any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials that requires the use of 

oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a Caltrans transportation permit  
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Other Approvals 
 Any other ancillary approvals/permits necessary to process the application and develop the 

project, including incorporation of the proposed development into the Hidden Hills Community 
Association 
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3 Environmental Setting 

This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the project. More detailed 
descriptions of the environmental setting for each environmental issue area can be found in Section 
4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

3.1 Regional Setting  
The project site lies in Hidden Hills and unincorporated Los Angeles County in the western portion of 
the San Fernando Valley. The City is a gated community to the north of Calabasas and lies to the 
east of the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve, which connects to the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area. The project site is accessed regionally via the US 101, which 
runs parallel to the southern boundary of Hidden Hills. The approximately 16.92-acre site is 
currently vacant land in an area surrounded primarily by large-lot single family homes and 
commercial uses adjacent to the US 101. Figures 2 and 3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, show 
the location of the project site in the region and the location of the project site in relationship to the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

The Mediterranean climate of the region and the coastal influence produce moderate temperatures 
year round, with rainfall concentrated in the winter months. Although air quality in the area has 
steadily improved in recent years, the Los Angeles region remains a nonattainment area for ozone 
(urban smog). The City of Hidden Hills is located approximately seven miles inland from the 
coastline of the Pacific Ocean. 

3.2 Project Site Setting 
As shown in Figure 3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, the site is surrounded by a mix of vacant 
parcels and existing single-family residences along with their associated landscaped areas. 
Equestrian facilities are located along the southern border of the site, a pet cemetery and 
commercial uses are located southeast of the site, and US 101 is located approximately 0.4 mile 
south of the site.  

The project site currently consists of undeveloped vacant lots in a semi-rural setting. The portion of 
the site in the City of Hidden Hills has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Residential 
Agriculture, 1-acre minimum (RA-1) and is zoned Residential-Agriculture, Suburban (RA-S). The 
portion of the site in unincorporated Los Angeles County is within the SMMNAP and has a land use 
designation of Rural Residential (N-2) and is zoned Heavy Agriculture (A-2-2).  

3.3 Cumulative Development 
In addition to the specific impacts of individual projects, CEQA requires an EIR to consider potential 
cumulative impacts of the project. CEQA defines “cumulative impacts” as two or more individual 
impacts that, when considered together, are substantial or would compound other environmental 
impacts. Cumulative impacts are the combined changes in the environment that result from the 
incremental impact of development of the project and other nearby projects. For example, traffic 
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impacts of two nearby projects may be less than significant when analyzed separately, but could 
have a significant impact when analyzed together. Cumulative impact analysis allows the EIR to 
provide a reasonable forecast of future environmental conditions and can more accurately gauge 
the effects of a series of projects. 

CEQA requires cumulative impact analysis in EIRs to consider either a list of planned and pending 
projects that may contribute to cumulative effects or a forecast of future development potential. 
The City indicated there is currently one planned and pending development project in the City of 
Hidden Hills, which is comprised of 11 dwelling units along Lasher Road (Willdan 2017a; Appendix 
H). Subdivision of the site and installation of utilities has already been completed, and 4 of the 11 
proposed homes have been constructed or are in the process of being constructed. This 
development is located in close proximity to the project site and is accessed by the same 
neighborhood street as the northern portion of the project site. Additionally, the construction 
schedule of this development could overlap that of the project. Therefore, this development project 
is considered in the cumulative analyses in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.  

The City includes other developable land within its incorporated boundary. Although future 
development may occur on remaining empty lots in the city, these sites do not currently have any 
planned or pending projects. These sites, therefore, are not included in the cumulative analysis. 

In addition, one proposed project has been identified outside of Hidden Hills. The Boething Treeland 
Farms Development Project (Boething Project) recently submitted an application to the City of Los 
Angeles for construction of 221 housing units in various densities at 23475 W Long Valley Road (City 
of Calabasas 2017). The site is located approximately 2.8 miles by road to the east of the project 
site. It is currently used as a tree nursery and the proposed Boething Project would require a zone 
change. The application for this project was submitted to the City of Los Angeles in September 2016, 
which is after the January 2014 project application was submitted to the City of Hidden Hills. Given 
that the Boething Project is neither planned nor pending approval and is still largely speculative, it is 
not a reasonably probable future project and it is not formally considered in the CEQA analysis of 
cumulative impacts for the project. However, in response to community concerns, it is discussed in 
the cumulative impact discussions of relevant impact areas for informational purposes. 
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis 

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Ashley Construction VTM 63567 for 
the specific issue areas that were identified through the scoping process as having the potential to 
experience significant effects. “Significant effect” is defined by the CEQA Guidelines §15382 as:  

…a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in 
determining whether the physical change is significant. 

The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental setting related to 
the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first subsection 
identifies the methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria 
adopted by the City and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this 
analysis to determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each 
impact of the project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after 
mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text with the 
discussion of the effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also contains a statement 
of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 

Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact 
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Less than Significant: An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels 
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further 
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable. 

No Impact: The project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would reduce 
existing environmental problems or hazards. 

Following each environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures (if required) and the 
residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). In cases 
where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in 
another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact. The impact 
analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the impacts associated 
with the project in conjunction with the other planned and pending development in the area 
described in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting.  

The Executive Summary of this EIR summarizes all impacts and mitigation measures that apply to 
the project. 
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4.1 Aesthetics 

4.1.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 
The visual characteristics of the project site were evaluated based on field observations and visual 
simulations from viewing locations within the city and along US 101. All viewing locations are along 
publicly-accessible roadways, although some of these roadways are private roads within the gated 
portion of Hidden Hills and therefore only accessible to residents and permitted visitors. The 
viewing locations studied in this analysis are indicated on Figure 10. Visual simulations were 
prepared to show how the project site would look before and after development for each of the 
locations identified in Figure 10. These site locations include three locations within the City as well 
as the US 101 corridor, which is designated as a sensitive visual corridor by the City of Calabasas and 
the County of Los Angeles in the SMMNAP. The project site is also visible from intermittent locations 
within unincorporated Los Angeles County that are located between the project site and US 101. 
These unincorporated County locations are discussed along with the effects to the US 101 corridor.  

US 101 
The project site is visible by motorists traveling on US 101 in isolated locations where existing 
development does not block the view (Figure 11 and Figure 12). However, from most locations 
along US 101 where the project site would otherwise be visible, existing commercial development 
located along the northern edge of the freeway blocks views of the project site. Figures 10 and 11 
show existing views from US 101 in an area where existing development does not block the view. 
From the freeway, the viewer sees a relatively distant hilltop with silhouette outlines of five trees 
extending upwards past the ridgetop. The hilltops would appear tan to light brown during the 
summer and fall seasons with greener tones during the winter and spring seasons.  

Lasher Road 
Under existing conditions, (Figure 13) the viewer sees a white fence along Lasher Road in the 
foreground, with a hillslope in the background. The vegetation is predominantly non-native annual 
grasses with some native and non-native trees dotting the landscape. At least five native oak trees 
are visible from this viewing location. A cluster of oak trees is present close to the chain-link fence 
that extends off to the right in the photo, although this grouping is partially obscured by the 
branches and leaves of another tree hanging in the foreground in this photo. Other large, visually 
prominent oak trees are present in other locations along the slope that faces Lasher Road. The 
predominant color of the grassland changes depending on the season and ranges from tan to green. 

Bridle Trail Road 
Under existing conditions (Figure 14), the viewer sees a hillslope that contains a graded pad in the 
middle foreground, an access drive extending back into the project site in the left foreground, a tree 
located in the foreground at the corner of Bridle Trail Road and the access drive, and a few 
scattered shrubs within a shallow depression/drainage leading up the hill from this area. Two tree 
silhouettes are visible atop the hill. The vegetation is predominantly non-native annual grasses and 
forbs, and two California Pepper trees along the hilltop. The predominant color of the grassland 
changes depending on the season and ranges from tan to green. 
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Hoback Glen Road 
From Hoback Glen Road, the viewer looks down at the project site and sees the hilltop and 
surrounding slopes dotted with trees and shrubs (Figure 15). In the foreground is a large graded 
area, portions of which are devoid of vegetation. An access road extends between the graded area 
and the hill in the background. The predominant color of the grassland changes depending on the 
season and ranges from tan to green. 
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Figure 10 Viewing Locations of Visual Simulations 
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Figure 11 Existing and Developed Views from US 101 Eastbound 
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Figure 12 Existing and Developed Views from US 101 Westbound 
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Figure 13 Existing and Developed Views from Lasher Road 
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Figure 14 Existing and Developed Views from Bridle Trail Road 
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Figure 15 Existing and Developed Views from Hoback Glen Road 
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Regulatory Setting 
As noted in Section 2.0, Project Description, of this EIR, the project site currently includes parcels 
that are located in two different jurisdictions. Of the 16.92-acre site, 8.96 acres are located within 
the City of Hidden Hills and 7.96 acres are located in the County of Los Angeles (see Figure 4).  

The portion of the site that is in Los Angeles County is within the City of Hidden Hills Sphere of 
Influence, the adopted planning area boundary for the City. Project development includes proposed 
annexation of the 7.96 acres that currently lie within the County of Los Angeles. At present, the 
County of Los Angeles has regulatory authority over the 7.96-acre parcel, while the City of Hidden 
Hills has regulatory authority over the remaining 8.96 acres of the site. Once the 7.96-acre parcel is 
annexed to the City, the provisions of the County of Los Angeles General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and 
SMMNAP would no longer apply. After annexation, the area would be under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Hidden Hills and would be governed by the City’s General Plan, Municipal Code, and other 
City requirements.  

The area to be annexed contains a Los Angeles County SMMNAP designated significant ridgeline. 
The ridgeline, as designated in the SMMNAP, is shown on Figure 16. After annexation, this ridgeline 
would be subject to the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336), which prohibits grading, as well as 
the development of new structures or additions to an existing structure, on a visually dominant 
ridgeline or within fifty vertical or horizontal feet from a visually dominant ridgeline, except with a 
Ridgeline Development Permit. A portion of this ridgeline can be seen from Ventura Freeway. This 
EIR examines the visual impact associated with modification of this topographical feature.  

U.S. Highway 101 in the vicinity of the site is designated as a scenic highway by the City of Calabasas 
and the SMMNAP. As such, the aesthetic impacts relative to this visual corridor have been analyzed 
in response to the concerns of these jurisdictions.  

The City of Hidden Hills General Plan and Municipal Code contain the regulatory policies and 
requirements that apply to this project. The City of Hidden Hills General Plan and Municipal Code 
are incorporated by reference and are available for review at City Hall located at 6165 Spring Valley 
Road. A consistency analysis of the project with City plans and policies is contained in Section 4.9, 
Land Use of this EIR. Project consistency with visual resource and ridgeline protection polices 
contained in the City’s General Plan Natural Resources Element are discussed below. The Los 
Angeles County SMMNAP is also incorporated by reference and is available for review on the Los 
Angeles County website.  

Hidden Hills General Plan Natural Resources Element 
The Natural Resources Element of the City’s General Plan contains several goals and policies that are 
relevant to aesthetics. These include the following:  

Goal 1:  Preserve and enhance the native as well as the non-native plant life throughout the 
community for their scenic and biological importance. 

Goal 2:  All significant oak trees should be preserved.  

Goal 4:  Significant natural land forms should be maintained during development. 

Policy 4.1: Grading practices used within the City shall minimize potential safety hazards 
while maintaining aesthetic qualities and natural land forms.  

Policy 4.3: Property owners should be encouraged to design homes to fit the natural 
terrain. 



City of Hidden Hills  
Ashley Construction VTM 63567 

 
66  

Figure 16 SMMNAP Designated Significant Ridgeline 
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Goal 5:  Maintain the rural-equestrian atmosphere of the community. 

Policy 5.2: Continue to enforce existing regulations which require minimum one acre 
building sites and an average developed lot size of 1.7 acres, with one primary 
residence per site and a maximum 25 percent lot coverage. 

Policy 5.3: All new subdivisions shall have bridle trails. 

Chapter 8 of the City’s municipal code provides protection to native oak trees and trees designated 
as historic that are located on commercial and City property. A native oak tree is defined as a living 
tree of Quercus lobate, Quercus agrifolia, Quercus dumosa, or California native hybrids that are 12.5 
inches or more in circumference (four inches in diameter) for a single trunk tree, or in the case of an 
oak with more than one trunk, whose combined trunks equal at least 18.8 inches or more in 
circumference at four-and-a-half feet above mean natural grade. A historic tree is defined as a living 
tree that was designated as historic by the City Council because of an association with an event or 
person of historical significance to the community. In addition, all trees other than parkway trees 
measuring 36 inches or more in circumference (11.46 inches in diameter) as measured at two feet 
above mean natural grade, or in the case of a tree with more than one trunk, whose combined 
circumference of any two trunks is 54 inches or more as measured at two feet above mean natural 
grade, is considered a historic tree. 

4.1.2 Impact Analysis 

Methodology and Significance Thresholds 
Environmental assessment of a project’s impacts to the aesthetic and visual resources of an area 
begins with identification of the existing visual resources on the project site, including the site’s 
physical attributes, its relative visibility, and its relative uniqueness. The aesthetic assessment must 
also review the project in the context of the City’s identified visually important features and 
corridors and its surrounding setting. 

The regulatory setting identified pertinent policies and designations pursuant to the City of Hidden 
Hills, County of Los Angeles, and City of Calabasas. In general, the significant visual resources and 
views from scenic highways of particular relevance to the project include: the hilltop that is 
designated in the SMMNAP as a significant ridgeline, the native oak trees that are present onsite, 
and views of the site from US 101 and roadways within the City of Hidden Hills.  

While the assessment of aesthetic impacts involves qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective 
in nature (different viewers react to viewsheds and aesthetic conditions differently), degree of visual 
change can be characterized. This evaluation therefore measures the project against existing visual 
conditions, and analyzes the nature of the anticipated change based on field observation, photos of 
existing conditions, and photographic renderings.  

Viewing locations used in this analysis were selected because of their potential sensitivity due to 
either a designation as a scenic viewing corridor, high visibility of the project site from the location, 
or the high number of viewers that could observe the site from these vantage points. It is not the 
intent of this analysis to suggest that the project site is visible only from the viewing locations 
discussed in this section. Rather, an attempt was made to identify a range of viewsheds that are 
representative samples of public viewing areas offering the most prominent views of the project 
site. Within each of the viewsheds, view orientations were selected that display the maximum 
amount of development visible within that viewing area. Photographs of these viewsheds were 
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taken and are presented in this section of the EIR to document the existing visual characteristics of 
the area. Computer modeling was then conducted based on the conceptual grading plan and 
conceptual homes in order to create visual simulations of the future project conditions. 

An impact is considered significant if the project would result in one or more of the following 
conditions, as described in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; 

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; 
or 

4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

For the purposes of this analysis it was assumed that all of the proposed homes would be built 
concurrently. This was examined as the potential buildout scenario. However, market demands will 
dictate the timing for individual lot development, and it is possible that some lots may remain 
vacant until there is demand for construction.  

The Initial Study for the project (Appendix A) determined that the project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to threshold (1) (scenic vistas), (2) (scenic resources), and (3) (visual 
character and quality), but less than significant impacts related to threshold (4) (light or glare). 
Consequently, the issue of light and glare is not analyzed further in this section. The project’s 
consistency with adopted goals or policies of the City of Hidden Hills most directly relating to the 
potential aesthetic impacts of the project, which are listed above in Section 4.1.1b, are discussed 
within the impact discussion section.  

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold:  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

Impact AES-1 WHILE THE PROJECT WOULD ALTER PUBLIC VIEWS FROM US 101 AND OTHER ROADWAYS 
IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE, DUE TO THE LIMITED VISIBILITY OF THE SITE FROM THESE AREAS, THIS 
CHANGE WOULD RESULT IN A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO SCENIC VISTAS. 

US 101 
US 101 is a visually sensitive public viewing corridor and is designated as scenic in the Calabasas 
General Plan and in the SMMNAP. The project would include development that would be visible to 
travelers heading east or west on this freeway, and would replace the existing vacant hilltop with 
residential development. Post-project development views from US 101 (Figures 10 and 11) show 
that after development the ridgeline would be lower than it is now, with the tops of residences 
abutting the skyline. Upon development, white fencing and additional landscaping would be 
installed, and these may also be visible from the freeway. As shown in Figures 10 and 11, existing 
development along the northern boundary of US 101 in the vicinity of the site largely obstructs 
views of the site from this vantage point. Within this corridor, the views to the northwest towards 
the City of Hidden Hills are limited to spaces between commercial structures, landscaping, and 
billboards associated with the developed foreground. Although the project would alter views of the 
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site from US 101, it is not likely that a traveler heading east or west along this route would notice 
the proposed new development due to the visual complexity of the foreground and the short time 
during which the viewer would have opportunities to see the site. Additionally, the project site 
makes up a very small portion of the view as seen from US 101, and the change produced by the 
project would not be extreme compared to existing conditions. The impact on the entirety of the 
vista would therefore be low.  

Unincorporated Areas 
The project site (particularly the higher-elevation portions, including the ridgeline) is visible from 
other public and private viewing locations in the unincorporated County area that lies between the 
City of Hidden Hills and US 101. These areas provide only intermittent views of the project site, 
because a variety of developments lies between US 101 and the project site, and blocks views from 
most locations. For example, portions of the project site are visible from parts of Ventura Boulevard 
near the intersection of Old Scandia Lane, but views of the site from this location are partially 
blocked by one- and two-story commercial developments in the area. The project site is also visible 
from the northwestern corner of the pet cemetery that is located slightly southeast of the project 
site. This view is blocked from most vantages within the pet cemetery by mature landscape trees; 
however, there are spaces between the trees in the northwest corner of the pet cemetery that offer 
relatively unobstructed views of the natural hillside and ridgeline proposed for alteration. The 
project site is also visible from the equestrian center that is located immediately south of the 
project. The equestrian center is built against a hill and there are several different vantages from 
which the project site is visible. These vantages offer views of the site that are somewhat 
interrupted by mature columnar Italian cypress trees, and by stables that are developed at the 
lower elevations. However, the project site is visible at present and would remain visible after 
development. Upon development, the project would be visible from these and some other nearby 
locations, but views of the site are partially blocked from these locations, and the project site 
generally makes up a minor component of the view from these locations. None of these views are 
officially-designated scenic vistas. Impacts to the visual character and quality of the project site and 
its more immediate surroundings are discussed in Impact AES-3.  

City of Hidden Hills 
The project site could be part of a scenic vista as seen from higher elevation areas with scenic views 
into the distance. As shown in Figure 15, which shows the existing and post-development view from 
Hoback Glen Road, the project site is a prominent component in the middle distance of the view 
from this location. While the project would alter the view of the project site itself from this location, 
converting the site from an undeveloped to a developed state, none of the buildings or landform 
alterations included in the project would block or intrude into views from this location of more 
distant features. Additionally, the residential development that would be built under the project 
would be consistent with surrounding residential uses, and would not introduce any elements into 
the view that are not already present in other parts of the view. While the project would alter the 
visual character of this view, potential impacts to the visual character and quality of the project site 
and its surroundings are discussed in Impact AES-3. Lower-elevation locations within Hidden Hills do 
not have views of any scenic vistas looking towards the project site, and the components of the 
project would therefore not intrude into any scenic vistas as seen from these locations. Scenic vistas 
from areas within the City of Hidden Hills would therefore be preserved. 
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As demonstrated in the analysis above, the project would not have a significant negative impact on 
any scenic vista in the City of Hidden Hills or surrounding areas, and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

Threshold:  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway 

Impact AES-2 WHILE MITIGATION WOULD REDUCE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ON TREES, NATURAL 
TERRAIN, AND LANDFORMS THAT WOULD BE IMPACTED BY THE PROJECT, DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROJECT 
WOULD PERMANENTLY ALTER THE TERRAIN OF THE PROJECT SITE, INCLUDING LOWERING OF A RIDGELINE. THIS 
CHANGE WOULD RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACT TO SCENIC RESOURCES. 

The City Goals and policies pertaining to aesthetics listed at the end of Section 4.1.1b generally 
indicate that development in the City of Hidden Hills should be designed to preserve and enhance 
native and non-native plants (Goal 1), to fit the contours of the natural terrain (Policy 4.3), and to 
preserve significant landforms and visually prominent oak trees (Goal 2, Goal 4). A portion of the 
project site contains a Los Angeles County SMMNAP designated significant ridgeline. After 
annexation, this ridgeline would be subject to City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336), which 
prohibits grading, as well as the development of new structures or addition to an existing structure, 
on a visually dominant ridgeline or within fifty vertical or horizontal feet from a visually dominant 
ridgeline, except with a Ridgeline Development Permit. One can infer from these goals, policies, and 
regulations that the City believes that these are scenic resources worthy of preservation. Potential 
impacts to these scenic resources are therefore discussed in this section. 

Native and Non-Native Plants and Trees 
As described in more detail in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the site currently contains 33 trees, 
of which 19 would need to be removed due to grading (LNDG 2015). Based on the results of a tree 
inventory of the project site conducted by L. Newman Design Group in July 2015, 18 of these trees 
would qualify as protected native oak or historic trees under the City’s municipal code, had they 
been on City owned or commercial property. Ten of the trees to be removed are native oak species, 
with seven coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) and three valley oaks (Quercus lobata). Eight of the 
remaining trees to be removed qualify as historic trees under the City’s municipal code based on 
their size, including seven pepper trees (Schinus molle) and one Eucalyptus. The one remaining tree 
to be removed is a Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei), and is not large enough to qualify as a historic tree. 
Grading activities would also encroach within five feet of the driplines of two other native oak 
individuals (one coast live oak and one valley oak).  

The mitigation measures included in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, are designed to offset the 
removal of the 18 protected trees on the project site and reduce impacts during project 
construction to protected trees to be retained onsite. Impact discussion BIO-1 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources concludes that, while implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Oak Tree 
Replacement) and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Protection and Maintenance Measures) would reduce 
impacts to oak and historic trees due to project construction to a less than significant level once the 
replacement trees mature, a temporary significant and unavoidable adverse effect would still occur 
because the replacement trees would likely be 24-inch box specimens, while the trees that are 
being removed are of greater maturity. Temporary loss of tree canopy would be reduced, however, 
by the fact that the 4:1 replacement ratio required under Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would offset 
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the canopy difference between the eighteen mature trees planned for removal and the box 
specimens that would be installed. 

Natural Terrain and Landforms 
The project would involve the annexation of a 7.96-acre parcel that is currently located within the 
jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles. This parcel is within the Sphere of Influence of the City of 
Hidden Hills, which is the approved ultimate boundary and planning area of the City. The parcel 
contains a designated significant ridgeline as identified in the County of Los Angeles SMMNAP. 
Figure 16 shows the location of the significant ridgeline as designated in the SMMNAP. After 
annexation, this ridgeline would be subject to the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336), which 
prohibits grading, as well as the development of new structures or addition to an existing structure, 
on a visually dominant ridgeline or within fifty vertical or horizontal feet from a visually dominant 
ridgeline, except with a Ridgeline Development Permit. Goal 4 of the Natural Resources Element 
states that significant natural landforms shall be preserved. However the City’s General Plan Land 
Use Element states that “many lots contain a buildable ridge and steep arroyos”.  

The topography and land development pattern of Hidden Hills and the immediate area is one of 
rolling hills with development present at varied elevations with some homes set back toward the 
base of hillsides while others are developed along the tops of hills. Land development patterns 
suggest that development within the City has been designed to create an atmosphere of privacy and 
solitude by developing properties on large lots at varied elevations which includes developing 
homes on hilltops. Residential development under the project would be clustered around the hill 
and central access of “A” Court at varying elevations to minimize grading. The applicant’s proposed 
homes are sited at the following varied elevations (in feet above mean sea level): Lot 1 at 1,062 feet; 
Lot 2 at 1,008 feet, Lot 3 at 1,040 feet; Lot 4 at 1,075 feet; Lot 5 at 1,085 feet; Lot 6 at 1,080 feet; 
and Lot 7 at 1,010 feet. As such, the proposed development is consistent with the land use 
development patterns in the immediate area and would be visually consistent and compatible with 
existing development.  

The top of the existing hill ranges from an elevation of approximately 1,100 to 1,128 feet. The 
applicant’s proposed design maintains the contour of the hill but lowers the maximum elevation by 
almost 50 feet to an elevation of 1080. As shown in Figure 16, current elevations on the project site 
range from 970 feet above mean sea level in the south and northeast portions of the site to 1,128 
feet above mean sea level in the central portion of the site (158 feet of elevational difference). Post 
development elevations on the site range from 970 feet to 1,080 feet above mean sea level (110 
feet of elevational difference).  

As discussed in Section 4.4 Geology under Impact GEO-2, portions of the project site are underlain 
by deposits of colluvium and former landslides that pose slope stability hazards. According to a 
November 2014 Landslide Investigation by SOLID Soils & Geologic Consultants, there is an existing 
landslide area that extends across the northeastern portion of the site from the top of the 
northeastern side of the ridge, through most of Lots 2 and 3, to the adjacent residence to the east of 
the site and likely further northeast beyond Lasher Road (SOLID 2014). SOLID states that “the only 
way to develop the subject property would be to remove and repair the landslide.” The geotechnical 
report prepared for the project indicates that the project site is suitable for the proposed 
development provided that the recommendations contained in the geotechnical report for grading, 
slope stabilization, and project design are implemented.  

The project would reduce the height of the existing ridge that traverses the project site, to 
accommodate proposed grading and eliminate the existing surficial landslide hazard that would 
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need to be remediated to develop Lot 3. The ridgeline, as delineated on Figure 16, extends from the 
maximum elevation of 1,128 feet above mean sea level southerly, easterly, and northerly within the 
7.96-acre County parcel. Project grading would result in a maximum loss of approximately 50 feet at 
the crest, while other areas of the hilltop would lose approximately 30 feet. Under the City’s 
Ridgeline Ordinance, development in the vicinity of a visually dominant ridgeline is required to 
incorporate vertical and horizontal setbacks of 50 feet from the ridgeline. The project does not meet 
this setback requirement, and therefore the project would not be fully consistent with the City’s 
goals and policies relevant to scenic resources and ridgeline protection.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Oak Tree Replacement) and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Protection and 
Maintenance Measures) would protect, maintain, and replace trees affected or removed by the 
project. While there would be a temporary loss of canopy due to the replacement trees being 
smaller specimens than the trees being replaced, this temporary loss of tree canopy would be 
reduced by the fact that the 4:1 replacement ratio required under Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would 
offset the canopy difference between the eighteen mature trees planned for removal and the box 
specimens that would be installed.  

Mitigation Measure AES-1 requires the City Engineer to review and approve final grading plans to 
ensure the use of grading techniques (such as contour grading and rounding of toes, tops of slopes, 
and varied slope ratios) to create manufactured landforms that mimic surrounding topography. This 
mitigation measure would help reduce the visual impacts of landform alteration carried out under 
the project, but would not fully preserve the natural terrain and significant natural land forms that 
would be altered under the project. Project development would result in a hilltop that is lower than 
currently exists, maintaining the overall contour of the existing hill, but permanently altering this 
significant landform. The project would also remain inconsistent with the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance 
requirement that development in the vicinity of a visually dominant ridgeline incorporate vertical 
and horizontal setbacks of 50 feet from the ridgeline. The project would therefore have a significant 
and unavoidable impact on this visually dominant ridgeline as a scenic resource.  

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures are required to reduce the temporary and permanent aesthetic 
effects related to visual character and quality.  

MM AES-1 GRADING PLAN 

Grading techniques, such as contour grading and rounding of toes, tops of slopes, and varied slope 
ratios shall be utilized to create manufactured landforms that mimic surrounding topography. Final 
grading plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of grading 
permits. 

 MM AES-2 DRAINAGE AND EROSION CONTROL FEATURES 

Prior to final rough grading inspection, all cut and fill slopes and other graded, barren areas as well 
as remaining natural slopes shall be improved with drainage and erosion control features and shall 
be hydroseeded immediately following completion of rough grading operations. 

MM AES-3 LANDSCAPING AND LOT MAINTENANCE 

The developer shall be responsible for landscaping, slope and overall lot maintenance until such a 
time that these lots are sold and ownership transferred.  
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MM AES-4 INSTALLATION OF IRRIGATION FACILITIES 

Prior to completion of grading activities, permanent irrigation facilities on both natural and graded 
slopes shall be installed as determined by the City Engineer to ensure that hillside, native growth, 
and landscaping is maintained in a healthy condition. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation measures AES-1 through AES-4 would reduce potential adverse aesthetic effects related 
to visual character and quality, but the project would permanently alter the visual character of the 
site in ways that would not be fully consistent with goals and policies from the City’s General Plan 
relating to visual character and quality. This impact therefore remains significant and unavoidable.  

Threshold:  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings 

Impact AES-3 WHILE MITIGATION WOULD REDUCE THE PROJECT’S POTENTIAL ADVERSE AESTHETIC 
EFFECTS RELATED TO VISUAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY, THE PROJECT WOULD PERMANENTLY ALTER THE VISUAL 
CHARACTER OF THE SITE. THIS IMPACT WOULD REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE.  

As discussed in Impact AES-1, the project would alter views of the site as seen from distant 
viewpoints such as US 101. From these vantage points, however, the project site makes up a very 
small portion of the view, the change produced by the project would not be highly noticeable, and 
the impact on visual character and quality would therefore be low. The degree of aesthetic change 
created by the project, and potential impacts to visual character and quality, would increase with 
greater proximity to the project site. The discussion below analyzes the potential impacts of the 
project on the visual character and quality of the project site and surrounding areas, as they would 
be viewed from several different locations.  

Lasher Road 
Figure 13 shows existing views from Lasher Road, a post development view of the site without trees, 
and a post-development view with trees. As shown in these figures, the proposed structures would 
only be partially visible from this vantage point, and the grading would result in a hill that is lower 
than currently exists, which would be more noticeable as one travels south on Lasher Road where 
the elevation increases. The existing overhead power poles would no longer be visible as the project 
includes undergrounding the six power poles along Lasher Road. From Lasher Road, the general 
pastoral nature of the site would be preserved because the site would maintain elevational 
differences between the roadway and the proposed residential structures which would, in 
combination with the remaining hillside, largely block these structures from view. However, as 
shown in Figure 13, the top floor of the residence to be constructed on Lot 2 would be visible, and 
this residence would be more visible as one travels farther up Lasher Road away from Long Valley 
Road. Less of the structure on Lot 3 would be visible than of the structure on Lot 1, because the pad 
is situated far enough to the south that the hillslope on the northern side fronting Lasher blocks 
most of the view of this residence.  

Based on the visual simulation from this vantage point, the project would alter this view and convert 
existing non-native annual grassland with scattered trees (native and non-native) to irrigated lawn, 
ornamental landscaping and low-density rural residential development. 
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Bridle Trail Road 
Figure 14 shows views from Bridle Trail Road under existing conditions and post-development 
conditions. As characterized above for the other views, the project would convert portions of the 
existing non-native grassland to irrigated lawn developed with landscaping and houses, although the 
foreground portion of the view in Figure 13, including the existing graded pad adjacent to Bridle 
Trail Road and part of the hillside leading up to the house visible over the crest of the hill, would 
remain in a more natural condition. Additionally, a rolled curb, bridle trails/sidewalks, and white 
fencing are shown between the road and the rest of the property. Two pepper trees situated atop 
the hill, as shown in the existing conditions photo, would be removed, as shown in the post-
development simulation.  

The simulation presents a representative depiction of the scale of the proposed development and 
the impact to the hillside in the background. The post-project view shows that the view of the 
proposed residences from this vantage point would be partially obstructed by the hillside. 
Additionally, trees planted on the hillside fronting Bridle Trail Road and along the road leading from 
Bridle Trail Road into the project site would intermittently screen views of the proposed residences 
as the viewer moves along these roadways, and from residences on the south side of Bridle Trail 
Road, provided that they are installed in a manner as shown. It should be noted that a landscape 
plan is not available at this early stage of the subdivision analysis and landscape plans would be 
submitted prior to issuance of grading permits, subject to the review and approval of the City 
Engineer.  

Hoback Glen Road 
Figure 15 shows views from Hoback Glen Road under existing conditions and post-development 
conditions. The top of the existing hillside ranges from approximately 1,100 to 1,128 feet above 
mean sea level. Project grading would create graded pads with a maximum elevation of 1,085. In 
the location where the existing hillside peaks at 1,128, project grading would bring this area to an 
elevation of 1,078. This grading would result in a maximum loss of 50 feet at the crest, while other 
areas of the hilltop would lose approximately 30 feet. As characterized above for the other views, 
the project would convert the existing non-native grassland to irrigated lawn developed with 
landscaping and houses (see Figure 13).  

As stated above, the City goals generally indicate that development should be designed to preserve 
and enhance native and non-native plants, to fit the contours of the natural terrain, and preserve 
significant land forms and significant oak trees. From the vantage point depicted in Figure 15, the 
difference in elevation between the existing and post-project views is the most evident effect of the 
development. The loss of trees from this vantage is not particularly evident, because the post-
development view shows installation of landscape specimens. 

Overall Impact 
As described above, the project would change the visual character and quality of the site and its 
surroundings. While upon development the site would appear to conform to the natural topography 
of the site, it would alter the contours of the natural terrain. The top of the existing hill ranges from 
approximately 1,100 to 1,128. Project grading would result in a maximum loss of approximately 50 
feet at the crest, while other areas of the hilltop would lose approximately 30 feet. Grading is being 
conducted in this manner to accommodate the proposed site layout and excavate an existing 
surficial landslide to facilitate development of the proposed Lot 3. Despite this lower hilltop, the 
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proposed development maintains the overall contour of the existing hill. Residential development 
would be clustered around the hill and central access of “A” Court at varying elevations to minimize 
grading.  

Tree removal associated with the project would also impact the visual character of the project site. 
Mitigation measure BIO-1 requires the 18 protected trees that would be removed by the project be 
replaced at a 4:1 ratio, with each replacement tree being a 24-inch or larger specimen of the same 
genus of tree to be removed. Additionally, the non-native annual grasslands currently existing on 
the site would be replaced with irrigated lawns and residences under the project. 

The project would be consistent with surrounding development in that it would consist of low-
density single family residential dwellings on large lots, connected to the existing network of streets 
and equestrian trails in the City of Hidden Hills. New bridle trails constructed on the project site 
would be consistent with maintaining the rural/equestrian atmosphere of the community, and 
undergrounding of six power poles along Lasher Road would improve views of the eastern portion 
of the site. However, the project would result in alteration of the site from a vacant/rural state to a 
developed state.  

In the near term, grading for the proposed homes would likely occur soon after project approval, 
even if the proposed homes may not be constructed immediately. Visual impacts associated with 
landform alteration resulting from this grading would occur at that time. The site’s visual character 
would be substantially altered from this landform alteration and removal of vegetation in the 
graded areas, including trees. These conditions could result in a temporary, potentially significant 
impact to the site’s visual character and quality from conversion of parts of the site’s current 
undeveloped/open space visual character to a less “natural” visual character. This impact would be 
alleviated over time, however, as non-native annual grassland re-vegetates the site.  

Over the long term, the proposed homes, landscaping, fencing, and associated improvements would 
be constructed, and the site’s visual character would be that of large, developed residential lots. The 
new visual character would be offset by mitigation measures AES-1 through AES-4, which relate to 
grading, drainage and erosion control features (including hydroseeding), landscaping and lot 
maintenance, and installation of irrigation facilities. These measures would reduce the potential for 
both short-term and long-term adverse aesthetic effects. However, even with implementation of 
these measures, the project would permanently reduce the height of the existing hilltop, replace 
non-native annual grassland with irrigated lawn and residences, and modify the existing rural-
equestrian atmosphere of the area, replacing it with residential development. These changes would 
permanently alter the visual character of the site from public viewing locations in the vicinity of the 
project site and its surroundings, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative development within the City includes one approved and partially completed 
development project, Hidden Ridge, which is comprised of 11 dwelling units along Lasher Road 
(Willdan 2015; Appendix H). Grading and installation of infrastructure has been completed for the 
entire project, and some of the homes have been constructed. This development is located in close 
proximity to the project site and is accessed by Lasher Road, the same neighborhood street that 
would serve the northern portion of the project site. Additionally, the construction schedule of the 
remaining homes in this development could overlap that of the project. Given that the Hidden Ridge 
project has developed much of the remaining vacant land in Hidden Hills, the project would 
eliminate the last of the large vacant parcels in the City.  
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Cumulative development outside of the City includes a proposed project in the City of Los Angeles 
for redevelopment of the Boething Treeland Farms nursery property, located at 23475 W Long 
Valley Road, adjacent to the southeastern City limits of Hidden Hills. The applicant is seeking City of 
Los Angeles approvals for re-zoning and subdivision of the property to allow for construction of 221 
housing units in various densities. Development of this project, together with development of the 
project site, would contribute to the continuing urbanization of the area. 

Elimination of the last remaining large vacant parcels would correspond to a reduction in non-native 
annual grasslands and change the aesthetic character of the project site. The changes would be 
evident to viewers within the City, viewers along U.S. Highway 101, and viewers in adjacent 
unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County and City of Calabasas areas, such as those utilizing 
the equestrian facilities or the pet cemetery to the southeast. The cumulative effect of modifying 
hilltops along the US 101 corridor and changing the aesthetic character of the project site would be 
significant. Mitigation measures AES-1 though AES-4 would reduce these impacts to the maximum 
extent feasible, but these effects would remain significant. Given that visual changes associated 
with the project would be the primary source of these aesthetic impacts, the project’s individual 
contribution to this impact would be cumulatively considerable. 
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4.2 Air Quality 

4.2.1 Setting 

Regional Climate and Meteorology 
The project site is within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which includes all of Orange County and 
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, as well as the San 
Gorgonio Pass area in Riverside County. The regional climate within the SCAB is considered semi-
arid and is characterized by warm summers, mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, moderate 
daytime onshore breezes, and moderate humidity. The air quality within the SCAB is primarily 
influenced by meteorology and a wide range of emissions sources, such as dense population 
centers, substantial vehicular traffic, and industry.  

Air pollutant emissions within the SCAB are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. 
Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources. Point 
sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack. Examples 
include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat. Area sources are 
widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial water heaters, painting 
operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some consumer products. Mobile sources 
refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are 
classified as either on-road or off-road. On-road sources may be legally operated on roadways and 
highways. Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction 
equipment. Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural environment, such as when high 
winds suspend fine dust particles. 

Criteria Pollutants 
The Clean Air Act mandates the control and reduction of specific air pollutants, referred to as 
“criteria pollutants.” The CAA requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) and the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for criteria 
pollutants to protect public health. AAQS are designed to be stringent enough to protect sensitive 
receptors, such as the elderly, children, and people with respiratory illness. 

Ambient air pollutant concentrations are affected by the rates and distributions of corresponding air 
pollutant emissions, as well as by the climactic and topographic influences discussed above. The 
primary determinant of concentrations of non-reactive pollutants (such as carbon monoxide and 
suspended particulate matter) is proximity to major sources. Ambient carbon monoxide (CO) levels 
in particular closely follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. Federal and 
state standards have been established for ozone, CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
lead, and fine particulates (PM10 and PM2.5). A discussion of these primary criteria pollutants is 
provided below. 

Ozone 
Ozone is a colorless gas with a pungent odor. Most ozone in the atmosphere is formed as a result of 
the interaction of ultraviolet light, reactive organic gases (ROG), and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). ROG is 
the organic compound associated with ozone formation, and for the purposes of this analysis is 
sufficiently equivalent to volatile organic compounds (VOC). ROG is composed of non-methane 
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hydrocarbons (with some specific exclusions), and NOX is made of different chemical combinations 
of nitrogen and oxygen, mainly NO and NO2. A highly reactive molecule, ozone readily combines 
with many different components of the atmosphere. Consequently, high levels of ozone tend to 
exist only while high ROG and NOX levels are present to sustain the ozone formation process. Once 
the precursors have been depleted, ozone levels rapidly decline. Because these reactions occur on a 
regional rather than local scale, ozone is considered a regional pollutant. 

Carbon Monoxide 
CO is an odorless, colorless, gas. CO causes a number of health problems including fatigue, 
headache, confusion, and dizziness. The incomplete combustion of petroleum fuels in on-road 
vehicles and at power plants is a major cause of CO. CO is also produced during the winter from 
wood stoves and fireplaces. CO tends to dissipate rapidly into the atmosphere; consequently, 
violations of the State CO standard are generally associated with major roadway intersections 
during peak hour traffic conditions. 

Localized carbon monoxide “hotspots” can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. 
Specifically, hotspots can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such 
that the local CO concentration exceeds the federal AAQS of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the 
State AAQS of 20.0 ppm. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
NO2 is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the primary source being motor vehicles and industrial 
boilers and furnaces. The principal form of nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide 
(NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly called NOX. 
NO2 is an acute irritant. A relationship between NO2 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and 
an increase in bronchitis in young children at concentrations below 0.3 ppm may occur. NO2 absorbs 
blue light and causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. It can also 
contribute to the formation of PM10 and acid rain. 

Suspended Particulates 
PM10 is small particulate matter measuring no more than 10 microns in diameter, while PM2.5 is fine 
particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns in diameter. Suspended particulates are 
mostly dust particles, nitrates, and sulfates. They are a by-product of fuel combustion and wind 
erosion of soil and unpaved roads, and are directly emitted into the atmosphere through these 
processes. Suspended particulates are also created in the atmosphere through chemical reactions. 
The characteristics, sources, and potential health effects associated with the small particulates 
(PM10) and fine particulates (PM2.5) can be very different. The small particulates generally come 
from windblown dust and dust kicked up from mobile sources. The fine particulates are generally 
associated with combustion processes as well as being formed in the atmosphere as a secondary 
pollutant through chemical reactions. Fine particulate matter is more likely to penetrate deeply into 
the lungs and poses a serious health threat to all groups, but particularly to the elderly, children, 
and those with respiratory problems. More than half of the small and fine particulate matter that is 
inhaled into the lungs remains there, which can cause permanent lung damage. These materials can 
damage health by interfering with the body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory tract or by 
acting as carriers of an absorbed toxic substance. 
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Lead 
Lead is a metal found naturally in the environment, as well as in manufacturing products. The major 
sources of lead emissions historically have been mobile and industrial sources. As a result of the 
phase-out of leaded gasoline, as discussed below, metal processing currently is the primary source 
of lead emissions. The highest level of lead in the air is generally found near lead smelters. Other 
stationary sources include waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid battery manufacturers. 

In the early 1970s, the US EPA set national regulations to gradually reduce the lead content in 
gasoline. In 1975, unleaded gasoline was introduced for motor vehicles equipped with catalytic 
converters. The US EPA completed the ban prohibiting the use of leaded gasoline in highway 
vehicles in December 1995. As a result of US EPA’s regulatory efforts to remove lead from gasoline, 
lead concentrations have declined substantially over the past several decades. The most dramatic 
reductions in lead emissions occurred prior to 1990 due to the removal of lead from gasoline sold 
for most highway vehicles. Lead emissions were further reduced substantially between 1990 and 
2008, with reductions occurring in the metals industries at least in part as a result of national 
emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants (US EPA 2013). 

Current Ambient Air Quality 
Local air districts and ARB monitor ambient air quality to assure that air quality standards are met, 
and to develop strategies to meet the standards for criteria pollutants that do not meet state and 
federal standards. Air quality monitoring stations measure pollutant ground-level concentrations 
(typically, ten feet above ground level). Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, 
the local air basin is classified as in “attainment” or “non-attainment”, respectively. Some areas are 
unclassified, which means no monitoring data are available. Unclassified areas are considered to be 
in attainment. Table 5 summarizes the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for each of these pollutants as well as the 
attainment status of the SCAB. As shown in Table 5, the SCAB is in nonattainment for federal and 
State standards for ozone, as well as the federal standard for PM2.5 and State standards for PM10 and 
PM2.5.  
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Table 5 Ambient Air Quality Standards and Basin Attainment Status 

Criteria Pollutant Federal Standard 

Federal 
Attainment 

Status (A/N/U1) California Standard 

California 
Attainment 

Status (A/N/U1) 

Ozone  
(1-Hour) 

0.12 ppm N (Extreme) 0.09 ppm N 

Ozone  
(8-Hour) 

0.075 ppm 
(eff. 2008) 

N (Extreme) 0.070 ppm N 

0.070 ppm 
(eff. 2015) 

Designation 
Pending 

Carbon Monoxide  
(1-Hour) 

35 ppm A 20 ppm A 

Carbon Monoxide 
(8-Hour) 

9 ppm A 9 ppm A 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(1-Hour)  

0.10 ppm U 0.18 ppm A 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(Annual)  

0.053 ppm A 0.030 ppm A 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(1-Hour) 

.075 ppm U -- -- 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(24-Hour) 

0.14 ppm U -- -- 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(Annual) 

0.03 ppm U -- -- 

PM10 
(24-Hour) 

150 µg/m3 A 50 µg/m3 N 

PM10 
(Annual) 

-- -- 20 µg/m3 N 

PM2.5 

(24-Hour) 
35 µg/m3

 

(eff. 2006) 
N (Serious) -- -- 

PM2.5 

(Annual) 
12.0 µg/m3

 

(eff. 2012) 
N (Serious) 12 µg/m3 N 

Lead 
(3-Months Rolling) 

0.15 µg/m3
 N (Partial)2 -- -- 

Hydrogen Sulfide 
(1-Hour) 

-- -- 0.03 ppm/ 42 µg/m3 A 

Sulfates 
(24-Hour) 

-- -- 25 µg/m3 A 

Vinyl Chloride  
(24-Hour) 

-- -- 0.01 ppm/ 26 µg/m3 A 

1. A=Attainment; N=Nonattainment; U=Unclassified 

2. Partial Nonattainment designation – Los Angeles County portion of Basin only for near-source monitors. 

mg/m3=milligrams per cubic meter ppm=parts per million; µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

Source: SCAQMD 2016 
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The SCAQMD monitoring station located nearest to the project site is the Reseda monitoring 
station, located approximately 7.5 miles northeast of the project site at 18330 Gault Street, Reseda, 
California. Ambient air quality data for the project area presented below was obtained primarily at 
the Reseda station, with the exception of PM10 data, which was obtained at the next closest 
monitoring station, Burbank-W Palm Avenue Station (228 W. Palm Avenue, Burbank, CA). Table 6 
indicates the number of days the monitoring station detected pollutants at levels exceeding State 
and/or federal standards in the last three years; no monitoring data was available for CO for all 
three years or for PM10 in 2015. As indicated in the table, an exceedance of State ozone standards 
was detected 7 times in 2013, 6 times in 2014, and 11 times in 2015. Additionally, exceedance of the 
PM10 24-hour State standard was detected once in 2013 and 2014, and exceedance of the PM2.5 24-
hour air quality standard was detected once in 2013, 2014, and 2015. Exceedances of the NO2 State 
standard have not been detected in the last three years. 

Table 6 Ambient Air Quality Data 
Pollutant 2013 2014 2015 

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour  0.124 0.116 0.119 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 7 6 11 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide, ppm - Worst 8 Hours  -- -- -- 

 Number of days of State/Federal exceedances (>9.0 ppm) -- -- -- 

Nitrogen Dioxide, ppm - Worst Hour  .058 .059 .073 

 Number of days of State exceedances (> 0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <10 microns, µg/m3 Worst 24 Hours1 53.3 68.6 -- 

 Number of measured samples of State exceedances (>50 µg/m3 ) 1 1 -- 

 Number of measured samples of Federal exceedances (>150 µg/m3) 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, µg/m3 Worst 24 Hours 44.4 55.9 65.1 

 Number of measured samples of Federal exceedances (>35 µg/m3 ) 1 12 1 

1 Data taken from the second closest monitoring station, Burbank-W Palm Avenue Station located at 228 W. Palm Avenue, Burbank, 
CA, because data was not available from the Reseda Station. 
2 Number of Federal exceedances was counted for PM2.5 using state monitoring results, because federal monitoring results did not 
capture exceedances. 

-- Indicates that data is not available 

Source: ARB 2017a 

Sensitive Receptors 
The ambient air quality standards described above were designed to protect that segment of the 
public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under 14, the elderly over 65, 
persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise, and people with cardiovascular and chronic 
respiratory diseases. According to SCAQMD guidance for addressing air quality issues in local 
planning, these sensitive receptors include schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers, long-term 
health care facilities, hospitals, retirement homes, and residences (SCAQMD 2005). The project site 
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is located in a low-density residential area. Two residences lie adjacent to the project site’s eastern 
border, one residence lies adjacent to the project’s western border, three residences lie to the 
south across Bridle Trail Road, and residences like to the north of the project site as well. Round 
Meadow Elementary School is located approximately 0.75 mile to the southwest.  

Regulatory Setting 
The US EPA manages air pollution on a national level as tasked by the CAA. The CAA authorizes the 
US EPA to establish national ambient air quality standards and to regulate emissions from stationary 
and mobile sources, including toxic air contaminants (TACs). It also requires states to develop state 
implementation plans (SIP) that include strategies and control measures to achieve attainment with 
national standards. The EPA also regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority 
of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain types of locomotives. The agency has 
jurisdiction over emission sources outside state waters (e.g. beyond the outer continental shelf) and 
establishes various emission standards, including those for vehicles sold in states other than 
California. 

The ARB is the primary regulatory agency tasked with managing California’s air pollution. It oversees 
State compliance with the CAA, establishes the CAAQS, monitors the regulatory activity of 
California’s local air districts, issues, enforces and implements state laws concerning air pollution, 
regulates mobile emissions, and provides guidance to local air districts and the public (ARB 2017b).  

Local air quality management is provided by Air Quality Management Districts (AQMDs) and Air 
Pollution Control Districts (APCDs). Local air districts are responsible for achieving attainment with 
national and state air quality standards within their jurisdictions and have the authority to make and 
enforce rules and regulate stationary sources to this end. The ARB has established 35 air districts. 
The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 

California Green Building Code 
The 2016 California Green Buildings Standards Code (CALGreen) (California Code of Regulations 
[CCR], Title 24, Part 11) was adopted by the California Building Standards Commission in 2016 along 
with the other elements of the California Building Code (CBC), and became effective in January 
2017. CALGreen applies to all new constructed residential, nonresidential, commercial, mixed-use, 
and State-owned facilities, as well as schools and hospitals. The code includes mandatory measures 
for residential and nonresidential uses and more stringent voluntary measures (Tiers I and II). 

Mandatory measures are required to be implemented on all new construction projects and consist 
of a wide array of green measures concerning project site design, water use reduction, 
improvement of indoor air quality, and conservation of materials and resources. CALGreen refers to 
Title 24, Part 6 (i.e., Energy Code) compliance with respect to energy efficiency. However, it 
encourages 15 percent energy use reduction over that required in Part 6. Voluntary measures are 
optional, more stringent measures that may be used by jurisdictions to enhance their commitment 
to sustainable design and achievement of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 goals. Under Tiers I and II, all new 
construction projects are required to reduce energy consumption by 15 percent and 30 percent, 
respectively, below the baseline required under the California Energy Commission (CEC), as well as 
implement more stringent green measures than those required by mandatory code.  
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Regional Air Quality Management Plan 
Under State law, the SCAQMD is required to prepare a plan for air quality improvement for 
pollutants for which the District is in non-compliance. The SCAQMD’s latest AQMP, the 2016 AQMP, 
was adopted on March 3, 2017. The 2016 AQMP incorporates new scientific data and notable 
regulatory actions that have occurred since adoption of the 2012 AQMP, including the approval of 
the new federal 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 ppm finalized in 2015 (SCAQMD 2017).  

Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS 
In April 2016, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted the 2016-2040 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). This 2016 RTP/SCS 
outlines steps for addressing future community challenges related to population growth, 
particularly in terms of transportation needs, and provides projections of future anticipated growth.  

4.2.2 Impact Analysis  

Significance Thresholds 

CEQA Guidelines 
According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, air quality impacts related to the project 
would be considered significant if the project would: 

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

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

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

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the project would involve residential development 
and would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. Therefore, 
impacts related to checklist item 5 would be less than significant and are not discussed below. The 
analysis that follows focuses on the other remaining impact criteria listed above (checklist items 1, 
2, 3, and 4). 

SCAQMD Thresholds 
The SCAQMD is the main regulatory authority in the region and has developed specific quantitative 
thresholds that apply to projects within the SCAB. These thresholds are designed to achieve 
attainment of national and State ambient air quality standards at a regional level. Thus, individual 
projects with emissions below threshold levels would not contribute significantly to cumulative air 
quality impacts in the air district. Table 7 lists significance thresholds set by the SCAQMD for 
temporary construction activities and long-term operation of projects within the SCAB.  
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Table 7 SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant 

Mass Daily Thresholds 

Operation Thresholds 
(lbs/day) 

Construction Thresholds 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 55 100 

ROG1 55 75 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

SOX 150 150 

CO 550 550 

Lead 3 3 

1 Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) are formed during combustion and evaporation of organic solvents. ROG are also referred to as Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOC). 

Source: SCAQMD 2015 

The SCAQMD has also developed Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) in response to concerns 
about exposure to criteria pollutants in local communities (SCAQMD 2005). LSTs represent the 
maximum emissions from a project that would not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance 
of the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard at the nearest 
sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area 
(SRA), project size, and distance to the sensitive receptor. However, LSTs only apply to emissions 
within a fixed stationary location and do not apply to mobile sources (SCAQMD 2008). LSTs have 
been developed for NOX, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. As such, LSTs for operational emissions usually do not 
apply to operational emissions from non-industrial projects since the majority of operational 
emissions are typically generated by vehicle travel associated with the project. 

LSTs have been developed for emissions in areas up to five acres in size, with air pollutant modeling 
recommended for activity in larger areas. The use of LSTs is voluntary, to be implemented at the 
discretion of local agencies. The SCAQMD provides lookup tables for project sites that measure one, 
two, or five acres (SCAQMD 2009). The project site is located in Source Receptor Area 6 (SRA-6, 
West San Fernando Valley). Though the project site is approximately 17 acres in size, this analysis 
assumes that active construction would not occur on more than five acres on any given construction 
day given that the project facilitates development of seven single-family homes. The nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are single-family homes, the closest of which is located 
approximately 20 feet east of the project site boundary. LSTs are provided for receptors at a 
distances ranging from 82 to 1,640 feet from the project site boundary. According to the SCAQMD’s 
Final LST Methodology, projects with boundaries located closer than 82 feet to the nearest receptor 
should use the LSTs for receptors located at 82 feet. For the purpose of this analysis, project 
construction emissions are compared to construction LSTs shown in Table 8. 
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Table 8 SCAQMD LSTs for Construction 

Pollutant  
Allowable emissions from a 5-acre site 

in SRA-6 for a receptor 82 feet away 

Gradual conversion of NOX to NO2 221 

CO 1,158 

PM10 11 

PM2.5 6 

Source: SCAQMD 2009 

Methodology2 
This air quality analysis conforms to the methodologies recommended in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (1993). The handbook includes significance thresholds for emissions associated 
with both construction and operation of a proposed project.  

Air pollutant emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), 
version 2016.3.1. CalEEMod estimates a project’s construction and operation emissions based on a 
number of project-specific parameters, such the project’s location, land uses, lot size, and area of 
various uses, and model defaults, such as emission factors for different vehicle types and 
construction phase-lengths. Most defaults in CalEEMod are customizable to reflect a project’s 
specific attributes. Emissions for this project were modeled assuming development of a 16.9-acre 
site with road and residential land uses, and a residential home size of 7,000 square feet. This 
square footage is an estimate of future house sizes on the site based on the average size of homes 
currently for sale in the Hidden Hills area, which range in size from approximately 3,000 square feet 
to 13,000 square feet (Zillow 2017).  

The emissions inventory for this analysis conservatively assumes that buildout of the entire site 
would occur simultaneously, rather than in phases. Due to the site’s hilly topography, the CalEEMod 
default for the grading phase length was adjusted from one month to three months. This 
assumption is consistent with a prior analysis of construction emissions for a similar project at the 
project site presented in the 2007 Ashley Construction VTM 63567 EIR. The timing of the 
architectural coating phase was also revised to begin approximately halfway through the start of 
construction and end one week post-construction, which better reflects typical construction 
practices. In total, construction is estimated to take nineteen months. This analysis estimates that 
the project would involve 167,179 cubic yards of cut and fill, which is expected to be balanced 
onsite. However, because there is the potential for some import/export to be required due to fill 

                                                      
2 The air quality emissions modeling methodology was revised slightly for this EIR as compared to the Initial Study, resulting in minor 
changes relative to emissions reported in the Initial Study (Appendix A). Two revisions were made. First, the demolition phase was 
removed entirely, as no demolition would occur. Second, the construction phase lengths in CalEEMod were corrected to reflect the 
assumptions described in the text as it was discovered that the phase lengths had reverted to default settings in the model. CalEEMod 
results were used only for analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the Initial Study. These revisions resulted in a slight decrease in 
expected GHG emissions. Therefore, the revisions do not alter the finding of a less than significant impact due to GHG emissions 
presented in the Initial Study.  
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compaction, it was conservatively assumed that some transport of material would occur; specifically 
it was assumed that five percent of total cut and fill would be exported and five percent imported, 
as was previously assumed in the 2007 Ashley Construction VTM 63567 EIR.  

In addition, the project was modeled assuming compliance with applicable air quality regulations. 
These include: SCAQMD Rule 403, which requires control of fugitive dust emissions including regular 
watering to keep soils damp during earth-moving activities and reducing vehicle speeds on unpaved 
roads to 15 mph; Rule 1113, which requires a maximum ROG content of 50 grams per liter for non-
flat coatings; and Rule 445, which prohibits wood-burning devices in new development. CalEEMod 
assumptions and results are provided in Appendix B.  

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold:  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

Impact AQ-1 THE PROJECT WOULD INCREMENTALLY INCREASE THE POPULATION OF HIDDEN HILLS BY 
APPROXIMATELY 22 RESIDENTS. IT WOULD NOT CAUSE THE CITY TO EXCEED SCAG POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
FOR THE CITY. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE ASSUMPTIONS IN SCAQMD’S AIR 
QUALITY PLAN AND THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

A project may be inconsistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP if it would generate population, housing, 
or employment growth exceeding the forecasts used in the development of the AQMP. The 2016 
AQMP relies on local city general plans’ and the SCAG RTP/SCS forecasts of population, housing and 
employment growth for managing Basin air quality. In the 2016 RTP/SCS, SCAG estimates that the 
population of Hidden Hills will increase to 2,000 by 2040 (SCAG 2015).  

The project would allow for the development of seven new single family residences. Based on 
Department of Finance (DOF) 2016 estimates for the average household size in Hidden Hills (3.21 
persons per household [DOF 2016]), the project would accommodate approximately 22 new 
residents (i.e., 7 units x 3.21 persons/unit). In 2016, the population of Hidden Hills was 
approximately 1,872 persons (DOF 2016). Thus, the project would increase the population of Hidden 
Hills by approximately 1.2 percent to 1,894 people. The project would not cause the population of 
Hidden Hills to exceed SCAG population forecasts. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the 
AQMP and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

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

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
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Impact AQ-2 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD GENERATE TEMPORARY INCREASES IN LOCALIZED AIR 
POLLUTANT EMISSIONS. THESE EMISSIONS WOULD NOT RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET 
INCREASE OF ANY CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE PROJECT REGION IS IN NON-ATTAINMENT UNDER AN 
APPLICABLE FEDERAL OR STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARD. HOWEVER, PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD 
POTENTIALLY EXPOSE NEARBY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL CONCENTRATIONS OF PM2.5. 
MITIGATION WOULD REDUCE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM CONSTRUCTION TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL. 

The project would generate short-term emissions associated with grading and preparation of the 
project site for development, as well as the construction of seven single-family homes. Construction 
activities would emit ozone precursors (NOX and ROGs) and PM2.5 associated with operation of 
construction equipment, employee trips to and from the site, and hauling of material to and from 
the site. PM10 would be emitted by activities that disturb the soil, such as grading and excavation, 
and ROGs would be released during drying of architectural coatings. 

Potential construction emissions were estimated for the project using CalEEMod. Table 9 
summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions generated from construction activities during 
project construction. Construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
However, daily maximum PM2.5

 onsite emissions would be approximately 6.5 pounds per day, which 
exceeds the LST for PM2.5 of 6 pounds per day for a 5-acre project in SRA-6. Mitigation would be 
required to reduce PM2.5 emissions during construction below this threshold. 

Table 9 Maximum Daily Construction Air Pollutant Emissions 

 ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 SOX 

Maximum Daily Emissions 
(lbs/day) 6.3 79.4 42.7 10.2 6.6 0.1 

SCAQMD Regional 
Threshold 75 100 500 150 55 150 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Maximum Daily Onsite 
Emissions (lbs/day) 2.3 67.9 38.8 9.9 6.5 <0.1 

Local Significance 
Threshold (onsite only) N/A 221 1,158 11 6 N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No Yes No 

N/A = Not Applicable 

See Appendix B for CalEEMod results 

Mitigation Measure 
The project’s maximum daily construction emission of PM2.5 would exceed the threshold level for 
localized emissions. The following mitigation measure would reduce PM2.5 emissions below the 
applicable LST and would also reduce the emissions of other air pollutants during project 
construction. 
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MM AQ-1 CONSTRUCTION PM2.5 EMISSIONS 

The project applicant shall require that all diesel-powered, off-road construction equipment used on 
or near the project site meet US EPA Tier 2 engine standards or better.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigated project construction emissions were modeled in CalEEMod, and it was assumed that all 
off-road diesel equipment would adhere to US EPA Tier 2 engine standards. Table 10 shows project 
construction air pollutant emissions with mitigation incorporated. With the required mitigation, 
PM2.5 maximum daily emissions would be reduced to 4.8 pounds per day, which is below the 
applicable LST of 6 pounds per day. Therefore, the required mitigation would reduce emissions of 
criteria pollutants to below SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds. The project’s 
impact to air quality would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Table 10 Mitigated Maximum Daily Construction Air Pollutant Emissions 

 ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 SOX 

Maximum Daily 
Emissions (lbs/day) 2.4 62.7 40.7 8.3 4.9 0.1 

SCAQMD Regional 
Threshold 75 100 500 150 55 150 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Maximum Daily Onsite 
Emissions (lbs/day) 2.2 51.2 36.7 8.0 4.8 <0.1 

Local Significance 
Threshold (onsite only) N/A 221 1,158 11 6 N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

N/A = not applicable 

See Appendix B for CalEEMod results 

 

Thresholds:  

 

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

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

Impact AQ-3 PROJECT OPERATION WOULD RESULT IN EMISSION OF AIR POLLUTANTS PRIMARILY FROM 
AREA AND MOBILE SOURCES. THESE EMISSIONS WOULD NOT RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET 
INCREASE OF ANY CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN IS IN NON-ATTAINMENT. 
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 
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Operational, or long-term, air pollutant emissions would be generated by mobile and area sources 
associated with the project. Implementation of the project would generate new trips to and from 
the project site and demand energy to provide heating and natural gas for appliances, as well as 
outdoor lighting, landscape irrigation, and other amenities associated with the project. Table 11 
provides estimated criteria pollutant emissions associated with project operation. Operational 
emissions would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Therefore, 
project operation would have a less than significant impact to air quality and no mitigation is 
required. 

Table 11 Maximum Daily Operational Air Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

 ROC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOX 

Area 1.1 0.1 0.6 <0.1 <0.1 <0.01 

Energy <0.01 0.1 <0.1 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

Mobile 0.2 0.9 2.7 0.7 0.2 <0.01 

Total 1.3 1.0 3.4 0.7 0.2 <0.1 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 55 150 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

See Appendix B for CalEEMod results.  

Cumulative Impacts 
The SCAB is currently in nonattainment for federal and State standards for ozone, as well as the 
federal standard for PM2.5 and state standards for PM10 and PM2.5. Any growth within the SCAB 
would contribute to existing exceedances of ambient air quality standards when taken as a whole 
with existing development. Cumulative impacts to air quality are evaluated under two sets of 
thresholds for CEQA and the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD’s approach to determining cumulative air 
quality impacts for criteria air pollutants is to first determine whether or not the project would 
result in a significant project-level impact to regional air quality based on SCAQMD significance 
thresholds. If the project does not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, then the lead agency needs to 
consider the additive effects of related projects only if the project is part of an ongoing regulatory 
program or is contemplated in a program EIR, and the related projects are located within 
approximately one mile of the project site. If there are related projects within the vicinity (one-mile 
radius) of the project site that are part of an ongoing regulatory program or are contemplated in a 
Program EIR, then the additive effect of the related projects should be considered.  

The project, in combination with pending and approved development in the project area (identified 
in Section 3.3, Cumulative Development) would contribute to the cumulative degradation of regional 
air quality through project construction and operation, and by facilitating population growth. 
However, the project would not exceed SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for construction 
or operation, is not part of a regulatory program, and is not being contemplated in a program EIR. 
Given that air quality analysis evaluates a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts, 
this analysis is cumulative in nature. Therefore, as the project would not result in a significant 
impact, the cumulative impact to air quality of the project combined with other cumulative projects 
would not be significant.  
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4.3 Biological Resources 
This section examines the project’s potential impacts to biological resources. Both direct and 
indirect impacts from site development to sensitive species and wildlife movement corridors are 
addressed. The following technical documents were prepared for the project and were used in the 
preparation of this section: 

 Biological Resources Assessment, Hidden Hills Vesting Tentative Tract Number 063567 (GPA 
Consulting 2015) 

 Jurisdictional Delineation of the Bridle Trail Development, an Approximately 18-Acre Property 
Located in Hidden Hills, Los Angeles County, California (GLA 2015) 

 Oak Tree Report, V.T.T. 063567 (LNDG 2015) 

These reports are included in Appendix C of this EIR. The reports were peer reviewed by Rincon 
Consultants, Inc. in April 2017. To confirm the findings of these reports, a field reconnaissance of the 
project site was also performed by Rincon Consultants on April 12, 2017.  

4.3.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 
The project site includes 16.92 acres of undeveloped land located partially in the City of Hidden Hills 
and partially in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The site is situated 0.4 mile north of U.S. 
Highway 101 and one mile west of Valley Circle Boulevard. The site is centered on a hill with 
elevations ranging from 970 to 1,128 feet above sea level. Topographic features onsite include a 
drainage and wetland area in the southeast corner of the site, hills, and gently sloping terraces. The 
northern and southwestern project property boundaries are adjacent to existing residential 
development with an equestrian ring just south of the project site. An equestrian trail and chain-link 
fence traverse north-south through the middle of the site.  

Soils onsite consist of a combination of surficial sediments and unnamed shale and sandstone. The 
composition of surficial sediments is alluvium, gravel, sand, and clay. Unnamed shale and sandstone 
is composed of light gray claystone and siltstone that is moderately to vaguely bedded and crumbly 
where weathered (Dibblee 1992). According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Web Soil 
Survey, the majority of the site is underlain by Gazos silty clay loam (30 to 50 percent slopes), with 
small pockets of Balcom silty clay loam (15 to 30 percent slopes) and Xerorthents-Urban land-
Balcom complex (5 to 15 percent slopes) in the wetland area (GPA Consulting 2015).  

Vegetation 
Vegetation onsite consists primarily of non-native annual grasses dominated by slender oat (Avena 
barbata) growing with common sunflower (Helianthus annuus), summer mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana), narrow leaf milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis), and 
fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.). Thirty-three trees have been identified onsite and include coast live oaks 
(Quercus agrifolia), valley oaks (Quercus lobata), eucalyptus (Eucalyptus), shamel ash (Fraxinus 
uhdei), and Peruvian pepper trees (Schinus molle) (LNDG 2015). The wetland area at the southeast 
corner of the site is dominated by willows (Salix sp.) and cattails (Typha sp.) and is considered a 
Southern Mixed Riparian Forest community (GPA Consulting 2015). The perimeter of the project site 



City of Hidden Hills  
Ashley Construction VTM 63567 

 
92  

is regularly maintained by disking and clearing for fire protection (GPA Consulting 2015) because the 
City lies in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL Fire 2017).  

The following native plant species were directly observed during a biological survey of the study 
area (i.e., project site plus 25-foot buffer) conducted by GPA Consulting on June 16, 2015: 

 Fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.)  
 California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) 
 Narrow leaf milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis) 
 Coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) 
 Morning glory (Calystegia sp.) 
 California fushia (Epilobium canum) 
 Willowherb (Epilobium ciliatum) 
 Common sunflower (Helianthus annuus) 
 Southern California black walnut (Juglans californica) 
 Lupine (Lupinus sp.) 
 Malacothrix (Malacothrix sp.) 
 Laurel sumac (Malosma laurina) 
 Wild cucumber (Marah macrocarpus) 
 Scarlet bugler (Penstemon centranthifolius) 
 Phacelia (Phacelia sp.) 
 Wright’s cudweed (Pseudognaphalium canescens) 
 Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) 
 Valley oak (Quercus lobata) 
 Sugar bush (Rhus ovata) 
 Willow dock (Rumex salicifolius) 
 Red willow (Salix laevigata) 
 Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) 
 Shining willow (Salix lutea) 
 Blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) 
 Stephanomeria (Stephanomeria sp.) 
 Cattail (Typha sp.) 
 California fan palm (Washingtonia filifera) 

A list of all plant species observed on the site during a biological survey conducted by GPA 
Consulting on June 16, 2015 is provided in Attachment B of the Biological Resources Assessment 
included in Appendix C of this document. None of the plants identified in Attachment B are special 
status species. 

Wildlife 
The following wildlife species were directly observed during the biological survey of the study area 
(i.e., project site plus 25-foot buffer) conducted by GPA Consulting on June 16, 2015: 

 California towhee (Melozone crissalis) 
 Spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus) 
 House finch (Haemorhous mexicanus) 
 California quail (Callipepla californica) 
 American bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus) 
 Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya) 
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 Yellow-throated warbler (Setophaga dominica) 
 Yellow warbler (Setophaga petechial) 
 Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura) 
 Swallowtail butterfly (Papilionidae) 
 Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) 
 Western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) 

Other signs of wildlife observed during the survey included gopher burrows and possible coyote 
scat. Because there are large trees and other vegetation in the site, there is the potential for 
migratory birds and raptors to nest in these areas and for bats to roost on the site. 

Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages 
Natural movement corridors and habitat linkages have been the focus of numerous studies 
intended to better understand relationships between large animal populations, open space 
reserves, and natural movement patterns. In general, it has been demonstrated that fragmentation 
of large habitat areas into small, isolated segments reduces biological diversity, eliminates 
disturbance-sensitive species, restricts genetic flow between populations of organisms, and may 
eventually lead to local extinctions of entire floral or faunal assemblages. Most land use planning 
guidelines now recognize the importance of protecting wildlife movement corridors, and seek to 
retain major linkages intact wherever possible. Defining precise or comprehensively useful corridor 
alignments or specific spatial and resource requirements is as yet somewhat conjectural, but the 
accepted basic rule of thumb in planning corridors or reserves is that the benefit increases with size. 

Discussions of wildlife corridors and habitat linkages in environmental assessments are often 
confusing. Most smaller project areas (that is, encompassing fewer than several hundred square 
miles) do not actually contain major wildlife movement corridors within their boundaries; however, 
they may lie along or within such a route, or they may contain smaller, secondary movement 
pathways or trail systems, with or without major corridor connections. The Missing Linkages: 
Restoring Connectivity to California Landscape conference (November 2000) refers to such corridors 
as “landscape linkages.” These are specifically defined in the report from that conference as:  

large, regional connections between habitat blocks (“core areas”) meant to facilitate animal 
movement and other essential flows between different sections of a landscape (taken from 
Soulé and Terborgh 1999). These linkages are not necessarily constricted, but are essential to 
maintain connectivity function in the ecoregion. 

Such landscape linkages or wildlife corridors may also be considered “choke-points,” where the 
through movement of animals has been restricted. The Missing Linkages Conference defined a 
choke-point as: 

a narrow, impacted or otherwise tenuous habitat linkage connecting two or more habitat blocks 
(“core areas”). Choke-points are essential to maintain landscape level connectivity, but are 
particularly in danger of losing connectivity function. 

The project site lies in a suburban, gated residential community and is immediately surrounded by 
residences and parcels intended for residential development. The project contains a wetland area 
with adjacent riparian habitat that is located in the southern portion of the site. Waterways and 
associated habitats often serve as an animal movement pathway. At a regional scale, the project 
area is surrounded by urban development with the City of Los Angeles lying to the north, and the 
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City of Calabasas lying to the south. Each of these jurisdictions is heavily urbanized. However, large 
areas of undeveloped lands exist in the Santa Monica Mountains to the south of U.S. Highway 101, 
and the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve to the west. 

Wetland Delineation 
Wetlands are federally protected under Section 404 of the CWA and a loss of wetland area is 
considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. Wetland and associated riparian areas play 
important biological and hydrological roles providing unique habitat for rich biological communities 
and filtering out water-borne pollutants and sediments. The natural drainage located in the 
southeast corner of the site is a wetland as defined by the USACE. Figure 17 shows photos of the 
wetland area on the site; Figure 18 shows photos of off-site areas to the south and east of the 
drainage on the project site.  

Historically, the natural drainage flowed to Arroyo Calabasas. Currently, however, the drainage 
traverses the Los Angeles Pet Cemetery and flows into a six-foot underground concrete box culvert 
just north of the Ventura Freeway. It no longer exhibits a surface connection to the Arroyo 
Calabasas and subsequently may no longer be considered a navigable water of the United States; 
the USACE may determine that it is an isolated intrastate water and therefore not subject to 
jurisdiction under Section 404(a) of the Clean Water Act (GLA 2015). However, because the USACE 
has previously asserted jurisdiction over the same drainage located immediately downstream of the 
project site (see Figure 19), GLA completed their analysis under the assumption that the USACE 
would assume jurisdiction over the drainage within the project site.  

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has jurisdiction over “waters of the state,” which 
are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of 
the state. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has also issued general 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of the State (Water 
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ, Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredged 
or Fill Discharges to Waters Deemed by the USACE to be Outside of Federal Jurisdiction). The 
RWQCB enforces actions under this general order, and is also responsible for Section 401 
certification determinations over USACE-defined jurisdictional waters.  

CDFW has regulatory authority over any work within rivers, lakes, and streams of the State of 
California (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq.) on public, private, and agricultural 
lands. Features that are regulated by CDFW include all rivers, streams, and lakes including man-
made watercourses with or without wetlands, if they contain a definable bed and bank and have 
fish or wildlife habitat. The outer limit of riparian vegetation associated with the rivers, streams, and 
lakes is also typically included within CDFW jurisdiction. 

In April 2015, Glenn Lukos Associates prepared an updated jurisdictional delineation of the natural 
drainage on the project site. Figure 19 depicts a map of the jurisdictional delineation. As shown in 
the map, the 0.2 acres of drainage and associated wetland area is expected to fall under USACE 
jurisdiction. The Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) is expected to range in width from 
approximately eight feet upstream to approximately three feet further downstream. USACE 
jurisdiction is limited to the width of the adjacent wetland, which extends for approximately eight 
feet from the edge of the OHWM on each side of the drainage. Riparian area potentially under 
CDFW jurisdiction totals approximately 0.68 acres, which extends as wide as 110 feet across the 
channel. 
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Figure 17 Photos of Wetland Area Onsite 

View of the wetland area in the southern portion of the 
site. 

View of the drainage area further downstream. 

 

Figure 18 Photos of Wetland Area and Vicinity Off-Site 

 
View facing east from the southeast corner of the project 
site, where the wetland flows into a drainage directly 
downstream of the project site.  

 

View looking south, down the bridle trail that runs along 
the western boundary of the Los Angeles County parcel. 
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Figure 19 Jurisdictional Delineation Map 
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Regulatory Setting 

Federal Endangered Species Act 
Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) requires federal agencies to ensure that 
actions they engage in, permit, or fund do not jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or 
threatened species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat 
for these species. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (50 CFR Part 10 and Part 21) protects migratory birds, their 
occupied nests, and their eggs from disturbance and/or destruction. “Migratory birds” include all 
nongame, wild birds found in the United States, except for the house sparrow, European starling, 
and rock pigeon. 

California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit the take of birds 
protected under the MBTA, and protects their occupied nests. State-listed species and those 
petitioned for listing by the CDFW are fully protected under the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA). Under Section 2080.1 of the California Fish and Game Code, if a project would result in take 
of a species that is both federally and state listed, a consistency determination with the findings of 
the FESA determination is required. “Take” is defined as actions that “…harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, would, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under 
Section 2081, if a project would result in take of a species that is state-only listed as threatened or 
endangered, then an incidental take permit from the CDFW is required. 

City of Hidden Hills General Plan 
The Natural Resources Element of the City of Hidden Hills General Plan includes goals to preserve 
and enhance the native as well as the non-native plant life throughout the community for their 
scenic and biological importance, preserve significant oak trees, preserve and enhance lands within 
the city that support significant wildlife species, and maintain significant land forms during 
development. Policies developed to support these goals include encouraging property owners to 
design homes to fit the natural terrain, use native California drought-tolerant plants, and ensure 
maintenance of open space and native plant communities, which provide habitat for native animal 
species. 

City of Hidden Hills Municipal Code 
Chapter 8 of the City’s municipal code provides protection to native oak trees and trees designated 
as historic that are located on commercial and City property. A native oak tree is defined as a living 
tree of Quercus lobate, Quercus agrifolia, Quercus dumosa, or California native hybrids that are 12.5 
inches or more in circumference (four inches in diameter) for a single trunk tree, or in the case of an 
oak with more than one trunk, whose combined trunks equal at least 18.8 inches or more in 
circumference at four-and-a-half feet above mean natural grade. 

A historic tree is defined as a living tree that was designated as historic by the City Council because 
of an association with an event or person of historical significance to the community. In addition, all 
trees other than parkway trees measuring 36 inches or more in circumference (11.46 inches in 



City of Hidden Hills  
Ashley Construction VTM 63567 

 
98 

diameter) as measured at two feet above mean natural grade, or in the case of a tree with more 
than one trunk, whose combined circumference of any two trunks is 54 inches or more as measured 
at two feet above mean natural grade, is considered a historic tree. 

Special Status Resources 
In response to legislative mandates, regulatory authorities have defined sensitive biological 
resources as those specific organisms that have regionally declining populations such that they may 
become extinct if declining population trends continue. Habitats are also considered sensitive 
biological resources if they have limited distributions, have high wildlife value, include sensitive 
species, or are particularly susceptible to disturbance. The potential for special-status resources on 
the project site was determined by GPA Consulting through a records search of the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and/or the presence of suitable habitat onsite.  

Plant Communities of Special Concern 
The majority of the site is dominated by non-native annual grasslands. However, the wetland area is 
dominated by willows and cattail and is considered a Southern Mixed Riparian Forest community, 
which has special status as identified in the CNDDB. 

Special Status Species 
Special status species are those plants and animals: 

 Listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS 
under the FESA 

 Considered “species of concern” by the USFWS 
 Listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by the CDFW under CESA 
 Animals designated as Fully Protected, Species of Special Concern, or Rare by the CDFW 
 Plants occurring on the Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW 2017); 

vegetation in California is accorded sensitivity ranking by the CDFW using the community 
classification system of Holland (1986), and the more recently accepted series concepts of 
Sawyer et al. (2009). 

In addition, local agencies may consider and list additional plants to be of “local concern” because of 
local or regional scarcity as determined by that agency (per the State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15380). The City of Hidden Hills has not adopted such a list. 

Special Status Plants 
CNDDB query results indicate that 39 special status plants have the potential to occur within five 
miles of the project site (Appendix C, Biological Resources Assessment, Attachment D, Table 1). Of 
these species, none are expected to occur onsite as identified species either lack suitable habitat or 
were not observed onsite during the biological reconnaissance survey performed by GPA Consulting.  

Special Status Animals 
CNDDB query results indicate that 44 special status animal species have the potential to occur 
within five miles of the project site (Appendix C, Biological Resources Assessment, Attachment D, 
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Table 1). Of these species, eight have the potential to occur onsite based on existing suitable habitat 
and observations during the biological reconnaissance survey: 

 Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) 
 Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) 
 Western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) 
 Hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) 
 Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) 
 Western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) 
 Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) 
 Coastal whiptail lizard (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) 

4.3.2 Impact Analysis  

Significance Thresholds 
According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant effect on 
biological resources if it would: 

1. Have substantial adverse effects, 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 CDFW or USFWS. 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the CDFW or 
USFWS. 

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

4. 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. 

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance. 

6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan. 

As explained fully in the Initial Study (Appendix A), implementation of the project would not conflict 
with an adopted habitat conservation and/or natural community conservation plan (Threshold 6). 
Therefore, no further discussion of this impact is included in this section. Impacts relating to 
thresholds 1 through 5 are discussed below. 

Methodology 
The analysis of impacts to biological resources is based primarily on a literature search and field 
investigation conducted by GPA Consulting, as described in the Biological Resources Assessment 
(Appendix C). A database query of the CNDDB was run to determine the presence of special status 
resources. The CDFW Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS) Habitat 
Connectivity Viewer was used to determine habitat connectivity. In addition, the project site and a 
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surrounding 25-foot buffer zone were surveyed on June 16, 2015 by GPA consultants; the site 
survey included an inventory of all vegetation communities and plant and wildlife species. Further 
details are provided in Appendix C. 

During construction of the project, an approximately one-acre portion of the vacant lot to the north 
of the proposed internal street and to the west of the project boundary will be used as a temporary 
staging area. The staging area is flat and disturbed, as it has been graded and mowed, and is 
dominated by non-native grasses. The remainder of the vacant lot is hilly and also dominated with 
non-native grasses. The vacant lot is surrounded by developed lots to the south, west, and north, 
and the project site to the east. The staging area was not explicitly included in the study area 
surveyed in the Biological Resources Assessment or in field surveys. However, it is contiguous to the 
project site and undistinguished from the adjacent area that is included in the assessment in that it 
is also flat, disturbed, mowed, and dominated by non-native grasses, and therefor capable of 
supporting the same types of species. Therefore, the staging area is not expected to harbor any 
biological resources other than those already considered in the study area, and the staging area is 
considered in the impact analysis. 

Information about impacts to trees on the project site is based on a tree assessment conducted by 
L. Newman Design Group on June 15, 2015. The tree assessment included an inventory of trees 
onsite, an assessment of their condition, and measurement of their driplines, as described in the 
Oak Tree Report (Appendix C).  

Information about the wetland area’s jurisdiction is based on the wetland delineation performed by 
Glenn Lukos Associates (April 2015). The delineation was based on a review of existing literature 
and an evaluation of wetland habitat onsite in accordance with standard methodology provided by 
the USACE. Further information on methods used to evaluate the wetland and determine the 
ordinary high water mark is provided in the Jurisdictional Delineation of the Bridle Trail Development 
in Appendix C. 

All three reports were peer reviewed by Rincon Consultants, Inc. in April 2017. To confirm the 
findings of these reports, a field reconnaissance of the project site was also performed by Rincon 
Consultants on April 12, 2017. The Rincon Peer Review generally concurred with the findings of 
these reports, though it clarified some of the findings and recommended a revision to one of the 
mitigation measures in the Biological Resources Assessment, and recommended a revision to one of 
the mitigation measures in the Oak Tree Report. 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Thresholds:  Have substantial adverse effects, 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 CDFW or 
USFWS. 

Impact BIO-1 THE PROJECT WOULD REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF TEN OAK TREES AND EIGHT TREES THAT 
MEET THE CITY’S DEFINITION OF “HISTORIC,” AS DEFINED IN THE CITY’S TREE PRESERVATION ORDINANCE. 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES MAY ALSO INDIRECTLY AFFECT ADDITIONAL OAK TREES TO BE RETAINED ONSITE. THE 
CITY’S REVISED TREE PRESERVATION ORDINANCE NO LONGER PROTECTS TREES ON PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL 
PROPERTIES. HOWEVER, THE CITY’S GENERAL PLAN INCLUDES A POLICY TO IDENTIFY AND PRESERVE VALUABLE 
VEGETATION THROUGHOUT THE CITY. INCORPORATION OF MITIGATION WOULD REDUCE IMPACTS TO A LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL.  
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The project proposes to prepare a 16.92- acre site for the development of seven single-family 
homes. This would involve extensive grading over much of the site. The site currently contains 33 
trees of which 19 would need to be removed due to grading (LNDG 2015). Ten of the trees to be 
removed are native oak species, with seven coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) and three valley oaks 
(Quercus lobata). Eight of the remaining trees to be removed qualify as historic trees under the 
City’s municipal code based on their size, including seven pepper trees (Schinus molle) and one 
Eucalyptus. The one remaining tree to be removed is a Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei), and is not large 
enough to qualify as a historic tree. Grading activities would also encroach within five feet of the 
driplines of two other native oak individuals (one coast live oak and one valley oak).  

The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 319; HHMC Title 5, Chapter 8) seeks to 
preserve native oak trees and historic trees. It was recently revised to include only trees on City-
owned and commercial properties and exclude trees on private residential properties. However, in 
accordance with the previous version of the ordinance, which extended to trees on private 
properties, a tree inventory of the site was conducted by L. Newman Design Group in July 2015. 
Based on the inventory, the project would result in direct impacts to 20 trees that meet the 
definition of “protected or historic” as defined in the City ordinance: 10 oak trees to be removed, 8 
historic trees to be removed, and 2 oak trees to remain onsite that would have encroachment into 
their driplines during construction. 

Project impacts to oak trees and historic trees onsite would not result in a conflict with the City’s 
Tree Preservation Ordinance because the project site is residentially zoned property. However, 
Policy 1.1 of the Natural Resources Element of the City’s General Plan requires that the City identify 
and preserve valuable introduced species of native vegetation throughout the City. Mitigation 
would be required to reduce conflict with City policy to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures are designed to offset the removal of 18 protected trees on the 
project site and reduce impacts during project construction to 14 protected trees to be retained 
onsite.  

MM BIO-1 OAK AND HISTORIC TREE REPLACEMENT 

The project applicant shall: 

 Prior to being issued a grading permit, provide a tree replacement plan offsetting the loss of 10 
oak trees and 8 historic trees at a replacement ratio of 4:1. Each replacement tree shall be a 24-
inch box size specimen or larger of the same genus of tree to be removed, unless specified 
otherwise in the permit. Replacement trees shall be planted on the project site. Therefore, the 
applicant shall plant at least 40 oak trees, as well as 28 pepper trees, and 4 Eucalyptus trees or 
substitute species approved by the City and the HHCA.  

 Water replacement oak trees for the first two to three years to establish the trees; thereafter, 
water only in winter months during periods of drought.  

 Water non-native trees as recommended by the landscape architect or the qualified arborist 
retained by the project applicant.  

 Post a bond to the satisfaction of the City to guarantee the survival of the trees to be replaced 
for a period of three years from the date that such trees are replaced. 
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MM BIO-2 TREE PROTECTION AND MAINTENANCE MEASURES 

Protected trees within 50 feet of proposed grading shall be fenced with a minimum 4-foot high 
chain link fence at their protected zones or at the location of their approved encroachment prior to 
site grading. No equipment, materials, debris, supplies, or fill soil shall be located within any tree-
protection zone. The protective fence shall not be moved or removed without authorization of the 
City of Hidden Hills.  

No grading shall take place within the protected zones without approval by the City of Hidden Hills. 
If grading is approved within the protected zone, a qualified arborist shall be present during all work 
in the protected zone. Any excavation or grading allowed within five feet of the drip line of a 
protected tree shall be limited to hand tools or small hand-powered equipment. All dead wood 
removal and/or pruning shall be done after the City of Hidden Hills has approved the grading plans 
and shall be done by a qualified arborist. All pruned roots shall consist of clean-cut surfaces at a 90 
degree angle and shall not be sealed unless approved by a qualified arborist. 

All mitigation techniques listed above shall be monitored by a licensed arborist approved by the 
City, who shall be notified 48 hours prior to any work being done within the protected zones of oak 
and historic trees.  

Significance After Mitigation 
The replacement ratio of 4:1 is intended to offset the canopy difference between the 18 mature oak 
and historic trees planned for removal and the box specimens that would be installed. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce the impact to trees and tree canopy such 
that this impact would be less than significant.  

Thresholds:  Have substantial adverse effects, 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 CDFW or 
USFWS. 

Impact BIO-2 THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN A LOSS OF WILDLIFE HABITAT THAT COULD SUPPORT 
SENSITIVE SPECIES. BECAUSE THE PROJECT IS RESIDENTIAL INFILL DEVELOPMENT, IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS 
SPECIES RESULTING FROM LOSS OF HABITAT ARE NOT ANTICIPATED TO BE SUBSTANTIAL. HOWEVER, PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION COULD RESULT IN DIRECT IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS AND WILDLIFE. THIS IMPACT 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 
Substantial reduction of wildlife habitat is a potentially significant impact, but the impact of such 
loss of habitat depends on the numbers and distribution of individual species. Most of the wildlife 
species that could be encountered in the habitats present at the site are found throughout 
California and the Pacific Coast, and many are found throughout the western United States. As 
previously stated, western fence lizards, coyote scat, gopher holes, swallowtail, and monarch 
butterflies, and “common” birds such as the house finch, California towhee, spotted towhee, 
California quail, Say’s phoebe, mourning dove, yellow warbler, yellow-throated warbler, and 
American bushtit were observed on site. Of the species observed onsite, only the monarch butterfly 
is a special status species. 

Conversion of the site into seven single-family lots and a lot for an internal roadway would not 
restrict the range of these species, nor would it substantially reduce the population levels of 
common wildlife species with broad ranges and substantial numbers. Certain common animals 
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would continue to use the site because the landscaping introduced to the site produces suitable 
habitat for their continued existence. This is particularly true for arboreal species such as birds 
because the proposed development introduces a greater amount of vertical habitat in the form of 
increased numbers of trees as compared to the natural environment.  

The consideration of whether or not a substantial habitat loss occurs to an individual species 
focuses on those sensitive or special status animals that have been identified by regulatory agencies 
because of the cumulative decreases in their ranges, or substantial decreases in overall and local 
population levels. The degree to which a species has suffered such losses is reflected in the 
identified status level of that species, beginning with initial listing of an organism as a species of 
special concern through listing as threatened or endangered under the FESA and CESA. Animals that 
are listed as endangered have suffered such large losses in range and numbers that the additional 
loss of even a few individuals or a few acres of suitable habitat could result in the extinction of the 
animal. 

The only special status wildlife species observed onsite during the 2015 survey by GPA Consulting 
was the monarch butterfly. However, pre-construction surveys conducted in accordance with 
mitigation measure MM Bio-3 would reduce construction impacts to monarch butterflies and other 
special status wildlife species with the potential to occur on the project site.  

Project development could result in the loss of habitat that is potentially suitable for Cooper’s hawk, 
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, western red bat, hoary bat, pallid bat, western mastiff 
bat, and coastal whiptail. The magnitude of the change in land use from disturbed open space to 
rural residential uses is discussed by vertebrate class below. Specifically, the change is evaluated in 
the context of whether or not it could cause a substantial restriction in range or numbers of 
sensitive or special status species. 

Reptiles 
Coastal western whiptail was not observed onsite. It is associated with coastal scrub habitats from 
Santa Barbara County south to Baja California. Due to the relative abundance of this species in the 
region, loss of the few individuals that could occur with site development would not be expected to 
substantially affect the population or range of these species. Although this species is considered a 
"species of concern," it is not formally protected under the FESA and CESA. Therefore, loss of 
individuals would not require a "take" permit. Direct project impacts to these species are considered 
less than significant. 

Mammals 
Suitable habitat for the western red bat, hoary bat, pallid bat, and western mastiff bat is present 
onsite to a limited extent and elsewhere in the project vicinity. The oak trees may provide limited 
roosting habitat for these species as well as other sensitive bat species. The open grassland and 
mainly riparian area may provide ample insects for foraging opportunities as well. If present, direct 
project impacts to this animal would be minimal, as individuals would likely move off-site in 
response to construction activities. Although displacement of these bats and other special status 
animals to offsite habitats may occur, competition with other individuals already existing in offsite 
habitats for items, such as food, nesting habitat, and territory, would result in a further eventual 
loss of individuals. However, due to total size of the property (approximately 17 acres) relative to 
the total range of these species (listed in Table 12), the proposed development would not 
substantially restrict their range. Therefore, project impacts to special-status bat populations with 
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the potential to be present onsite are considered adverse, but less than significant. Mitigation 
measures (MM BIO-4) are provided below to avoid direct impacts to bats. 

While not observed during the field investigation and presumed absent from the project site, dens 
occupied by American badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), or other wildlife species would 
be adversely impacted by construction activities on the project site. Mitigation measure MM BIO-3 
would reduce impacts to occupied dens on the project site such that they would be less than 
significant.  

Table 12  Species Range 
Species Range 

Western red bat Riparian areas from southern British Columbia in Canada, through much of the western United 
States, through Mexico and Central America, to Argentina and Chile in South America 

Hoary bat Woodlands and forests throughout most of North America and much of South America 

Pallid bat Semi-arid, rocky or mountainous areas near water from western Canada to Central Mexico 

Western mastiff bat Coastal areas from San Francisco Bay area to San Diego and the San Joaquin Valley 

Birds 
See Impact BIO-3 below. 

Plants 
As discussed above, a CNDDB query indicated that 39 special status plant species have the potential 
to occur within five miles of the project site. While no special status plant species were observed on 
the project site during surveys conducted as part of the field investigation, MM BIO-3 below is 
intended to minimize the potential for construction-related impacts to special status plant species 
should they be identified on the project site.  

Mitigation Measures 
While the project would not result in substantial habitat loss for any special-status species, 
construction activities could potentially result in direct and indirect impacts to special-status 
wildlife, such as the monarch butterfly, which could be impacted by dust, erosion, and water runoff 
caused by construction activities. While no special status plant species were identified on the 
project site, 39 such species have the potential to occur within five miles of the project site and, if 
present on the site, could be impacted by construction activities. Mitigation Measures BIO-3, and -4, 
and -5 would reduce direct and indirect impacts to special status species, as well as other wildlife 
species, during construction to a less than significant level. Potential impacts to birds are addressed 
under Impact BIO-3. The following mitigation measures are designed to avoid direct impacts to 
special-status plants and wildlife.  

MM BIO-3 PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS 

A qualified biologist shall complete pre-construction botanical and wildlife surveys no more than 48 
hours prior to construction to determine the presence or absence of special-status plant and wildlife 
species in the project area. Surveys would be repeated if construction activities are suspended for 
five days or more.  
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Botanical surveys shall be conducted prior to construction using methods to maximize detection of 
special status plants on the project sites. Surveys shall be floristic in nature and follow the CDFW’s 
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities. In particular, surveys shall focus on potential seed bank areas within the 
proposed grading areas for the project. If any special status plant species are detected during the 
pre-construction surveys, they shall be avoided and CDFW shall be contacted. If such species habitat 
is disturbed during construction, a qualified biologist shall develop a plan for off-site acquisition, 
protection, and restoration or enhancement of such habitat in coordination with CDFW. 

Prior to initial grubbing and grading activities on the project site, a qualified biologist shall inspect 
any dens for American badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), or other wildlife species using 
such dens. Den sites shall not be disturbed during the pupping season or when otherwise occupied 
unless absence by the qualified biologist is confirmed. If American badger is identified on the project 
site, it shall be avoided and the qualified biologist shall coordinate with CDFW to avoid take of the 
species.  

If any special-status wildlife species are identified (including monarch butterflies), appropriate 
measures shall be developed by a qualified biologist in consultation with the appropriate resource 
agencies; measures shall be implemented to avoid impacts on these species. General measures 
include requiring the presence of a biological monitor during construction activities to move out of 
harm’s way special status species or other wildlife of low mobility that would be injured by 
construction activities, and restoring disturbed ground cover, if possible, soon after disturbance.  

If monarch butterflies are identified during pre-construction surveys, specific measures to reduce 
potential impacts to monarch butterflies are required and shall include project construction 
conducted outside of the overwintering aggregation period (typically October through February) 
only. If the overwintering period cannot be avoided, construction within 100 feet of any areas 
containing overwintering aggregations or aggregation activity shall be prohibited from October 
through February, and/or when the monarch aggregations are present.  

MM BIO-4 BAT PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS AND AVOIDANCE 

To the extent feasible, tree removal shall be scheduled during the non-breeding and active season 
for bats (typically October and November). Prior to construction, surveys shall be conducted by a 
qualified bat specialist to identify the presence of bats and any active or potential bat-roosting 
cavities. During the non-breeding and active season, any bats roosting in cavities in the area, either 
in trees or in structures, shall be safely evicted under the direction of a bat specialist and under 
consultation with the CDFW.  

Once it has been determined that all roosting bats have been safely evicted from roosting cavities, 
exclusionary devices approved by the CDFW shall be installed and maintained to prevent bats from 
roosting in these cavities prior to and during construction. 

Pre-construction bat surveys shall be conducted by a qualified bat specialist no more than seven 
days prior to removal of any potential roosting cavities within the BSA to confirm that exclusionary 
measures have been successful and there are no bats within the construction area. If no roosting 
bats are detected, no further surveys shall be required provided the removal is conducted within 
seven days. If removal is delayed more than seven days, additional surveys shall be conducted no 
more than seven days prior to tree removal to ensure that no bats have moved into the area. 

Surveys and exclusion measures are expected to prevent maternal colonies from becoming 
established on the project site. In the event that a maternal colony of bats is found in the 
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construction area, the CDFW shall be consulted and no work shall be conducted within 100 feet of 
the roosting site until the maternal season is over or the bats have left the site, or as otherwise 
directed by the CDFW. The site shall be designated as a sensitive area and protected as such until 
the bats have left the site. No clearing and grubbing shall be authorized adjacent to the site. 
Combustion equipment, such as generators, pumps, and vehicles shall not be parked or operated 
under or adjacent to the roosting site. Construction personnel shall enter into areas beneath the 
colony, especially during the evening exodus.  

MM BIO-5 WILDLIFE SALVAGE AND HAZARD REMOVAL 

During initial grubbing and grading operations, a biological monitor shall be present to salvage 
wildlife species that may be killed or injured by heavy equipment. Wildlife of low mobility that is 
salvaged shall be removed and placed onto adjacent habitat out of harm’s way. Clearing, grubbing, 
and grading shall be conducted on the project site in a manner that avoids creating islands of 
habitat where wildlife may take refuge and later be harmed by heavy equipment.  

Additionally, fence posts and other vertical open pipes such as roof ventilation pipes, claim stakes, 
chimneys, and vault toilets, shall be capped to prevent wildlife entrapment and mortality, as such 
structures mimic natural cavities preferred by various species for nesting and shelter. Metal fence 
stakes shall be plugged with bolts or other plugging materials to avoid this hazard.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation measure MM BIO-3 would ensure that appropriate actions—such as biological 
monitoring and ground cover restoration—would occur should surveys identify any special status 
plant and wildlife species prior to the commencement of construction activities on the project site. 
Mitigation measures MM BIO-3 and ,MM BIO-4, and MM BIO-5 would mitigate potential 
construction impacts to special status plant and wildlife species observed on the project site, 
including the monarch butterfly and other species with the potential to occur. Therefore, 
implementation of the mitigation measures above would reduce direct and indirect impacts to 
special-status species to a less than significant level. 

Thresholds:  Have substantial adverse effects, 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 CDFW or 
USFWS. 

Impact BIO-3 THE PROJECT WOULD INCLUDE GRADING, AS WELL AS BRUSH AND TREE REMOVAL, 
WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY DISTURB ACTIVE NESTS OR BURROWS, IF PRESENT. POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NESTING 
BIRDS OR BURROWING OWL WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Cooper’s hawk was identified as potentially occurring onsite because of the availability of 
appropriate nesting habitat for the individual species. The amount of habitat needed to support 
raptors varies substantially with prey density, but generally hawks have territories of about 500 to 
1,000 acres (Zeiner et al. 1990). These are the typical areas needed to support just one breeding 
pair. With the limited size of the project and the available open space nearby, a significant reduction 
in foraging habitat for individual species is not anticipated.  

The site has appropriate habitat to support the Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, which 
is on the CDFW Watch List. Impacts to this species would be minimal (less than 10 acres) and more 
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suitable habitat is present within open space lands to the south and west within the Santa Monica 
Mountains. The Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is not formally protected under the 
FESA and CESA. The reduction in marginally suitable habitat for this species, such as that which 
exists at the project site, would not be expected to substantially alter regional population levels, nor 
would it restrict the range of this species. Therefore, project-specific impacts are considered 
adverse, but less than significant. 

The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is included in Attachment D of the BRA as having potential 
to be in the project area (Appendix C), but is presumed absent from the project site due to the site’s 
tall vegetation and the fact that no potential burrows were identified during a field investigation. 
The burrowing owl is found in open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands 
characterized by low-grading vegetation. Regular mowing that has occurred on the project site 
could result in periods of low vegetation that would support burrowing owl habitat. If present on 
the project site, burrowing owl would be adversely impacted by grading and vegetation removal 
associated with the project. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Raptors and their nests are protected under California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5, and all 
other bird nests are protected under Section 3503. The native trees onsite in the canyon provide 
potential nesting habitat for raptors such as red-tailed hawk and other common bird species. The 
small open patches of non-native grasslands and ruderal areas onsite also provide marginal to poor 
foraging habitat for raptor species. It is unlikely that the loss of nesting habitat would adversely 
affect raptor populations in the area because nesting and foraging habitat is available in offsite 
areas in the adjacent open space lands of the Santa Monica Mountain National Recreation Area to 
the south and west. However, construction activity, including tree removal, could potentially disturb 
active nests, which would be a violation of the Fish and Game Code. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
as well as the Fish and Game Code, also protects nesting birds, eggs, and young. Although 
disturbance of active nests, birds, eggs, or young is considered a significant impact, this impact could 
be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures is required to maintain compliance with the 
California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and to avoid potential impacts to 
burrowing owl.  

MM BIO-56 BREEDING BIRD SURVEYS 

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 
February 1st to September 1st (as early as January 1st for raptors), to avoid take (including 
disturbance which would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs and/or young).  

If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, a qualified biologist shall survey 
all potential nesting habitat within the project site for nesting birds for 3 consecutive days no more 
than 10 days prior to start of vegetation removal. If no nesting birds are observed, site preparation 
and construction activities may begin. 

If an active bird or nest is found within 500 feet of the construction area, the nest site shall be 
fenced at a distance commensurate with the particular species and in consultation with CDFW until 
juveniles have fledged and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Limits of 
construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field with flagging and stakes or 
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construction fencing. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The 
project applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures described above 
to document compliance with applicable state and federal laws pertaining to protection of native 
birds.  

MM BIO-7 BURROWING OWL SURVEYS 

Prior to any construction on the project site that may result in habitat disturbance (e.g., vegetation 
removal or ground disturbing activities), a qualified biologist shall survey all potential burrowing owl 
habitat and maximize detection of burrowing owl by adhering to CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation report methods. Surveys for burrowing owl shall occur for 3 consecutive days no 
more than 10 days prior to start of vegetation removal. If occupied burrowing owl habitat is not 
detected, site preparation and construction activities may begin.  

If occupied burrowing owl habitat is identified within 500 feet of the construction area, the habitat 
area shall be fenced at a distance deemed appropriate by the qualified biologist in consultation with 
CDFW. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The qualified 
biologist shall coordinate with CDFW to outline a procedure for mitigating unavoidable permanent 
habitat impacts by acquiring replacement habitat and protecting it in perpetuity through a 
conservation easement to a land conservancy. The project applicant shall record the results of the 
recommended protective measures described above to document compliance with applicable laws 
pertaining to protection of burrowing owl.  

Finally, the project shall avoid the use of rodenticides on the project site that could result in direct 
or secondary poisoning to the burrowing owl.      

Significance After Mitigation 
The mitigation measures identified above would reduce impacts to nesting birds and to burrowing 
owl to a less than significant level.  

Thresholds:  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. 

Impact BIO-4 BUILD-OUT OF THE PROJECT WOULD NOT AFFECT SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE CORRIDORS DUE 
TO THE FRAGMENTATION OF WILDLIFE HABITAT IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE FROM URBANIZATION. THIS 
IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

No missing linkages, connectivity zones, or associated barriers to wildlife movement associated with 
the passage of wildlife were identified in the project area based on a search of the CDFW 
Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS) Habitat Connectivity Viewer. This is 
largely due to the surrounding development patterns with the City of Los Angeles lying to the north, 
and the City of Calabasas lying to the south. Each of these jurisdictions is heavily urbanized, with the 
major undeveloped lands lying primarily in the Santa Monica Mountains to the south of U.S. 
Highway 101 and the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve located to the west and 
north of Hidden Hills.  

Immediately south of the project site is unincorporated Los Angeles County; however, this 
unincorporated area contains the U.S. Highway 101 corridor, which is heavily developed with 
commercial uses in the vicinity of the site. To the east, the project site is contiguous with a 20-acre 
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site that was approved for development of 11 homes. At least four homes have already been 
developed on the site (Hidden Ridge 2005). 

Given the fragmentation of open space in the vicinity of the project area, the pocket of undeveloped 
land available on the project site would not function as a habitat linkage that connects habitat areas 
and facilitates genetic diversity among wildlife populations. One other pocket of undeveloped 
hillside exists to the southwest, west of Parkway Calabasas, where a hilltop rises above surrounding 
development; however, there is no connectivity to the project site or to other larger undeveloped 
areas.  

Project development would transform the majority of the site from a predominantly undeveloped 
area to a low-density urban area characterized by lawns and domestic landscaping. Nevertheless, 
because the project site is isolated by existing and planned development on four sides, the project 
site is not considered a significant wildlife habitat linkage or movement corridor. In addition, animal 
movement could continue to occur along the proposed bridle trail. 

The natural channel in the southeast corner of the site is an ephemeral drainage that flows into a 
six-foot underground concrete box culvert just north of the Ventura Freeway. Thus, it does not 
serve as an important corridor or linkage for aquatic wildlife. The drainage is also currently bordered 
by a chain link fence, impeding its use as a corridor for larger wildlife. The construction of a bridle 
trail through the drainage would continue to allow for the movement of wildlife through the area 
and potentially increase access for wildlife by allowing for the removal of existing fencing. 
Therefore, project impacts to wildlife movement corridors would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Thresholds:   Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations 
or by CDFW or USFWS. 

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

Impact BIO-5 AS PROPOSED, THE PROJECT WOULD INCLUDE CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDLE TRAIL THAT 
WOULD CROSS OVER WETLAND AREA AND RIPARIAN HABITAT ON THE SITE. THE IMPACT FROM THIS ACTIVITY 
WOULD BE REDUCED THROUGH MITIGATION SUCH THAT IT IS LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED.  

As discussed above, wetlands are federally protected under the CWA, and the CDFW considers 
riparian habitat to be sensitive as it provides suitable habitat not only for a large number of 
amphibian and fish species, but also for birds and mammals. The southeast corner of the project site 
contains a wetland likely under USACE jurisdiction, as well as SWRCB jurisdiction, and associated 
riparian habitat likely under CDFW jurisdiction (see Figure 19). As proposed, the project would 
include a bridle trail that would cross directly over the wetland area and associated riparian habitat.  

Trail development would include construction of a bridge to span the natural drainage and wetland 
area. Construction activity could temporarily disturb the drainage and wetland areas, which may 
impact special-status species and sensitive habitat; however, the bridge would alleviate long-term 
direct impacts to the drainage and wetland associated with equestrian activity by routing horses 
over the bridge rather than through the drainage and wetland, thereby reducing potential soil 
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disturbance and sedimentation. The bridge would be constructed such that it spans the entirety of 
the drainage and wetland area, with supports located on either side of the wetlands and outside of 
all jurisdictional areas. As such, use of the equestrian trail would not disturb the drainage and 
wetland area and would not result in the loss of wetlands over the long term. Mitigation would be 
required to reduce potential impacts to wetlands and riparian habitat during construction of the 
project such that this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-6 and HWQ-3 is required to mitigate potential impacts 
of the bridle trail bridge to the natural drainage, wetland area, and riparian habitat on the project 
site. Any alterations to the drainage and/ or riparian area would require a Section 1600 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the CDFW if the agency determines the project is within their 
jurisdiction. A Section 404 permit from the USACE and a Section 401 water quality certification or 
Waste Discharge Requirements from the RWQCB would also need to be obtained if construction of 
the trail would discharge dredge or fill into the wetland and if the agency determines the project is 
within their jurisdiction. Actual jurisdictional determinations can only be made by the regulatory 
agencies and is normally done at the time a permit is requested and after local agency consideration 
of the project. Additionally, as discussed under Impact HWQ-4, mitigation measure HWQ-3 would 
require that construction of the bridle trail bridge would occur only when the drainage is dry and 
standing water is not present in the area of the drainage where bridge construction would occur.  

MM BIO-68 AGENCY CONSULTATION AND MITIGATION 

The applicant shall consult with the CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB and obtain from each agency either: 
(1) confirmation that permits are not needed; or (2) applicable permits for the potential impacts to 
jurisdictional waters. This includes a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW, a Clean Water 
Act Section 404 permit from the USACE for the discharge of fill to any of USACE non-wetland waters 
of the U. S. onsite, and a Section 401 water quality certification or Waste Discharge Requirements 
from the RWQCB. These permits typically require mitigation to reduce impacts to water quality and 
quantity, vegetation, and wildlife. The project applicant shall demonstrate to the City of Hidden Hills 
that the requirements of agencies with jurisdiction over waters onsite can be met prior to obtaining 
grading permits. This will include, but not be limited to, consultation with those agencies, securing 
the appropriate permits, waivers or agreements, on-site restoration, and/or arrangements with a 
local or regional mitigation bank including in lieu fees, as needed.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation measure BIO-68 would ensure compliance with CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB policies 
regarding jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Additionally, mitigation measure HWQ-3 would 
restrict bridge construction to periods when the drainage is dry and standing water is not present in 
the area where bridge construction would occur, thereby reducing potential sedimentation of the 
waterway and surrounding wetland. These measures would reduce short-term construction impacts 
to wetlands and riparian habitat to a less than significant level. 

Section 6.0, Alternatives, evaluates a viable alternative to the project where the bridle trail would be 
re-routed to avoid any impacts to wetland and riparian habitat.  

Thresholds:   Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations 
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or by CDFW or USFWS. 
 Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means. 

Impact BIO-6  GRADING AND OTHER CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH DEVELOPMENT OF 
LOT 7 AND REFINEMENT OF BRIDLE TRAIL ROAD WOULD OCCUR NEAR THE WETLAND AND DIRECTLY ADJACENT 
TO RIPARIAN HABITAT. THESE ACTIVITIES COULD INADVERTENTLY IMPACT WETLAND AND RIPARIAN HABITAT DUE 
TO DISTURBANCE OF SITE SOILS AND USE OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

During grading activities, heavy equipment could inadvertently damage sensitive resources, and soil 
that is loosened on slopes north of the wetland could be deposited in the wetland. Grading would 
occur within five feet of the riparian habitat adjacent to the wetland area, and the closest structure 
to the riparian habitat would be constructed over 100 feet away on the building pad for Lot 7. As 
discussed in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be required to prepare 
and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would include measures to 
prevent soil erosion and release of polluted runoff. Nonetheless, further mitigation would be 
incorporated to reinforce the boundary of the wetland exclusion area during construction, and to 
reduce the potential for sediment deposition during grading activities.  

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures would ensure that project construction activities would not 
inadvertently impact wetland and riparian habitat. 

MM BIO-79 WETLAND AVOIDANCE DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Prior to the commencement of grading activities, a qualified biologist shall mark the boundary of 
the wetland and riparian habitat area, and the area shall be protected with exclusionary fencing that 
reinforces the boundary of the wetland exclusion area. The exclusionary fencing shall be maintained 
throughout grading. The contractor and grading personnel shall be made aware of their 
responsibility to maintain the exclusionary fencing and avoid this sensitive area. Notes regarding 
maintenance of the fencing and avoidance of the wetland area shall be included on the contractor’s 
specifications. If a trustee agency such as the CDFW, USFWS, USACE, or RWQCB determines that the 
project is within their jurisdiction, the applicant would be required to obtain any necessary permits 
or approvals and comply with any permit/approval conditions imposed by the oversight agencies. 

MM BIO-810 SEDIMENT CAPTURE 

The wetland exclusion area shall be reinforced by sand bag barriers on the northern side prior to 
commencement of grading activities to ensure that any soil loosened during grading activities is 
intercepted prior to deposition in the wetland area. The area shall be maintained such that 
sediment is not allowed to accumulate and deposit within the wetland area throughout the duration 
of grading activities.  
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Significance After Mitigation 
Fencing of the sensitive area and barrier interception of sediments would reduce the potential for 
inadvertent impacts to occur to a less than significant level.  

Impact BIO-7  THE PROJECT WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE DRAINAGE OF THE PROJECT SITE, WHICH 
COULD NEGATIVELY IMPACT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSOCIATED WITH THE WETLAND AREA AND RIPARIAN 
HABITAT. HOWEVER, THE DRAINAGE PLANNED FOR THE SITE WOULD INCLUDE BMPS TO REDUCE THE LEVELS OF 
RUNOFF, SEDIMENTS, AND POLLUTANTS ENTERING THE WETLAND AREA. IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
FROM ALTERATION TO SITE DRAINAGE WOULD BE REDUCED TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL. 

Under existing and project site conditions, runoff from Area A drains into the natural drainage in the 
southeast corner of the site, which also accepts flow from the 48-inch RCP along Bridle Trail Road. 
As discussed in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, each lot in Area A would have a bio-
filtration BMP to capture and treat stormwater on-site. BMPs would be designed to capture 1.5 
times the stormwater design volume in accordance with NPDES requirements. With construction of 
bio-filtration BMPs , impacts to biological resources in the wetland and surrounding riparian habitat 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts to biological resources are evaluated based on: 

 The cumulative contribution of other approved and proposed projects to fragmentation of open 
space in the project vicinity; 

 The loss of sensitive habitats and species; 
 Contribution of the project to urban expansion into natural areas; and 
 Isolation of open space within the project by future projects in the vicinity. 

Development of the project would contribute to cumulative biological impacts in the surrounding 
area. These impacts include the loss of foraging/breeding habitat for wildlife, such as the non-native 
annual grassland habitat that composes the majority of onsite habitat, and temporary impacts on 
wetland and riparian habitat. In addition, project development would result in the loss of habitat 
that is potentially suitable for a number of special-status wildlife species, including wetland and 
riparian habitat.  

The cumulative effect of these impacts depends on the proximity of other approved or proposed 
projects. The 20-acre parcel immediately adjacent the project site to the east is approved for 
development of 11 homes, at least four of which have already been constructed or are in the 
process of being constructed. In addition, approval is being sought to develop an existing nursery 
site located outside the eastern boundary of Hidden Hills with 221 residences. As the current open 
space in northwestern Los Angeles County and southern Ventura County is fragmented by 
development, further stresses would be placed upon wildlife, as their territories, habitat, and 
foraging areas would be greatly reduced. There are several large open space areas in the vicinity 
that would remain predominantly undeveloped, such as the Santa Monica Mountains Recreational 
Area and the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Preserve, which would continue to provide habitat for 
plants and animals. However, the fragmentation of open space areas outside of these reserves 
restricts the range of plant and wildlife populations. Therefore, given that this project 
(approximately 17 acres) in association with the 20-acres adjacent the eastern project site boundary 
would build out the last contiguous multiple-acre parcels within the City of Hidden Hills, the impact 
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to wildlife habitat of the project combined with other cumulative projects would be significant and 
the project’s contribution to this impact would be cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-810 would ensure that special-status species and nesting 
birds are not adversely affected, and that direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and riparian 
habitat are mitigated. In addition, at least 40 oak trees and 32 other trees would be planted that 
would provide a net increase in tree habitat. However, the cumulative impact due to loss of non-
native annual grassland habitat that is potentially suitable for a number of special-status species 
would remain significant, and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 
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4.4 Cultural, Paleontological, and Tribal Resources 
This section assesses potential impacts to cultural, paleontological, and tribal resources from the 
project. Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) conducted a cultural resources assessment for the project 
which included a records search at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a survey of 
the project area, archival research, a historic evaluation, and preparation of a historic assessment 
report. A separate Paleontological Resources Assessment was not done for this project; therefore, 
impacts to paleontological resources are evaluated in the EIR. The Cultural Resources Assessment 
documents the historic resources on the project site. Much of the information below is derived from 
the Cultural Resources Assessment, which is included as Appendix D of this EIR. 

4.4.1 Setting 

Regulatory Setting 
This section includes a discussion of the applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, 
regulations, and standards governing cultural resources, which must be adhered to before and 
during implementation of the project. 

National Register of Historic Places 
The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was established by the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, State, and local 
governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate 
what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or impairment" (CFR 36 CFR 
60.2). The NRHP recognizes properties that are significant at the national, state, and local levels. To 
be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of potential 
significance must also possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, 
and association. A property is eligible for the NRHP if it is significant under one or more of the 
following criteria: 

Criterion A: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; 

Criterion B: It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past; 

Criterion C: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic 
values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 
may lack individual distinction; and/or 

Criterion D: It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

California Register of Historical Resources 
CEQA (Section 21084.1) requires a lead agency determine whether a project could have a significant 
effect on historical resources and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A 
historical resource is a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1), a resource included in a local register of 
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historical resources (Section 15064.5[a][2]), or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, 
record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (Section 
15064.5[a][3]). 

PRC Section 5024.1, Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and PRC Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 
were used as the basic guidelines for this cultural resources study. PRC Section 5024.1 requires an 
evaluation of historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing in the CRHR. The purpose of 
the register is to maintain listings of the state’s historical resources and to indicate which properties 
are to be protected from substantial adverse change. The criteria for listing resources in the CRHR 
were expressly developed to be in accordance with previously established criteria developed for 
listing in the NRHP, as enumerated according to CEQA below. 

(3) […] Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be ”historically 
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following: 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California's history and cultural heritage; 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;  

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources 
(pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical 
resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does 
not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as 
defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 

In addition, if a project can be demonstrated to cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, 
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts to permit any or all of these resources to be 
preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources cannot be left 
undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b], and [c]). 

PRC, Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it: 

 Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that 
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; 

 Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; or 

 Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event 
or person. 
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 Impacts to significant cultural resources that affect the characteristics of any resource that 
qualify it for the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for 
listing in the CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment. These impacts 
could result from physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
materially impaired (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 [b][1], 2000). Material impairment is 
defined as demolition or alteration in an adverse manner [of] those characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for inclusion in, the CRHR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[b][2][A]). 

Assembly Bill 52 
As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by 
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” Assembly Bill 52 establishes that “A 
project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 
21084.2). It further states that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would 
alter the significant characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). 
PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe” and meets either of the following criteria: 

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

In recognition of California Native American tribal sovereignty and the unique relationship of 
California local governments and public agencies with California Native American tribal 
governments, and respecting the interests and roles of project proponents, it is the intent AB 52 to 
accomplish all of the following: 

(1) Recognize that California Native American prehistoric, historic, archaeological, cultural, and 
sacred places are essential elements in tribal cultural traditions, heritages, and identities. 

(2) Establish a new category of resources in CEQA called “tribal cultural resources” that 
considers the tribal cultural values in addition to the scientific and archaeological values 
when determining impacts and mitigation. 

(3) Establish examples of mitigation measures for tribal cultural resources that uphold the 
existing mitigation preference for historical and archaeological resources of preservation in 
place, if feasible. 

(4) Recognize that California Native American tribes may have expertise with regard to their 
tribal history and practices, which concern the tribal cultural resources with which they are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated. Because CEQA calls for a sufficient degree of analysis, 
tribal knowledge about the land and tribal cultural resources at issue should be included in 
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environmental assessments for projects that may have a significant impact on those 
resources. 

(5) In recognition of their governmental status, establish a meaningful consultation process 
between California Native American tribal governments and lead agencies, respecting the 
interests and roles of all California Native American tribes and project proponents, and the 
level of required confidentiality concerning tribal cultural resources, at the earliest possible 
point in CEQA environmental review process, so that tribal cultural resources can be 
identified, and culturally appropriate mitigation and mitigation monitoring programs can be 
considered by the decision making body of the lead agency. 

(6) Recognize the unique history of California Native American tribes and uphold existing rights 
of all California Native American tribes to participate in, and contribute their knowledge to, 
the environmental review process pursuant to CEQA. 

(7) Ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents have 
information available, early in CEQA environmental review process, for purposes of 
identifying and addressing potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources and to 
reduce the potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review process. 

(8) Enable California Native American tribes to manage and accept conveyances of, and act as 
caretakers of, tribal cultural resources. 

(9) Establish that a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a significant 
effect on the environment. 

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. AB 52 
requires that lead agencies “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project.” Native American 
tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects proposed 
within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 

Senate Bill 18 
Enacted on March 1, 2005, Senate Bill 18 (SB18) (California Government Code Sections 65352.3 and 
65352.4) requires cities and counties to notify and consult with California Native American tribal 
groups and individuals regarding proposed local land use planning decisions for the purpose of 
protecting traditional tribal cultural places (sacred sites), prior to adopting or amending a General 
Plan or designating land as open space. Tribal groups or individuals have 90 days to request 
consultation following the initial contact. 

Public Resources Code Section 5097.5 
Public Resources Code section 5097.5 prohibits excavation or removal of any “vertebrate 
paleontological site…or any other archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated on 
public lands, except with express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over such 
lands.” Public lands are defined to include lands owned by or under the jurisdiction of the State or 
any city, county, district, authority or public corporation, or any agency thereof. Section 5097.5 
states that any unauthorized disturbance or removal of archaeological, historical, or paleontological 
materials or sites located on public lands is a misdemeanor. 
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Environmental Setting 

Geological Setting 
The project site is located within the City of Hidden Hills, just north of Highway 101, within the 
Transverse Ranges geomorphic province. The Transverse Ranges from east-west trending chains of 
mountains with intervening valleys, and extends around 520 kilometers from the Pacific Coast in the 
west to Joshua Tree National park in the east (Norris and Webb, 1990). In many parts of the 
Transverse Ranges thick packages of sedimentary rocks have been deposited over millions of years. 
The project area is located just to the north of the Santa Monica Mountains. Within the Santa 
Monica Mountains, Miocene rocks are the most extensively exposed. During the Miocene the area 
was a deep marine trough which accommodated up to 4,550 meters of deposited marine sediments 
(Norris and Webb, 1990). One of these units, the Modelo Formation, dates to the middle – late 
Miocene and is found on the surface in the project area (Yerkes and Campbell 1995). A second 
geologic unit, Quaternary alluvium, is also mapped at the surface in the project area (Yerkes and 
Campbell 1995). These sediments date to the Holocene, and are primarily the product of erosion 
from nearby highlands.  

Cultural Setting 
This section contains information that has been summarized from a Phase I Archeological report 
prepared for the project by W & S Consultants (June 2015). 

Prehistory 
The study area is situated in a zone known prehistorically to have comprised a portion of the 
Canalino culture area, which is located essentially at the boundary between the Chumash and 
Gabrielino ethnolinguistic groups. 

Ethnography 
The study area is located at the approximate boundary between the Chumash, whose territory on 
the coast extended to the Las Virgenes drainage, and the Gabrielino, who at the coast occupied 
Topanga Canyon and, inland occupied, the limits of the San Fernando Valley. The study area is 
located roughly at the western edge of this inland valley. “Gabrielino” is of Spanish derivation, 
resulting from the standard missionary practice of naming indigenous peoples after the mission to 
which they were attached, in this case Mission San Gabriel. The area that has historically been 
referred to as the Gabrielino extended from Orange County north through the Los Angeles Basin to 
the crest of the San Gabriel Mountains, including the headwaters and watershed of the San Gabriel 
River, and from the coast eastward to include Mt. San Antonio (Mt. Baldy) and western Riverside 
and San Bernardino Counties.  

The inhabitants of the region were hunters-gatherers, with subsistence emphasizing acorns, yucca, 
juniper berries, sage seeds, mesquite, pinyon, islay (Chia), and other plant resources. It is likely that 
the Gabrielino wintered in large villages near permanent water sources on the coast and on the 
larger Los Angeles Basin floor. Upland zones, such as areas found in the Santa Monica and San 
Gabriel Mountains and foothills, would have been exploited seasonally, during the spring, summer, 
and fall, when valuable plant species ripened (e.g., on the northern slopes, pinyon nuts in the fall). 
Small, single-family campsites would have been established near plant resources. Social and political 
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organization involved patrilineal clans of three to 10 lineages that served as political-ritual-
corporate units. Each lineage maintained a village site and resource exploitation area. 

History 
The historical period for the western Los Angeles County region began in A.D. 1542, when a 
Portuguese navigator working for the Spanish crown, Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, fist sighted Chumash 
territory from the Pacific Ocean. Cabrillo landed at what is generally conceded to be Point Mugu, 
and thus initiated what were to be a series of sporadic visits to the coast by Spanish sailors for the 
next 150 years. Intensive contact between indigenous and European people, however, did not occur 
until 1769-1770, with the Gaspar de Portolá expedition from San Diego to Monterey.  

In traversing the state, Portolás’ men entered the Conejo Corridor region on two occasions. They 
visited the Potrero Valley area from a base camp at Camarillo, on January 12, 1770. They also visited 
Agoura Hills and encountered an Indian village they called Agua Amarga (“biter water”), thought to 
be on Medea Creek. Subsequently, the Anza expedition from Tubac, Sonora, crossed the region and 
also visited Agua Amarga. 

Settlement of the region by Euro-Americans occurred with the so-called Las Virgenes land grant, 
located west of the study area. This was ceded by the Spanish Crown to Miguel Ortega and his 
Chumash wife, Maria Rosa, in 1802 (Allen, n.d. in W&S Consultants, 2006). Originally called “Rancho 
Santa Gertrudis de Las Virgenes,” it was headquartered by Ortega at an Indian village called 
Talepop. 

Large strips of ungranted land were usually left between granted mission and rancho lands, to 
account for the inaccuracies of the surveying techniques. This also served the purpose of heading 
off the potential controversies over land ownership. The Hidden Hills region and study area 
represent one of these “no-man’s lands.” The surrounding Ranchos included: Rancho Las Virgenes, 
to the west; Rancho Ex-Mission de San Fernando and Rancho El Escorpion, to the east; and Rancho 
Simi, to the north. While there is substantial history for these nearby land grant areas, there is less 
information about the study area as it was on the peripheral of these other areas. 

Nonetheless, it can be postulated that the study area served as ancillary grazing land for the mission 
herds from San Fernando, which are known to have been pastured on the eastern side of the Las 
Virgenes grant area (Allen, n.d. in W&S Consultants, 2006). It is likely that the property came under 
the nominal ownership, or at least control, of the French Basque Miguel Leonis, who settled in the 
Calabasas area in 1857. Leonis married Espiritu Chijul, who was heir to the 11,000 acres Rancho El 
Escorpion grant in the western San Fernando Valley, and thereby gained control of this large 
property. Further, through the assistance of a crooked judge, Leonis was also able to acquire and 
maintain control over the eastern portion of the Las Virgenes land grant (Allen, n.d. in W&S 
Consultants, 2006). Thus, with his adobe in Calabasas, it is probable that he held sway over much of 
the area in-between, including the project area and Hidden Hills. 

Following Leonis’ death, and with the growth of the American population in the region, the Las 
Virgenes land grant and surrounding areas became part of American ranching and farming 
operations. Due to the location of the study area between large land grants, it is likely that the study 
area served primarily as subsidiary grazing lands for surrounding ranchers at the projects 
peripheries. 
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Existing Conditions 

Cultural Resources 
In 2015, W&S Consultants conducted a Phase I Cultural Resources study of the project site. A 
records search was conducted using information obtained from historic maps, archival data, and 
prior research studies. The records search was performed by the South Central Coastal Information 
Center (SCCIC), on the campus of California State University, Fullerton (CSUF). Historical maps, 
specifically the 1903 and 1947 USGS Calabasas 15’ topographical quadrangles, were also examined 
in an effort to identify historical structures or features that might have existed on the property. No 
previously recorded resources were identified within or near the project site. 

An intensive Phase I field survey of the study area was conducted most recently in 2015 by W&S 
Consultants. Where possible, the ground surface was examined with the crew spaced at 10- to 15-
meter intervals, walking transects across the study area to identify artifacts or other archaeological 
indicators that might be present on the ground surface. During the survey, special attention was 
paid to geomorphological conditions that affect the preservation of archaeological remains. Road or 
bank-cuts that expose subsurface stratigraphy, for example, along with stable geomorphic and 
depositional environments, were carefully examined for evidence of cultural remains. Given the 
geomorphology of the study area, these included the foot of slopes as likely spots for subsurface 
deposition, and knoll tops and flat open ridges as areas also likely to contain cultural resources. 
Furthermore, rodent backdirt piles were examined as they can reveal the presence of buried 
archaeological deposits. The survey did not identify any cultural resources within the project site. 

Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) conducted a Peer Review of the Phase I Cultural Resources study 
prepared for this project. As part of the Peer Review, the Phase I was assessed for its adequacy 
based on current standards for report preparation per CEQA compliance guidelines. The Rincon Peer 
Review concurred with the findings of the W&S Consultants Phase I Archaeological Survey Report, 
though it recommended that mitigation measures be expanded to address potential impacts in the 
event of an unanticipated discovery of cultural resources. 

Paleontological Resources 
Paleontological resources (fossils) are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric life. Fossils are 
typically preserved in layered sedimentary rocks and the distribution of fossils is a result of the 
sedimentary history of the geologic units in which they occur. Fossils occur in a non-continuous and 
often unpredictable distribution in some sedimentary units, and the potential for fossils to occur in 
sedimentary units depends on a number of factors. Although it is not possible to determine whether 
a fossil would occur in any specific location, it is possible to evaluate the potential for geologic units 
to contain scientifically significant paleontological resources based on lithology and previous 
discoveries (if they exist). It is also therefore possible to evaluate the potential for impacts to those 
resources and provide mitigation for paleontological resources should they be found to occur during 
construction. 

Geologic mapping shows there are two sedimentary units present at the surface in the project area, 
Quaternary alluvium and the Modelo Formation (Yerkes and Campbell 1995) (Figure 20 and Table 
13). These units and their paleontological sensitivity are illustrated in Figure 20 and discussed in 
more detail below. 
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Figure 20 Paleontological Sensitivity of the Project Site 
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Quaternary (Holocene) alluvium 
These alluvial sediments are fairly young and consist of undissected gravel, sand, and clay. As they 
have been deposited within the last 10,000 years they are too young to preserve fossil resources 
and therefore have low paleontological sensitivity. 

However, these young surficial sediments likely overlie older alluvium, which could date to the 
Pleistocene, or the Modelo Formation (see below). Both of these older units do have the potential 
to preserve fossil resources, and so construction activities that exceed the depth of the surficial 
sediments may risk impacting fossils in the deeper sediments. While specific thickness of the 
Quaternary alluvium has not been established in the project area, five feet is a reasonable 
assumption, based on depths elsewhere in southern California.  

Modelo Formation 
The Modelo Formation in the project area is described as consisting of light gray claystone and 
siltstone which is moderately bedded and crumbly when weathered (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck, 
1992). The Modelo Formation is middle to late Miocene in age, roughly 11-23 million years old. The 
Modelo Formation is made of marine sediments and is known to preserve significant fossil 
resources such as birds, numerous fish, and other marine animals (Barnes 1985; Denton 2013; 
Kellogg 1934; Miller 1929; Tweet et al. 2014). Consultation of the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology (UCMP) collections database includes 89 records of fossil localities from the Modelo 
Formation. Of these, 11 contain vertebrate fossils and occur in Los Angeles County. Because Modelo 
Formation marine sediments have yielded numerous scientifically significant fossils, this formation 
should be considered to have high paleontological sensitivity. 

Table 13  Project Site Geology 

Geologic Unit* Age Notes 
Paleontological Sensitivity 
(SVP) 

Quaternary alluvium (Qa) Holocene Generally considered too young to 
contain fossils 

Low (surface), High (below 
5 feet) 

Modelo Formation, marine 
sediments (Tm) 

Miocene Potential to contain significant 
paleontological resources 

High 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
The City of Hidden Hills prepared and mailed letters to each applicable tribe under AB 52 and SB 18 
on April 26, 2017. To date, one response letter from the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians-Kizh 
Nation has been received pursuant to SB 18. The letter provided a formal request for consultation 
regarding the project. The City conducted the consultation via telephone with Kimia from the 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians on June 22, 2017 and followed up with and e-mail providing 
project documents requested during the call. The City received no further communication. 

4.4.2 Impact Analysis  

Methodology and Significance Thresholds 
Potential impacts on cultural, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources are analyzed based on 
the potential for the project to impact the resources described above, or any as yet unidentified 
resources during construction or operation. 
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Cultural Resources 
The analysis of cultural resources impacts is based on empirical research presented in the Phase I 
Cultural Resources study and the Peer Review prepared for the project. The full report is included as 
Appendix D of this EIR. The methodologies and significance thresholds employed for the cultural 
resources impact analyses are described below and in the Regulatory Setting, above. 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact to Cultural Resources is 
considered significant if it can be demonstrably argued that the project would: 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5; 

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5; 

3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature; and/or 

4. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries. 

All topics were determined to have potentially significant impacts in the Initial Study prepared for 
the project (Appendix A).  

The significance of an archaeological deposit and subsequently the significance of any impact are 
determined by the criteria established in the State CEQA Guidelines, as provided in the Regulatory 
Setting. 

If an archaeological resource does not meet either the historical resource or the more specific 
“unique archaeological resource” definition, impacts do not need to be mitigated [13 PRC 15064.5 
(e)]. Where the significance of a site is unknown, it is presumed to be significant for the purpose of 
the EIR investigation. 

Paleontological Resources 
Paleontological sensitivity refers to the potential for a geologic unit to produce scientifically 
significant fossils. Direct impacts to paleontological resources occur when earthwork activities, such 
as grading or trenching, cut into the geologic deposits (formations) in which fossils are buried and 
physically destroy the fossils. Since fossils are the remains of prehistoric animal and plant life, they 
are considered to be nonrenewable. Such impacts have the potential to be significant and, under 
the State CEQA Guidelines, may require mitigation. Sensitivity is determined by rock type, past 
history of the geologic unit in producing significant fossils, and fossil localities recorded from that 
unit. Paleontological sensitivity is derived from the known fossil data collected from the entire 
geologic unit, not just from a specific survey.  

The discovery of a vertebrate fossil locality is of greater significance than that of an invertebrate 
fossil locality, especially if it contains a microvertebrate assemblage. The recognition of new 
vertebrate fossil locations could provide important information on the geographical range of the 
taxa, their radiometric age, evolutionary characteristics, depositional environment, and other 
important scientific research questions. Vertebrate fossils are almost always significant because 
they occur more rarely than invertebrates or plants. Thus, geological rock units having the potential 
to contain vertebrate fossils are considered the most sensitive. 
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The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) outlines in its Standard Procedures for the Assessment 
and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources (2010) guidelines for categorizing 
paleontological sensitivity of geologic units in a project area. The SVP (2010) describes sedimentary 
rock units as having a high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing significant 
nonrenewable paleontological resources. This criterion is based on rock units in which vertebrate or 
significant invertebrate fossils have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to 
be present. Significant paleontological resources are fossils or assemblages of fossils, which are 
unique, unusual, rare, uncommon, diagnostically or stratigraphically important, and those that add 
to an existing body of knowledge in specific areas, stratigraphically, taxonomically, or regionally. 
While these standards were specifically written to protect vertebrate paleontological resources, all 
fields of paleontology have adopted these guidelines. The paleontological sensitivity of the project 
site was evaluated according to the following SVP (2010) categories. 

High Potential (Sensitivity) 
Rock units from which significant vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils or significant 
suites of plant fossils have been recovered are considered to have a high potential for 
containing significant non-renewable fossiliferous resources. These units include but are not 
limited to, sedimentary formations and some volcanic formations which contain significant 
nonrenewable paleontological resources anywhere within their geographical extent, and 
sedimentary rock units temporally or lithologically suitable for the preservation of fossils. 
Sensitivity comprises both (a) the potential for yielding abundant or significant vertebrate fossils 
or for yielding a few significant fossils, large or small, vertebrate, invertebrate, or botanical and 
(b) the importance of recovered evidence for new and significant taxonomic, phylogenetic, 
ecologic, or stratigraphic data. Areas which contain potentially datable organic remains older 
than Recent, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas which may contain 
new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways are also classified as significant. 

Low Potential (Sensitivity) 
Sedimentary rock units that are potentially fossiliferous, but have not yielded fossils in the past 
or contain common and/or widespread invertebrate fossils of well documented and understood 
taphonomic, phylogenetic species and habitat ecology. Reports in the paleontological literature 
or field surveys by a qualified vertebrate paleontologist may allow determination that some 
areas or units have low potentials for yielding significant fossils prior to the start of construction. 
Generally, these units will be poorly represented by specimens in institutional collections and 
will not require protection or salvage operations. However, as excavation for construction gets 
underway it is possible that significant and unanticipated paleontological resources might be 
encountered and would require a change of classification from Low to High Potential and, thus, 
require monitoring and mitigation if the resources are found to be significant. 

Undetermined Potential (Sensitivity) 
Specific areas underlain by sedimentary rock units for which little information is available are 
considered to have undetermined fossiliferous potentials. Field surveys by a qualified vertebrate 
paleontologist to specifically determine the potentials of the rock units are required before 
programs of impact mitigation for such areas may be developed. 

No Potential 
Rock units of metamorphic or igneous origin are commonly classified as having no potential for 
containing significant paleontological resources. 
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In general terms, for geologic units with high sensitivity, full-time monitoring typically is 
recommended during any project-related ground disturbance. For geologic units with low 
sensitivity, protection or salvage efforts typically are not required. For geologic units with 
undetermined sensitivity, field surveys by a qualified paleontologist are usually recommended to 
specifically determine the paleontological potential of the rock units present within the study area. 
For geologic units with no sensitivity, a paleontological monitor is not required. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
Potential impacts on tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are analyzed based on the potential for the 
project to impact any tribal cultural resources during construction or operation. The significance of a 
TCR and subsequent significance of any impact is determined by, among other things, consideration 
of whether or not that resource has heritage value to California Native Americans. 

Recent revisions to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines include thresholds for potential 
impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources. Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources were not addressed in the 
Initial Study published in July 2016; as such, the analysis is included in this EIR. In accordance with 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact to Tribal Cultural Resources from the project 
would be significant if the project would: 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

b.  A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Thresholds:   Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 

Impact CR-1 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAS 
THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Project construction activities within the project site, including ground clearing, grading and 
excavation, could have significant impacts on previously unidentified historical and archaeological 
resources. Pre-construction reconnaissance can only confidently assess the potential for 
encountering surficial archaeological materials. Therefore, there is the possibility of encountering 
subsurface archaeological resources during construction activities. If the resource(s) were found to 
be significant, this impact would be potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated. 
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Potentially significant impacts would occur if the implementation of the project would result in 
construction activities that would damage previously unidentified significant archaeological 
resources. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure CR-1 is proposed to minimize impacts related to unanticipated cultural 
resources discoveries.  

MM CR-1 UNANTICIPATED CULTURAL RESOURCES 

If unanticipated cultural deposits are encountered during any phase of project construction or land 
modification activities, work shall stop and the City of Hidden Hills shall be notified. A qualified 
archaeologist, defined as an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
professional archaeology, shall be retained to assess the nature, extent, and potential significance of 
any cultural remains. If the discovery is determined to be not significant, work shall be permitted to 
continue in the area. Potentially significant resources may require a Phase II subsurface testing 
program to determine the resource boundaries within the project site, assess the integrity of the 
resource, and evaluate the site’s significance through a study of its features and artifacts. If, in 
consultation with the City, a discovery is determined to be significant, a mitigation plan shall be 
prepared and carried out in accordance with State guidelines. If the resource cannot be avoided, a 
data recovery plan shall be developed to ensure collection of sufficient information to address 
archaeological and historical research questions, with results presented in a technical report 
describing field methods, materials collected, and conclusions. Any cultural material collected as 
part of an assessment or data recovery effort shall be curated at a qualified facility. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce potential impacts to archaeological resources to a less than 
significant level. Therefore, after incorporation of mitigation, impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

Impact CR-2 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE SURFACE EXCAVATION. ALTHOUGH 
UNLIKELY, THESE ACTIVITIES HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH AND/OR IMPACT PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Project construction would involve surface excavation within sediments that have a high potential 
to unearth and /or impact potentially significant paleontological resources. Holocene alluvial 
sediments (Qa) are mapped in the adjacent areas of the project site. Construction-related 
disturbance of Holocene alluvium would have a low potential at the surface, but high potential 
below five feet to impact significant paleontological resources. Furthermore, the Modelo Formation 
is present at the surface in the project area and has high paleontological sensitivity, and thus 
construction activities in areas mapped as Modelo Formation have the risk of disturbing fossil 
resources. Excavation and grading on the approximately 1.5-acre adjacent areas would be 
approximately 1 to 2 feet deep for the emergency vehicle/restricted access road, 6 feet deep for the 
storm drain, and up to 15 feet deep for the retention/detention basin. If paleontological resources 
are identified during construction, this impact would be potentially significant unless mitigation is 
incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to previously unidentified 
paleontological resources to a less than significant level. 

MM CR-2 PROJECT PALEONTOLOGIST 

Prior to initial ground disturbance, the applicant shall retain a project paleontologist, defined as a 
paleontologist who meets the SVP standards for Qualified Professional Paleontologist, to direct all 
mitigation measures related to paleontological resources. A qualified paleontologist (Principal 
Paleontologist) is defined by the SVP standards as an individual with an M.S. or Ph.D. in 
paleontology or geology who is experienced with paleontological procedures and techniques, who is 
knowledgeable in the geology of California, and who has worked as a paleontological mitigation 
project supervisor for a least one year. 

MM CR-3 PALEONTOLOGICAL MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM 

Prior to construction activity, a qualified paleontologist shall prepare a Paleontological Mitigation 
and Monitoring Program to be implemented during ground disturbance activity for the project. This 
program shall outline the procedures for construction staff Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP) training, paleontological monitoring extent and duration, salvage and preparation 
of fossils, the final mitigation and monitoring report, and paleontological staff qualifications.  

The WEAP shall be presented by the qualified paleontologist as a means to provide training for 
construction personnel regarding the appearance of fossils and the procedures for notifying 
paleontological staff should fossils be discovered by construction staff. The WEAP shall be fulfilled at 
the time of a preconstruction meeting at which a qualified paleontologist shall attend. In the event 
of a fossil discovery by construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall 
cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to evaluate the find before restarting work in 
the area. If it is determined that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the qualified 
paleontologist shall complete the following conditions to mitigate impacts to significant fossil 
resources. 

Ground disturbing construction activities (including grading, trenching, foundation work and other 
excavations) exceeding 3 feet in depth in areas mapped as high paleontological sensitivity (Figure 
20) shall be monitored on a full-time basis by a qualified paleontological monitor during initial 
ground disturbance. A qualified paleontological monitor is defined as an individual who has 
experience with collection and salvage of paleontological resources. The Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program shall be supervised by the project paleontologist who will determine the duration and 
timing of monitoring . If the project paleontologist determines that full-time monitoring is no longer 
warranted, he or she may recommend that monitoring be reduced to periodic spot-checking or 
cease entirely. Monitoring shall be reinstated if any new or unforeseen deeper ground disturbances 
are required and reduction or suspension would need to be reconsidered by the Supervising 
Paleontologist. Ground disturbing activity that does not exceed 3 feet in depth shall not require 
paleontological monitoring. 

If fossils are discovered, the project paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall recover them. 
Typically, fossils can be safely salvaged quickly by a single paleontologist without disrupting 
construction activity. However, the paleontologist shall have the authority to temporarily direct, 
divert or halt construction activity to ensure that the fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and timely 
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manner if needed. For example, larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large mammal fossils) 
require more extensive excavation and longer salvage periods.  

Once salvaged, significant fossils shall be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared 
to a curation-ready condition, and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent 
paleontological collection (such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County), along with 
all pertinent field notes, photos, data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of 
collection may also warrant curation at the discretion of the project paleontologist. 

Upon completion of ground disturbing activity (and curation of fossils, if necessary) the qualified 
paleontologist shall prepare a final report outlining the results of the mitigation and monitoring 
program. The report shall include discussion of the location, duration and methods of the 
monitoring, stratigraphic sections, any recovered fossils, and the scientific significance of those 
fossils, and where fossils were curated. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation measures CR-2 and CR-3 would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to 
a less than significant level.  

Threshold: Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries. 

Impact CR-3 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAS THE 
POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED HUMAN REMAINS. THIS IMPACT 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Though unanticipated, project construction activities within the project site, including ground 
clearing, grading and excavation, have the potential to impact previously unidentified human 
remains.  

If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code section 7050.5 requires that no 
further disturbance shall occur until the County has made the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be 
of Native American descent, the coroner would notify the NAHC. The NAHC would determine and 
notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD would complete the inspection of the site within 
48 hours of notification and may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of 
human remains and items associated with Native American burials. Because of existing regulations, 
if human remains are identified in the project site, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Threshold: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 
 
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in 
 a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
 5020.1(k), or 
 
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
 substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
 (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
 subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
 consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Impact CR- 4 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAS THE 
POTENTIAL TO IMPACT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

No tribal cultural resources were identified within the project site as a result of the cultural 
resources study or AB 52 consultation. Two tribes requested consultation with the lead agency 
regarding the project: the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians and the Fernandeno Tataviam Band 
of Mission Indians. The City reached out to the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians via phone on 
February 9, 2018 and left a message, but was not contacted in response. The City consulted with the 
Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians. The City spoke with Kimia Fatehi, the tribe’s Chief of 
Staff, via phone, answered questions and provided project documents in June 2017. The City also 
received an email in February 2018 from Jairo Avila, the tribe’s Tribal Historic and Cultural 
Preservation Officer, that included a request that their tribal representative monitor construction 
activities. On April 12, 2018, Kimia Fatehi and Jairo Avila held an in-person consultation with the 
City. The following concerns and requests were made during the consultation: 

 The record search conducted by W&S Consultants for the project provided only resources within 
an eighth of a mile of the project site, rather than the standard half or full mile. 

 Ethnographical and setting information provided in the Phase I Archaeological Survey of VTTM 
63567 prepared by W &S and incorporated by Rincon into the EIR requires some revision 

 Due to the existence of tribal and archaeological sites in proximity of the project site, tribal 
monitoring during ground disturbance was requested 

 
As follow up to the consultation, Jairo Avila provided a map of archaeological resources in proximity 
to the project site, which confirmed the existence of two archaeological sites within approximately a 
mile of the project site, as well as three known Tataviam villages to the north, east, and south.  

Tribal consultation did not result in the identification of known tribal resources on the site, but did 
identify known archaeological sites in proximity to the project site. In addition, there is always the 
potential to uncover buried unanticipated archaeological resources during ground disturbing 
activities, which could potentially be considered tribal cultural resources. If the resource(s) were 
found to be significant, impacts would be potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measure is required: 

MM CR-4 IDENTIFICATION OF ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

In the event that archaeological resources of Native American origin are identified during project 
construction, the qualified archaeologist shall consult with the project proponent and the City to 
begin or continue Native American consultation procedures. As part of this process, it may be 
determined that archaeological monitoring may be required; a Native American monitor may also 
be required in addition to the archaeologist.  The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified 
archaeologist (an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards) and arrange for the archaeologist to consult with a Native American monitor prior to the 
start of ground disturbance regarding potential resources in the area and monitoring best practices. 
During ground disturbance, the archaeologist shall monitor the site for cultural resources, including 
tribal resources. If cultural resources are identified during ground disturbance, work in the 
immediate vicinity shall halt until the resource has been evaluated for significance. If the resource is 
determined to be a historical resource under CEQA, additional studies and data recovery efforts 
shall be completed as needed to avoid project impacts. If the resource proves to be Native American 
in origin, the applicant shall immediately notify and initiate consultation with the City of Hidden Hills 
and tribal representatives. In addition, the applicant shall retain a tribal representative to monitor 
the project site for the remainder of ground-disturbing activities throughout the site. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Cumulative Impacts 
The project, in conjunction with other development in the City of Hidden Hills and surrounding 
areas (described in Section 3.3, Cumulative Development), would cumulatively increase the 
potential to encounter sensitive cultural, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources. Thus, 
potential cumulative impacts to these resources are considered potentially significant. However, 
because the potential to disturb cultural resources depends upon the specific site and nature of an 
individual development, cultural, paleontological, and tribal cultural resource issues must be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis. Compliance with CEQA requirements, including the 
implementation of recommendations in site-specific cultural resource studies, by all new 
development would reduce cumulative impact such that it would not be significant. 
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4.5 Geology and Soils 
Information and analysis presented in this section is based on a summary of geotechnical 
engineering reports prepared by J. Byer Group (2006), a Peer Review of this report prepared by Geo 
Dynamic, Inc. and responses provided by J. Byer Group (2007), a geologic comments letter and 
landslide investigation by SOLID (2014a and 2014b), subsequent addenda by SOLID (2017a, 2017b, 
and 2017c), and reviews by Geodynamics of the landslide investigation and addenda (2017a and 
2017b). These documents are provided in Appendix E of this EIR.  

4.5.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

Regional Geology 
The City of Hidden Hills is located in the south central portion of southern California’s Transverse 
Ranges. The Transverse Ranges in the city’s vicinity are characterized by connected valleys, low hills, 
and undulating terrain bounded on the south by the Santa Monica Mountains and on the north by 
Mountclef Ridge, Conejo Ridge, and the Simi Hills. East-west trending faults, folds, and mountain 
ranges characterize the Transverse Ranges. Some of the known major active and potentially active 
faults near the City include the Malibu Coast, the Simi-Santa Rosa, the Oak Ridge, the San Cayetano, 
the Santa Susana, and the San Andreas (Figure 21). 

Site Topography 
As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, topographically, the project site is characterized by a 
main southeast-trending ridge and valley. This ridge is located on the parcel currently under the 
jurisdiction of Los Angeles County and is designated as a significant ridgeline in the SMMNAP. 
Elevations on the project site range from 970 feet above mean sea level to the south and northeast 
to 1,128 feet above mean sea level in the central portion of the site (Figure 7). Level pads were 
previously created in the canyon and ridge flanks for three lots on the western portion of the site 
(APNs 2049-028-106, 2049-028-105, and 2049-028-104) (J. Byer Group 2006). Cut and fill grading 
techniques were used to create the pads, and slopes were manufactured at a 2:1 gradient (J. Byer J. 
Byer Group. 2006).  

Site Geology 
Bedrock underlying the project site consists of shale and siltstone from the Modelo and Santa 
Margarita Formations of the Upper Miocene. Shale rock is diatomaceous, moderately hard, and 
embedded thickly. Siltstone is dark in color and massively embedded. Colluvium and residual soils 
cover the bedrock on most of the natural slopes and within secondary canyons. Alluvium is present 
within the axis of the main canyon. The alluvium consists of admixtures of clay and silt with bedrock 
fragments. Both modern compacted fill and spill fill are present within the study area. The maximum 
thickness of fill encountered during exploration was 28 feet (J. Byer Group 2006). The compacted fill 
consists of clayey silt, sandy silt and sandy clay that are mottled brown and grey, slightly moist to 
wet, and firm to stiff. The fill contains bedrock fragments with a sandy silt matrix.  

Material from a historic landslide covers most of Lots 2 and 3 and extends to the top of the 
ridgeline, down to the existing residence to the east of Lot 3, and potentially down to the east 
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beyond Lasher Road (see Figure 6; thick grey dashed lines indicate the area with landslide material) 
(SOLID 2014).The landslide is about 10 feet thick in its center and up to 20 feet thick along Lasher 
Road (SOLID 2014). Slide debris consisted of fractures and discontinuous shale bedrock that is 
mottled grey-brown and black, slightly moist, and medium dense.  

Figure 21 Regional Earthquake Fault Map 

 

Seismic Hazards 
Faults generally produce damage in two ways: ground shaking and surface rupture. Seismically 
induced ground shaking covers a wide area and is greatly influenced by the distance of the site to 
the seismic source, soil conditions, and depth to groundwater. Surface rupture is limited to areas 
very near the fault. Other hazards associated with seismically induced ground shaking include 
earthquake-triggered landslides and tsunamis. The Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix 
A), identified the geologic hazards for this project as consisting of ground shaking, landslide or slope 
stability, and expansive soils. Therefore, this discussion focuses on these topics. 

Seismic Potential 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the California Geological Survey (CGS) (previously known as 
the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology) define active faults as 
those that have had surface displacement in the Holocene (about the last 11,000 years). Surface 
displacement can be recognized by the existence of cliffs in alluvium, terraces, offset stream 
courses, fault troughs and saddles, the alignment of depressions, sag ponds, and the existence of 
steep mountain fronts. Potentially active faults are ones that have had surface displacement during 
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the last 1.6 million years. Inactive faults have not had surface displacement within the last 1.6 
million years. The site is situated within an intricately block-faulted area of the Transverse Ranges. 
As with most of the mountain ranges in Southern California, the project area is bordered by faults 
which are active, potentially active, and inactive.  

There is no evidence of active faults within the City of Hidden Hills, and the property itself is not 
subject to Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (J. Byer Inc. 2006). However, several active and 
potentially active faults in the region could result in ground shaking of significant magnitude on the 
property. These faults include (a) San Andreas; (b) San Gabriel; (c) Sierra Madre-Cucamonga; (d) 
Whittier; (e) San Jacinto; (f) San Fernando; (g) Santa Susana; (h) Newport-Inglewood; and (i) 
Raymond Hills. In addition, four active faults capable of generating strong ground shaking on the 
project site are located within five to 16 miles. These faults include Northridge Hills (eight miles), 
Simi- Santa Rosa (nine miles), Malibu Coast (10 miles), and Chatsworth Fault (8.5 miles) (Hidden Hills 
1995). Regional and local faults are illustrated in Figure 21.  

Seismic Risk and Ground Acceleration 
Seismically induced ground acceleration is the shaking motion that is produced by an earthquake. 
Probabilistic modeling is done to predict future ground accelerations. Probabilistic modeling 
generally considers two scenarios: design basis earthquake ground motion or upper-bound 
earthquake ground motion. Design basis earthquake ground motion calculations are typically 
applied for residential and commercial sites and provide the level of ground motion that has a 10 
percent chance of exceedance in 50 years. Upper-bound earthquake ground motion calculations are 
applied to public schools, hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, and essential services buildings, such as 
police stations, fire stations, city hall, and emergency communication centers. They calculate the 
level of ground motion that has a 10 percent chance of exceedance in 100 years. The Geologic and 
Soils Engineering Report prepared by the J. Byer Group (2006) reported that there is a 10 percent 
chance of peak ground acceleration exceeding 0.37 g over a 50-year peak ground time span on the 
project area.  

The project area is subject to strong ground shaking from a number of regionally active faults. Table 
14 identifies the major faults in the region and maximum credible earthquake magnitudes 
associated with the faults.  

Table 14 Major Faults and Maximum Magnitudes 

Fault Name 
Approximate Distance 

from Site (miles) Maximum Earthquake Magnitude 

Northridge 3.6 6.9 

Malibu Coast 6.2 6.7 

Anacapa-Dume 6.6 7.3 

Santa Monica 8.8 6.6 

Santa Susana 11.4 6.6 

Source: J. Byer Group 2006 
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Landsliding and Slope Stability Hazards 
Slope stability constraints focus on conditions or factors that result in the rapid erosion of hillsides. 
Slope instabilities include landslides, mudslides, slumps, and erosion. Landslides occur when slopes 
become unstable and masses of earth material move downslope. Landslides are generally 
considered to be rapid events, often triggered during periods of rainfall or by earthquakes. 
Mudslides and slumps are a more shallow type of slope failure compared to landslides. These 
typically affect the upper soil horizons, and are not bedrock features. Historically, mudslides and 
slumps occur during or soon after periods of rainfall. Erosion can occur along manufactured slopes 
that are improperly designed or not adequately re-vegetated.  

The Hidden Hills General Plan, Safety Element (1995) identifies the City as having a high potential for 
landslides and slope instability. A Landslide Investigation prepared for the project by SOLID in 
November 2014 confirmed the presence of a landslide in the northeastern portion of the site and 
further refined previous estimates of the landslide area and depth within the project site boundary. 
As estimated based on a total of 17 test pits, the landslide covers most of Lots 2 and 3 and extends 
up to the top of the ridgeline, down to the existing residence to the east of Lot 3, and potentially 
down to the east beyond Lasher Road (see Figure 6; thick grey dashed lines indicate the area with 
landslide material) (SOLID 2014). The potential for the existing landslide to be reactivated during a 
prolonged period of rain is considered high and the potential for new landslides in the area is also 
considered high due to daylighted bedding conditions such as those found under the existing 
landslide (SOLID 2014).  

Expansive Soil Hazards 
Expansive soils are soils that are generally clayey, swell when wetted, and shrink when dried. 
Wetting can occur in a number of ways (i.e., absorption from the air, rainfall, groundwater 
fluctuations, lawn watering, broken water or sewer lines, etc.). Soil within the project area is 
identified as having a moderate to high potential for expansion (J. Byer Group 2006).  

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

International Building Code 
The International Building Code (IBC) is published by the International Code Council (ICC). The scope 
of this code covers major aspects of construction and design of structures and buildings. The IBC 
replaced the Uniform Building Code in 2000 and is used as the basis for the CBC. The 2015 IBC 
addresses the design and installation of structures and building systems through requirements that 
emphasize performance. The IBC includes codes governing structural as well as fire- and life-safety 
provisions covering seismic, wind, accessibility, egress, occupancy, and roofs. The IBC is updated 
every three years. 

State 
California Building Code 
The 2016 CBC, Title 24, Part 2 provides the most up-to-date codes and standards for design and 
construction of structures in California. Chapter 16 of the CBC contains definitions of seismic sources 
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and the procedure used to calculate seismic forces on structures. Chapter 18 includes actions and 
standards that must be adopted to ensure building safety as regards to soils and foundations. 

ALQUIST-PRIOLO EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONING ACT  
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 was passed into law following the 
destructive February 9, 1971 M6.6 San Fernando earthquake. The Act provides a mechanism for 
reducing losses from surface fault rupture on a statewide basis. The intent of the Act is to ensure 
public safety by prohibiting the siting of most structures for human occupancy across traces of 
active faults that constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. This 
Act groups faults into categories of active, potentially active, and inactive. Historic and Holocene age 
faults are considered active, Late Quaternary and Quaternary age faults are considered potentially 
active, and pre-Quaternary age faults are considered inactive. 

SEISMIC HAZARDS MAPPING ACT 
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (the Act) of 1990 was passed into law following the destructive 
October 17, 1989 M6.9 Loma Prieta earthquake. The Act directs the CGS to delineate Seismic Hazard 
Zones. The purpose of the Act is to reduce the threat to public health and safety and to minimize 
the loss of life and property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. Cities, counties, and State 
agencies are directed to use seismic hazard zone maps developed by CGS in their land-use planning 
and permitting processes. The Act requires that site-specific geotechnical investigations be 
performed prior to permitting most urban development projects within seismic hazard zones. 

Local 

General Plan 
The Hidden Hills General Plan includes a number of goals and policies to limit impacts to the City’s 
geology and soils and limit exposure of residents to geological hazards, including seismic hazards: 

Land Use Element 
 Goal 2: Protect areas of potential slope instability from future residential developments. 

□ Policy 2.1. Require a “slope stability assessment” to be conducted prior to taking action on 
future single family residential subdivisions which are located in areas of potential slope 
stability. 

 Goal 5: To protect the natural ridgeline and hillside areas and to minimize flooding potential, it 
is the goal to require that lot size be governed by the natural slopes. 

□ Policy 5.1. Require minimum land disturbance, and to require larger lot sizes when 
necessary to accomplish the goal. 

Natural Resources Element 
 Goal 4: Significant natural land forms should be maintained during development. 

□ Policy 4.1. Grading practices used within the City shall minimize potential safety hazards 
while maintaining aesthetic qualities and natural land forms. 

□ Policy 4.2. No manufactured slope greater than 2:1 shall be permitted. 
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Safety Element 
 Goal 1: Protect life and property from geologic and seismic hazards in the City  

□ Policy 1.2. Protect areas of potential slope instability from future residential development. 

Hidden Hills Municipal Code 
The Hidden Hills Municipal Code (HHMC) also includes regulations to limit development impacts to 
soils and reduce residents’ exposure to geological hazards: 

 Chapter 5 of Title V, Land Use and Development, contains the City’s Building Code, which adopts 
the CBC by reference and includes a number of amendments with additional building 
requirements, such as drainage terraces (3315.4) for hillside developments and erosion control 
measures (Section 3316). 

 Ordinance No. 336 is the City’s ridgeline protection ordinance. It prohibits grading, as well as the 
development of new structures or addition to an existing structure on a ridgeline or within fifty 
vertical feet or fifty horizontal feet from a ridgeline, except with a Ridgeline Development 
Permit.  

4.5.2 Impact Analysis  

Significance Thresholds 
According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, geology and soil impacts would be 
considered significant if the project would: 

1. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

a) 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 

b) Strong seismic ground shaking 

c) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

d) Landslides 

2. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 

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

4. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the IBC (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property 

5. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water 

As explained in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the project would have a less than significant impact 
on people or structures involving the rupture of a known earthquake fault or seismic-related ground 
failure (Thresholds 1a and 1c), and the project would not utilize septic tanks or alternative 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Geology and Soils 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 139 

wastewater disposal systems (Threshold 5). Therefore, no further discussion of these impacts is 
included in this section. Thresholds 1b, 1d, 2, 3 and 4 are discussed below. 

Methodology 
All areas of Southern California are subject to certain risks associated with seismic and geologic 
activity. Therefore, impacts are considered significant if the project would be exposed to an 
unusually high potential for hazards relating to groundshaking, subsidence, liquefaction, or shrink-
swell of soils without incorporation of appropriate design techniques to minimize the potential for 
structural damage. 

The analysis of potential geology-related impacts is based primarily on the following three geology 
reports and updates prepared for the project: 

 J. Byer Group. March 2006. Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration. 
 J. Byer Group. May 2007. Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration Update.  
 SOLID. November 2014. Landslide Investigation 
 SOLID. June 2017. Addendum Letter I 
 SOLID. July 2017. Addendum Letter II 
 SOLID. August 2017. Addendum Letter III 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold:  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground-shaking 

Impact GEO-1 SEISMICALLY INDUCED GROUND SHAKING COULD DESTROY OR DAMAGE STRUCTURES 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE, RESULTING IN LOSS OF PROPERTY OR RISK TO HUMAN SAFETY. THIS IMPACT IS LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Several faults in the area could produce significant ground-shaking onsite, including the ones listed 
in the Setting section above. Earthquakes along these faults could produce potentially significant 
impacts to structures onsite. The Geologic and Soils Engineering Report prepared by the J. Byer 
Group (2006) reported a 10 percent chance of peak ground acceleration exceeding 0.37 g over a 50-
year peak ground time span on the project area. Although nothing can ensure that structures do not 
fail under seismic stress, proper engineering, including the measures identified below can minimize 
the risk to life and property. Therefore, this impact is potentially significant but could be mitigated 
to a less than significant level.  

The most recent IBC and CBC ensure that the design and construction of new structures are 
engineered to withstand the expected ground acceleration that may occur. The calculated design 
base ground motion for the site should take into consideration the soil type, potential for 
liquefaction, and the most current and applicable seismic attenuation methods that are available.  

Mitigation Measures 
The applicant would be required to comply with applicable requirements in the IBC and CBC to 
reduce seismic hazards. In addition, the following measures are required to reduce impacts to the 
greatest degree feasible. 
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MM GEO-1 BUILDING DESIGN 

All buildings shall be engineered to withstand the expected design basis ground acceleration that 
may occur at the project site (i.e., 0.37 g) or greater. The design shall account for soil type and shall 
utilize the most current and applicable seismic attenuation methods that are available. All onsite 
structures shall comply with applicable provisions of the current IBC and CBC. Compliance with 
these requirements shall be verified by the City Engineer or his designee prior to issuance of a 
building permit or grading permit. 

MM GEO-2 GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

The applicant shall implement, adhere to, and comply with, all recommendations contained in the 
Geologic and Soils Engineering Report prepared for the project site by J. Byer Group (March 2006), 
Peer Review of this report prepared by Geo Dynamic, Inc. and responses provided in the Geologic 
and Soils Engineering Exploration Update by J. Byer Group (May 2007), landslide investigation by 
SOLID (November 2014), SOLID Addendum Letters 1, 2, and 3 (June 2017, July 2017, and August 
2017), and Peer Reviews of the SOLID Landslide Investigation and Addenda by Geodynamics, Inc. 
(March 2017 and June 2017), or as superseded by any subsequent updates. The plans shall be 
reviewed by the City Engineer or his designee for conformance with the recommendations prior to 
issuance of a grading permit and again prior to issuance of a building permit. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Any structure built in California is susceptible to failure as a result of seismically induced ground 
acceleration. However, the potential for structural failure due to seismic ground shaking would be 
reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of mitigation measures GEO-1 and 
GEO-2.  

Thresholds:   Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides 

 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 
 Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse 

Impact GEO-2 SLOPE INSTABILITY POSES A HAZARD TO FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ONSITE AND COULD 
CONTRIBUTE TO SUBSTANTIAL EROSION AND LOSS OF TOPSOIL. THIS IS IMPACT IS LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

The project site is underlain by the Modelo Formation, and a portion of the project site is 
intersected by a ridge. The site is characterized by shale and siltstone bedrock overlain in areas with 
alluvium and colluvium. The colluvium is indicative of steep slopes where chunks of rock and gravel 
erode and slide down to deposit on the sides and toe of the slope.  

There is an existing landslide area that extends across the northeastern portion of the site from the 
top of the northeastern side of the ridge, through most of Lots 2 and 3, to the adjacent residence to 
the east of the site and likely further northeast beyond Lasher Road (SOLID 2014). SOLID states that 
“the only way to develop the subject property would be to remove and repair the landslide.” The 
potential for the existing landslide to be reactivated during a prolonged period of rain is considered 
high and the potential for new landslides to occur beyond the limits of the existing landslide is also 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Geology and Soils 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 141 

considered high due to daylighted bedding conditions. If combined, the existing landslide and 
potential landslides on the site could potentially damage the existing single-family residences 
located down slope and contribute to flooding by depositing debris in existing drainage channels.  

The Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration report prepared by J. Byer Group in 2006 and 
subsequent reports and reviews by SOLID and Geodynamics, Inc. indicate that the project site is 
suitable for the proposed development provided that the recommendations for grading, slope 
stabilization, and project design are implemented. These recommendations include a number of 
techniques to address slope instability and the existing landslide: cut and fill of existing slopes, 
removal of the landslide, installation of backdrains, construction of retaining walls, building buttress 
keyways to prevent landslide re-activation, and prohibiting use of infiltration systems to drain water 
from the site. Thus, potential impacts relating to slope stability hazards are potentially significant 
but could be mitigated to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of mitigation measures GEO-1 and GEO-2 would reduce the potential for adverse 
effects from landslide and slope stability hazards to a less than significant level. During construction 
activities, additional mitigation is recommended to reduce the potential for soil loss and slope 
instability. As discussed under Impact HWQ-1, the project would be subject to the General 
Construction NPDES permit requirement, which requires preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP identifies Best Management Practices (BMP) that would 
control erosion during construction activities. The following mitigation measure would ensure that 
erosion control BMPs are implemented during construction activities. 

MM GEO-3 EROSION CONTROL PLAN 

A site-specific erosion control plan that incorporates BMPs shall be prepared and approved by the 
City prior to the issuance of the grading permit. Measures identified in the plan shall be 
implemented. Such measures at a minimum shall include:  

 Soil binders or hydroseeding for long term stabilization (more than 10 days without grading 
activity); 

 Watering 3 times per day during active grading; 

 Street sweeping or vacuuming at site entrance and of internal paving upon development; 

 Sand bag barriers and storm drain inlet protection; and 

 Stabilized construction entrance/exit. 

Permanent landscaping shall be designed by a licensed landscape architect with final landscaping 
plans to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer or his designee prior to project approval. 

Significance After Mitigation 
With implementation of the above mitigation measure and Mitigation Measures GEO-1 and GEO-2, 
impacts related to slope instability and onsite erosion would be reduced to a less than significant 
level.  
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Threshold:  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 

Impact GEO-3 THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED IN AN AREA UNDERLAIN BY EXPANSIVE SOILS. IN 
ADDITION, SOME AREA SOILS MAY BE CORROSIVE TO CONCRETE. IMPACTS RELATING TO EXPANSIVE AND 
CORROSIVE SOILS ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Site soils were tested pursuant to standards provided by the American Society of Testing Materials 
(ASTM) to determine the expansiveness of the soil (J. Byer 2006). The tests revealed that the soils 
on the project site have an expansion index as high as 60. The IBC states that any soil with an 
expansion index of greater than 20, as measured in accordance with ASTM D4829, shall require 
design consideration (IBC 1803.5.3). Shrinking and swelling of soil beneath structures can potentially 
result in cracking of foundations and other structural damage. Because the onsite soils are rated as 
having an expansion index of greater than 20, the potential for property damage relating to shrink-
swell of soils is considered a potentially significant but could be mitigated to a less than significant 
level. The geotechnical report contains recommendations for footing design adjustment to account 
for expansive potential of soils.  

The geotechnical report indicates that onsite soils are satisfactory for reuse as controlled fills (J. Byer 
Group 2006). Nevertheless, in case some transport of soil is required due to expansive potential, 
shrinkage, or the presence of other unsuitable material such as large rocks, an additional 10 percent 
of the total soil volume was added to the grading quantity as import or export, consistent with 
industry standards. The modeling conducted in CalEEMod of air pollutant and greenhouse gas 
emissions included an assumption that 10 percent of the soil balanced onsite (167,179 CY x 0.10 = 
16,718 CY) would require transport to account for this potential effect (see additional discussion in 
Section 4.2 Air Quality). 

In addition, there is potential for soils to be corrosive as sulfur-rich mineral deposits weather to 
form sulfates, which is corrosive to concrete. Because the soils would be moved around at the site in 
order to construct the building pads, testing of onsite soils for corrosivity is recommended after the 
building pads are constructed to ensure that the soils in contact with residential materials, such as 
footings and pipes, do not result in corrosion. This impact is potentially significant but could be 
mitigated to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 
Comments provided by Geodynamics as part of a peer review of the Geologic and Soils Engineering 
Exploration report include a recommendation that the expansion potential of the upper four feet of 
foundation soils be measured at the completion of grading to determine whether recommendations 
for footings on expansive soils be revised (see Plan-Check Comments, No. 5) (Geodynamics 2007). 
Compliance with mitigation measure GEO-2 would ensure that site soils are tested to a depth of 
four feet at the foundation locations after completion of grading activities.  

Geotechnical reports prepared for the project site to date have not identified the potential for soils 
to be corrosive to concrete. Geodynamics, Inc. states that testing of soils at completion of grading 
activities would allow for a determination as to whether the foundation soils would have the 
potential to be corrosive to concrete (Hidden Hills 2007). Because this was never incorporated as a 
recommendation into the geotechnical report, an additional mitigation measure is necessary to 
ensure that testing occurs. Suitable measures to reduce impacts from corrosive soils include testing 
and concrete formulation pursuant to IBC specifications as outlined below.  
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MM GEO-4 CORROSIVE AND EXPANSIVE SOILS 

At the conclusion of grading, the upper four feet of foundation soils shall be tested for sulfate 
content to determine the potential for corrosivity to concrete, as well as soil expansion potential. 
Recommendations for footings and concrete type shall be developed in response to the test results 
and approved by the City Engineer or his designee.  

MM GEO-5 IMPORTED FILL 

Import of fill shall be avoided to the extent feasible.  

Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-4 would ensure that future structures are designed in 
accordance with geotechnical recommendations, in addition to IBC and CBC requirements. No 
additional mitigation is required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
With implementation of GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-4, and GEO-5, the adverse effects related to soil 
expansion would be reduced to a less than significant level. This impact analysis conservatively 
assumes up to 10 percent of the proposed grading material would be transported offsite and 
replaced with imported fill to account for any potential future replacement. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant after mitigation even if import and/or export of up to 16,718 cubic 
yards of material is required. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Future development would increase the potential for the exposure of people and property to 
seismic and geologic hazards that exist throughout the Southern California region. However, 
conformance to Municipal Code and adherence to IBC and CBC requirements would assure that 
each project is constructed in a manner that minimizes future risk. Therefore, the cumulative impact 
relating to geology and seismic hazards would not be significant. 
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4.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This section is based on information contained in the Hydrology Study for Tentative Map No. 63567 
by Delane Engineering (2017a), responses to questions regarding the Hydrology Report (2017b) and 
the Stormwater Quality Report (2017c). The full text of these studies is provided in Appendix F of 
this EIR.  

4.6.1 Setting 

Environmental Setting 

Regional Drainage 
The majority of the City, including the project site, is within the 824-square-mile Los Angeles River 
Watershed. This watershed is one of the largest and most diverse with respect to land-use patterns 
in the region. Approximately 324-square miles of the watershed are covered by forest or open space 
including the headwaters, which originate in the Santa Monica, Santa Susana, and San Gabriel 
Mountains (RWQCB 2017). 

The climate of the area is Mediterranean, with an average annual precipitation of 14 inches. Rainfall 
is highly variable from year to year, with drought conditions producing only a few inches of rain and 
wet years experiencing rainfall greater than 40 inches. The City of Hidden Hills experiences an 
average annual rainfall of 20 inches (Sperling’s Best Places 2017). 

There are no year-round streams or ponds in the City (Hidden Hills 1995). In general, runoff in the 
area is conveyed primarily in natural valleys or by overland flows. Surface water runoff only occurs 
during and after periods of intense rainfall. The City’s topography and soil conditions subject the 
City to flood hazards from storm drain overflow, as well as from erosion, mudflows, and debris 
deposits (Hidden Hills 1995). The Los Angeles County Flood Control District maintains existing flood 
control facilities in the City. The Los Angeles County Sanitation District maintains sewer lines within 
the City, while Las Virgenes Municipal Water District provides sewer and water service within the 
City. Storm drains are maintained by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
(LACDPW).  

Site Drainage 
Topographically, the project site is characterized by a main southeast-trending ridge and valley. This 
ridge is designated as a significant ridgeline in the SMMNAP. Elevations on the project site range 
from 970 feet above mean sea level to the south and northeast to 1,128 feet above mean sea level 
in the central portion of the site. Surface drainage is by sheet flow runoff down the contours of the 
land.  

The project site is divided into two general drainage areas, as shown in Figure 22. Most of the site, 
including the majority of Lots 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and Lot A, comprises Area A, while the northeastern 
corner of the site, including the majority of Lots 2 and 3, comprises Area B. Area A is approximately 
14.73 acres in size and drains towards Bridle Trail Road and the natural drainage in the southeast 
corner of the site. This area generates a peak runoff rate during a 25-year design storm event of 
30.90 cubic feet per second (cfs) and a peak runoff volume of 68,523.88 cubic feet (cu-ft). Area B is 
approximately 5.19 acres in size and drains toward Lasher Road. This area generates a peak runoff 
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Figure 22 Project Site Drainage Map 
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rate during a 25-year design storm event of 15.11 cfs and a peak runoff volume of 24,191.51 cu-ft 
(Delane Engineering 2017a) (Table 15).  

Table 15 Project Area Drainage Conditions during 4-Day Design Storm under Existing 
Uses 

25-Year Design 
Storm 

Multiplier 
(%) 

Rainfall Depth 
(in.) 

Peak Runoff-
Burned/Bulked (cfs) 

Peak Volume 
(cu-ft) 

Area A     

Day 1 10 0.73 0.54 3,670.72 

Day 2 40 2.92 4.61 17,644.03 

Day 3 35 2.55 3.56 14,502.43 

Day 4 100 7.30 30.90 68,523.88 

Area B     

Day 1 10 0.73 0.19 1,292.85 

Day 2 40 2.92 2.65 6,568.85 

Day 3 35 2.55 1.72 5,339.43 

Day 4 100 7.30 15.11 24,191.51 

Source: Delane Engineering 2016a 

Rainfall that falls onto Area A is conveyed via a natural valley towards Bridle Trail Road or a natural 
channel to the southeast. There is a 48-inch RCP storm drain on Bridle Trail Road (PD-1435) that 
discharges to the natural channel to the east. The natural channel, which is located on APN 2049-
028-104, is within the jurisdiction of the USACE and CDFW. Rainfall that falls onto Area B drains 
towards Lasher Road, where it is conveyed by the roadway section/curb and gutter and captured in 
curb-opening catch basins and channeled into a 24-inch RCP Storm Drain (MTD-1772).  

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Pollution Control Act 
The federal Clean Water Act established the national strategy for controlling water quality. The 
primary purpose of the act is "…to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the nation's waters…" and to attain a level of water quality “…which provides for the 
protection of and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and provides for recreation in and on 
the water….” (33 USC §1251(a)) 

The federal Clean Water Act contains two strategies for managing water quality. One is a 
technology-based approach that sets requirements to maintain a minimum level of pollutant 
management using the best available control technology (BACT). The second relies on evaluating 
the condition of surface waters and setting limits on the amount of pollution that the water can be 
exposed to without adversely affecting the beneficial uses of those waters. Section 303(d) of the 
federal Clean Water Act specifies that, once a water body is listed as "impaired," the states must 
establish total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for the pollutants causing the impairment (33 USC 
§1313(d)(c)). The states must then develop a "pollution budget" or pollutant load allocation for 
point and non-point sources that are contributing to the water quality impairment. Once these 
allocations have been set, waste load allocations for point sources are implemented through 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for individual dischargers. Non-
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point source discharges are subject to load allocations that can be specified in an individual NPDES 
Permit or may be regulated or addressed in other ways. 

California Porter-Cologne Act 
At the state level, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 established the SWRCB, 
which regulates water quality. In this Act, the legislature directed that state policy should provide 
principles and guidelines for water quality control and objectives for key geographic locations. To 
accomplish this objective, the state is subdivided into nine regions, each containing a separate 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. This statute gives the State and Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards broad powers to protect water quality by regulating waste disposal and requiring 
cleanup of hazardous conditions. 

The SWRCB sets state policy for water quality control that must be followed by the regional water 
boards and by other state agencies and offices. Each Regional Water Quality Control Board must 
formulate and adopt a plan for all areas within their region. The regional plans are to conform to the 
policies set forth in the act and established by the SWRCB in its state water policy. The regional 
plans must (a) identify beneficial uses of the waters that are to be protected, such as domestic, 
navigational, agricultural, industrial and recreational uses, as well as aesthetic enjoyment; (b) 
establish water quality objectives, limits or levels of constituents or characteristics established to 
protect beneficial uses; and (c) present an implementation program necessary to achieve those 
water quality objectives. The project site lies within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (Region 4). 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Water Quality Control Plan 
Discharges to both surface and ground waters are regulated by the NPDES, which is administered by 
the RWQCB as part of its discharge permits program. Any proposed action that would result in a 
discharge into the waters of the Los Angeles region must describe the quantity and nature of the 
proposed discharge in a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) or an NPDES application. As part of the 
NPDES ROWD Permit, the RWQCB would incorporate appropriate measures and limitations to 
protect public health and water quality. 

Existing Water Quality Concerns  
The RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region (Region 4), has identified several 
beneficial uses of the waters in the Los Angeles River Basin, including groundwater recharge, water 
contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, warm water habitat, wetland habitat, and wildlife 
habitat (RWQCB 2014). According to water quality data published by the state Department of Water 
Resources and the RWQCB, the majority of the watershed in the Los Angeles River Basin is 
considered “impaired (RWQCB 2017).” Impaired water bodies are those that cannot be expected to 
attain or maintain applicable water quality standards. The watershed is listed on the 2010 303(d) list 
for pH, ammonia, a number of metals, coliform, trash, scum, algae, oil, pesticides, and volatile 
organics (RWQCB 2017). A trash total maximum daily load (TMDL) for the Los Angeles River 
watershed went into effect in September 2008 (RWQCB 2014).  
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4.6.2 Impact Analysis  

Significance Thresholds 
According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, hydrology and water quality impacts would 
be considered significant if the project would: 

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

2. 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 (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted). 

3. 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 which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. 

4. 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 which would result in flooding onsite or offsite. 

5. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

6. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

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

8. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows. 

9. 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. 

10. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, and/or mudflow. 

As explained in the Initial Study (Appendix A), implementation of the project would not substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge (Threshold 2); 
would have a less than significant impact in regards to placing housing or structures within a 100-
year flood hazard area (Thresholds 7 and 8); would not expose people or structures to significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding (Threshold 9), and would have a less than significant 
impact in regards to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Threshold 10). Therefore, no 
further discussion of these impacts is included in this section. Thresholds 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are 
discussed below. 

Methodology 
The potential impacts of project development on drainage patterns in the project area are assessed 
based on a comparison of existing runoff conditions and runoff conditions under the project (see 
Table 15). Runoff conditions were analyzed in a hydrology study prepared by Delane Engineering in 
December 2016 using data and methodologies from the LA County Department of Public Work’s 
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(LACDPW) Hydrology Manual (LACDPW 2006a). The 50-year rainfall depth and soil number for the 
site were determined from the 50-year, 24-hour rainfall contour map of the Calabasas region. 
Existing and post-project runoff peak flows and volumes for the project area were modeled for the 
purposes of documenting compliance with the current Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
Permit (MS4) for the coastal watersheds of Los Angeles County, as well as the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works Low Impact Development Standards Manual (LID Manual).  

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Thresholds:   Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
 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 which 
would result in flooding or substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

Impact HWQ-1 DURING CONSTRUCTION, THE SOIL SURFACE WOULD BE SUBJECT TO EROSION, AND 
TEMPORARY SEDIMENTATION AND DISCHARGES OF VARIOUS POLLUTANTS TO THE DOWNSTREAM WATERSHED 
COULD OCCUR. HOWEVER, THE NPDES GENERAL CONSTRUCTION PERMIT REQUIRES THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 
STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) AND IMPLEMENTATION OF APPROPRIATE BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMP). THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 
INCORPORATED. 

The project would include re-configuration and grading of the existing parcels to include seven lots 
for the development of single-family homes and a separate lot (Lot A) for an internal roadway. The 
project would also include the installation of all public improvements including building pads, roads, 
curbs, gutters storm drains, water mains, other utilities, as well as the refinement of Bridle Trail 
Road to include a cul-de-sac and access to a private drive for Lot 7, and creation of an equestrian 
trail. Grading estimates predict approximately 167,179 cubic yards of soil would be cut and filled on 
the project site. To create large level areas, balanced fill slopes are planned adjacent to the majority 
of the cuts. Additionally, the site may require grading for the removal and re-compaction of non-
compactable soils, construction of building pads, roadways, and bridle trail development. 
Construction activity may result in erosion or sedimentation of bare soils during heavy rain events.  

Regulations under the federal Clean Water Act require a NPDES General Construction permit for 
projects that would disturb greater than one acre during construction. The project area is 16.9 acres 
and parcels would range in size from 1.2 to 4.3 acres with an average lot size of 2.2 acres. Thus, the 
project would include disturbance of areas greater than one acre in size, and would be subject to 
the General Construction NPDES permit requirement. The NPDES permit requires the preparation of 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains specific actions (BMPs), to control 
the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, into local surface water drainages. It would also 
require preparation of a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) to address 
pollutants during the life of the project. A SUSMP typically includes BMPs for source prevention and 
treatment control, such as catch basin filters and infiltration/detention basins, as well as minimizing 
impervious paving. Compliance with the required NPDES permit would ensure that potential 
impacts to water quality would be minimized.  

A SWPPP includes BMPs for implementation during site grading and construction. Typical BMPs 
include: 
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 Temporary de-silting basins to ensure that surface water flows do not carry significant amounts 
of onsite soils and contaminants downstream 

 Construction vehicle maintenance be conducted in staging areas where appropriate controls 
have been established to ensure that fuels, motor oil, coolant, and other hazardous materials 
are not deposited into areas where they may enter surface water and groundwater 

 Restricting the use of chemicals that may be transferred to surface waters by storm water flows 
or leach to groundwater basins through water percolation into the soil 

 Requiring that permanent slopes and embankments be vegetated following final grading 

 Installation of silt fences, erosion control blankets  

 Proper handling and disposal of wastes 

 Installation of anti-tracking pads at site exits to prevent off-site transport of soil material 

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to perform work under the permit must be filed with the RWQCB. 
Implementation of the SWPPP is the responsibility of the construction site contractor with oversight 
and inspection by the City of Hidden Hills and the RWQCB. Effective implementation of the specific 
measures required in the SWPPP would comply with the General Construction Permit requirements 
and therefore would not violate applicable waste discharge requirements. In addition, mitigation 
measures BIO-79 and BIO-810 would require fencing and sandbag barriers along the northern 
border of the wetland area and riparian habitat during construction, and mitigation measure GEO-3 
would require an erosion control plan during construction activities. These measures would further 
protect against the entry of sediment into area waterways, and prevent inadvertent impacts to 
vegetation that naturally filter out pollutants entering the drainage during construction activities. 
With adherence to NPDES permit requirements and implementation of mitigation measures BIO-79, 
BIO-810, and GEO-3 this impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures BIO-79, BIO-810, and GEO-3 would apply to this impact. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of the above measures would ensure wetlands are protected from construction 
activities such that this impact would be less than significant. 

Thresholds:   Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
 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 which 
would result in flooding or substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. 

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

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
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IMPACT HWQ-2 THE PROJECT WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN OF THE 

PROJECT AREA. THIS WOULD DECREASE PEAK RUNOFF RATES IN AREA A DURING A 25-YEAR STORM EVENT, BUT 

WOULD INCREASE RUNOFF RATES IN AREA B. CHANGES IN SITE DRAINAGE WOULD ALSO INCREASE PEAK 

RUNOFF VOLUMES IN BOTH AREA A AND AREA B. THIS COULD CONTRIBUTE TO AN EXCEEDANCE OF EXISTING 

OR PLANNED STORMWATER DRAINAGE SYSTEM CAPACITY. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

As noted in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, the project site is characterized as undeveloped, 
vacant land. Buildout of the project would result in the construction of additional impervious 
surfaces that would alter the existing drainage patterns, reduce water absorption, and increase 
surface runoff.  

With buildout of the project, the project site would remain divided into two primary drainage areas 
(Delane Engineering 2006a). Area A would increase in drainage area relative to existing conditions 
from 14.73 acres to 15.00 acres and would continue to drain primarily towards Bridle Trail Road. 
This area would generate a peak runoff rate during a 25-year design storm event of 29.05 cfs and a 
peak volume of 91,754 cu-ft, as compared to a peak runoff rate of 30.90 cfs and a peak volume of 
68,524 cu-ft under existing conditions. Area B would decrease in drainage area from 5.19 acres to 
4.92 acres and would continue to drain towards Lasher Road. This area would generate a peak 
runoff rate during a 25-year design storm event of 13.36 cfs and a peak volume of 30,144 cu-ft, as 
compared to a peak runoff rate of 15.11 cfs and a peak volume of 24,192 cu-ft under existing 
conditions (Delane Engineering 2017a).  

Table 16 summarizes site drainage conditions under existing and proposed uses in the project area 

Table 16 Project Area Drainage Conditions during a 4-Day 25-Year Design Storm under 

Existing and Proposed Uses 

 Existing Conditions Project Conditions Percent Change 

25-Year Design 
Storm 

Peak Runoff-
Burned/ 

Bulked (cfs) 
Peak Volume 

(cu-ft) 

Peak Runoff-
Burned/ 

Bulked (cfs) 
Peak Volume 

(cu-ft) 

Peak Runoff-
Burned/ 

Bulked (cfs) 
Peak Volume 

(cu-ft) 

Area A        

Day 1 0.54 3,670.72 0.44 6,230.00 -18.52 69.72 

Day 2 4.61 17,644.03 3.83 27,661.33 -16.92 56.77 

Day 3 3.56 14,502.43 2.86 23,317.67 -19.66 60.78 

Day 4 30.90 68,523.88 29.05 91,754.23 -5.99 33.90 

Area B       

Day 1 0.19 1,292.85 0.14 2,043.44 -26.32 58.06 

Day 2 2.65 6,568.85 2.86 23,317.67 7.92 254.97 

Day 3 1.72 5,339.43 2.06 9,363.19 19.77 75.36 

Day 4 15.11 24,191.51 13.36 30,144.49 -11.58 24.61 

Source: Delane Engineering 2016a 

As shown in Table 16, the project would decrease the peak runoff rates during a 25-year design 
storm event for Area A and would decrease the peak runoff rates for Area B on Day 1 and Day 4, but 
increase peak runoff rates on Day 2 and Day 3. In addition, the project would increase peak volumes 
for both areas on all four days of the storm event. 
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The onsite storm drain system located on Area A has been designed to convey the stormwater 
runoff of a 10-year storm event (Q10) (Delane Engineering 2017a). There are two curb-opening catch 
basins proposed at the intersection of the internal roadway and Bridle Trail Road that would 
intercept the Q10. Intercepted flow would be conveyed to the bio-filtration BMP on Lot 5 via a 
proposed 24-inch RCP storm drain; the proposed RCP would have enough capacity to convey the Q10 
in open channel flow conditions. Excess runoff from Area A would be directed to the natural 
drainage in the southeast corner of the site, which currently channels flow from the 48-inch RCP on 
Bridle Trail Road; peak runoff during a 25-year design storm event would not exceed the top of 
curbs of the proposed internal roadway.  

Runoff from Area B would ultimately drain to Lasher Road and be conveyed to an existing 24” RCP 
storm drain (MTD-1772) along Lasher Road via existing curb opening catch basins. Stormwater 
falling at pad-level grade or above on Lot 2 or Lot 3 would be conveyed to a rain garden for 
treatment and then discharged directly to Lasher Road via a separate discharge line. Runoff 
exceeding treatment capacity, or stormwater falling below pad-level grade, would be channeled to 
the proposed driveways. The 20-foot driveways can convey half the peak runoff for a 25-year design 
storm event with a water depth of 2-inches and a flooded width of 8.2 feet, leaving 11.8 feet of 
passable width. Driveway flow would intercepted by a trench drain that would treat water with a 
proprietary bio-filtration BMP, such as a Filterra Filter. Treated stormwater would be released to 
Lasher Road via a parkway drain.  

Although the project would alter onsite drainage and increase impervious surfaces, the drainage 
system proposed for the site would have sufficient capacity to handle runoff from a 10-year design 
storm event under project conditions and would be required to comply with design requirements 
and capacities provided in the Master Plan of Drainage for the City of Hidden Hills, as well as the 
LACDPW’s Hydrology Manual, Sedimentation Manual, and Low Impact Development Standards 
Manual (LACDPW 2006a, 2006b, 2014). As stated in the Hydrology Manual, all drainage facilities in 
developed areas of Los Angeles County are required to meet the Urban Flood level of protection, 
which is equivalent to runoff from a 25-year design storm event falling on a saturated watershed. In 
addition, the site’s detention and treatment system is subject to review and approval by the City 
Engineer. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of the following measures is required to mitigate potential impacts relating to 
increased peak surface water runoff flows and volumes from the project site. 

MM HWQ-1 DRAINAGE PLAN 

The project applicant shall submit a drainage plan to the City Engineer or his designee for review 
and approval, prior to issuance of a grading permit. The applicant shall implement the treatment 
methods proposed in the drainage plan. Plans shall include detailed design and hydraulic analysis of 
the drainage facilities that capture and convey on- and off-site runoff; the plans shall also include 
bio-filtration drainage facilities to demonstrate compliance with the County of Los Angeles LID 
Manual and the NPDES Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit for Los Angeles 
County. The developer shall be required to evaluate the extent of potential flood hazards present 
utilizing the Modified Rational Method (or the latest model approved by Los Angeles County Flood 
Control) and to implement mitigation measures required to reduce such impacts to a level of 
insignificance. The drainage plan for each project shall include post development designs for runoff 
detention and on site infiltration to reduce 50-year frequency storm peak discharge to the pre 
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development level and shall be consistent with the County of Los Angeles Low Impact Development 
Standards Manual. These drainage facilities shall meet the design requirements and capacities of 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual and the Hydrology and 
Sedimentation Appendix, or other revised hydraulic analyses as determined by the City Engineer. 
Additionally, drainage facility designs shall meet all interim peak flow standards, or the most up to 
date standards, as established by the LACDPW. The plans shall be subject to review and approval by 
the City Engineer. 

MM HWQ-2 MAINTENANCE PLAN 

The applicant shall be responsible for designing a maintenance plan for the drainage facilities based 
on the specifications of each component to assure that the system operates effectively in the 
future. The maintenance plan shall be subject to review and approval by the City.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of the above measures would further ensure adequate design and maintenance of 
the project site’s drainage facilities and would reduce downstream flood potential and water quality 
impacts upon buildout of the project to a less than significant level. 

Thresholds:   Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
 Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 

or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

Impact HWQ-3 THE PROJECT WOULD ALLOW FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW RESIDENCES ON VACANT 
LAND. THIS COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THE QUALITY OF SURFACE RUNOFF DUE TO INCREASED POLLUTANT 
LOADING FROM POLLUTANTS SUCH AS OIL, PESTICIDES, HERBICIDES, AND ORGANIC WASTE (I.E., HORSE 
MANURE). THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Buildout of the project with residential uses would replace much of the currently unpaved portions 
of the project area with pavement or other impervious surfaces, a portion of which would be 
devoted to new or extended roads, building pads, and driveways. Such development and 
urbanization would increase and concentrate pollutant loads. Paved surfaces replace natural, 
vegetated ground cover, which can both absorb water and filter out pollutants.  

The project’s proposed paved surfaces could accumulate deposits of pollutants such oil, grease, and 
other vehicle fluids that contain hydrocarbons. Additionally, the project would create new pollution 
sources as the increased density of human population brings proportionately higher levels of vehicle 
emissions, vehicle maintenance wastes, municipal sewage waste, pesticides, household hazardous 
wastes, pet wastes, trash, and other anthropogenic pollutants. Traces of heavy metals deposited on 
streets and parking areas from auto operation and airborne contaminants could also accumulate.  

During storm events, these pollutants would be transported into drainage systems by surface runoff 
and ultimately into the regional watershed. Additionally, the project includes a recreational 
equestrian trail and sufficient space for private equestrian uses (see Figure 9 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description). The accumulation of organic waste along the trail or at individual residences could 
potentially contribute to the contamination of nearby waterways with excess nutrients, bacteria, 
and salts. 
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The project area is within the region covered by the NPDES Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4) Permit for Los Angeles County issued by the RWQCB (Permit No. CAS004001). The purpose of 
this permit is to govern the non-point discharges associated with storm water drainage. The County 
of Los Angeles implements MS4 permit requirements through its low-impact development (LID) 
ordinance. The LACDPW prepared the LID Manual to provide guidance for compliance with LID 
requirements and is intended to be used by development projects to design and size BMPs to treat 
potential stormwater pollution generated onsite.  

Because the project would involve disturbance of one acre or more and add more than 10,000 
square feet of impervious surface, in accordance with permit requirements, the project must retain 
onsite 100 percent of the stormwater quality design volume, which is the greater of the 0.75-inch, 
24-hour rain event, or the 85th percentile, 24-hour rain event. Infiltration systems, stormwater 
capture and use, high efficiency biofiltration/bioretention systems, or a combination thereof must 
be used to meet the requirement, unless it is demonstrated that it is technically infeasible to do so, 
in which case an Alternative Compliance Approach must be used.  

Due to the site’s sloped terrain , underlying layers of clay or mudstone that are susceptible to slope 
failure, and drainage to jurisdictional wetland, 100 percent capture of stormwater quality design 
volume through infiltration is not feasible on the project site. In addition, the project does not lend 
itself to use of stormwater capture and reuse because the project would not provide sufficient 
demand for captured rainwater. The project proposes to meet stormwater quality requirements 
through a combination of bio-filtration basins and proprietary bio-filter systems, including rain 
gardens and Filterra TreeWell Filters. Bio-filtration best management practices (BMP) (i.e., 
biofiltration basins, biofilter systems) would be sized to capture 1.5 times the stormwater quality 
design flow and/or volume in accordance with LID guidance. Each lot would have its own bio-
filtration BMP to treat on-site drainage, as depicted in Figure 7. Drainage that falls onto the private 
roadway (Lot A) would be captured at the intersection with Bridle Trail Road and conveyed to the 
bio-filtration BMP on Lot 5. Bio-filtration BMPs would be designed and installed during future 
development of the single-family residences, as required in Mitigation Measure HWQ-1. 

As a single-family hillside development project, the project is also required to implement the 
following measures: 

 Divert roof runoff to vegetated areas before discharge unless the diversion would result in slope 
instability; and 

 Direct surface flow to vegetated areas before discharge unless the diversion would result in 
slope instability. 

Compliance with NPDES MS4 requirements, Los Angeles County LID stormwater guidance, and 
mitigation measure HWQ-1 discussed below would reduce impacts to stormwater quality to a less 
than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures HWQ-1 would apply to this impact. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of the above measures would ensure drainage plans are developed in compliance 
with the County of Los Angeles LID Manual and the NPDES Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4) Permit for Los Angeles County, and that these plans are reviewed and approved by the City 
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prior to issuance of a grading permit. With implementation of this mitigation, this impact would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Thresholds:   Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

Impact HWQ-4 THE PROJECT WOULD CREATE A BRIDLE TRAIL THAT WOULD CROSS DIRECTLY THROUGH 
THE WETLAND AREA AND RIPARIAN HABITAT IN THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE SITE. CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
BRIDLE TRAIL AND EQUESTRIAN ACTIVITY IN THE WETLAND COULD DIRECTLY INCREASE SEDIMENTATION OF THE 
WATERWAY AND SURROUNDING WETLAND AND CONTRIBUTE TO EROSION OF THE NATURAL DRAINAGE 
CHANNEL. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

The project includes the construction of a new bridle trail that would begin in the southeast corner 
of the project site, cross through the wetland area and adjacent riparian habitat, and run roughly 
parallel to Bridle Trail Road, until it turns north to run alongside the site’s internal roadway. 
Equestrian activity would be routed across the drainage channel via a bridge, which would prevent 
direct impacts to the drainage channel and adjacent vegetation that could alter water quality due to 
long-term equestrian activity.  

Construction of the bridge, however, could directly impact the drainage and adjacent vegetation 
over the short-term as construction activities would be required to occur directly adjacent to the 
channel during construction of the bridge. This could contribute to erosion and sedimentation in the 
natural drainage and wetland area, and thereby impact water quality. However, adoption of the 
following mitigation measures would reduce water quality impacts related to construction of the 
bridle trail such that this impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of mitigation measures HWQ-3 and BIO-68 is required to mitigate potential impacts 
to sedimentation of the waterway and surrounding wetland. As discussed under Impact BIO-5, 
mitigation measure BIO-68 would require the applicant consult with the CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB 
and obtain from each agency either: (1) confirmation that permits are not needed; or (2) applicable 
permits for the potential impacts to jurisdictional waters. 

MM HWQ-3 BRIDLE TRAIL BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE RESTRICTION 

Construction of the bridle trail bridge shall occur only when the drainage is dry and standing water is 
not present in the area of the drainage where bridge construction would occur.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation measure HWQ-3 would restrict bridge construction to periods when the drainage is dry 
and standing water is not present in the area where bridge construction would occur, thereby 
reducing potential sedimentation of the waterway and surrounding wetland. Additionally, 
mitigation measure BIO-68 would ensure compliance with CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB policies 
regarding jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Impacts to water quality due to construction of the 
bridle trail would be reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of mitigation.  



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 157 

Cumulative Impacts 
The project, in combination with future development (see Section 3.3, Cumulative Development), 
would result in additional impervious surface and contribution of urban pollutants to the storm 
drain systems in the City of Hidden Hills and County of Los Angeles. However, each project would be 
evaluated individually for compliance with state, County, and local guidelines requiring retention of 
onsite stormwater, reduction of pollutant loading, and temporary construction discharge controls 
pursuant to the requirements of the NPDES, RWQCB, LACDPW, and the City of Hidden Hills. 
Compliance with the policies of these regulatory agencies would mitigate cumulative impacts to 
hydrological resource due to development such that they would not be significant.  
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4.7 Land Use and Planning 
This section analyzes the project’s consistency with applicable City policies and plans adopted to 
avoid environmental impacts, including those contained in the City of Hidden Hills General Plan and 
the City of Hidden Hills Municipal Code.  

4.7.1 Setting 

Current Land Uses 
The project area encompasses 16.92 acres and is located partly in the City of Hidden Hills (8.96 
acres) and partly in Los Angeles County (7.96 acres), on the western edge of the San Fernando 
Valley. The site consists of parts or the entirety of eight different parcels. One of the eight parcels is 
located in unincorporated Los Angeles County and is surrounded on three sides by incorporated City 
territory. This parcel is located within the City of Hidden Hills Sphere of Influence (see Section 2.0, 
Project Description, for further detail). The graphic representation of the parcel configurations and 
the City municipal boundaries are shown on Figure 4 in Section 2.0. 

The seven parcels within the City of Hidden Hills have a General Plan Land Use designation of RA-1 
(Residential Agricultural, 1 acre minimum) and a zoning designation of RA-S (Residential Agricultural 
Suburban). The one parcel in unincorporated Los Angeles County has a General Plan Land Use 
designation of N2 (Rural Residential) and zoning designation of A-2-2 (Heavy Agriculture).  

The surrounding area is developed with single family residences, equestrian facilities to the south, 
and a pet cemetery to the southeast. Development further to the south between the project site 
and US 101 includes a mix of commercial office buildings, self-storage, financial services, and 
commercial retail businesses that include an equestrian supply store.  

Land Use Plans and Policies 
The project site and the project are subject to a number of local plans and policies that address 
environmental impacts, including the General Plan, which contains goals and policies to guide City 
development, and the Municipal Code, which contains ordinances that help implement the City’s 
General Plan policies. The portion of the project site in unincorporated Los Angeles County (7.96 
acres) is currently subject to provisions of the Los Angeles County General Plan, Los Angeles County 
Zoning Ordinance, and the SMMNAP. However, once the parcel is annexed to the City as part of the 
project, the provisions of the SMMNAP and the Los Angeles County Code would no longer apply, 
and would be superseded by the City of Hidden Hills General Plan and the City of Hidden Hills 
Municipal Code. Therefore, the following analysis evaluates the project’s consistency with City plans 
and policies and does not consider consistency with County plans and policies. The project site is 
also located within the six-county planning area of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for the Southern 
California region, which is responsible for preparing the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The project is included within SCAG’s City of Los Angeles 
Subregion. The policies contained in each of these plans that pertain to the project are discussed 
below. 
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The City of Hidden Hills General Plan 
The purpose of the Hidden Hills General Plan is to serve as a blueprint for the long-range physical 
planning of the City. The Plan contains community goals and polices designed to shape the long-
term development of the City, as well as protect its environmental, social, cultural, and economic 
resources. The latest version of the General Plan, adopted in November 1995, has six Elements: 
Land Use, Infrastructure, Natural Resources, Safety, Noise, and Housing; the Housing Element was 
updated in 2014. ).  

City of Hidden Hills Municipal Code 
The City’s Municipal Code contains the Zoning Ordinances (Title 5, Chapter 2), which implement the 
land use policies of the General Plan. The current zoning for the portions of the site that are within 
the City is RA-S (Residential Agricultural Suburban) with a 1-acre minimum lot size. Uses permitted 
in this zone include single-family residence, second units, agriculture/horticulture and keeping of 
domestic animals other than swine.  

Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS 
In April 2016, the SCAG adopted the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). This 2016 RTP/SCS charts a course for closely integrating land use 
and transportation in certain areas of the region. The 2016 RTP/SCS outlines concrete steps for 
meeting these challenges, and creating the conditions and infrastructure that result in increased 
mobility, easier access to destinations, and more transportation options. The Plan also analyzes the 
impacts of its decisions, policies, strategies and development projects on the environment, the 
economy and social equity.  

4.7.2 Impact Analysis  

Significance Thresholds  
In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a land use impact is considered 
significant if implementation of the project would: 

1. Physically divide an established community 

2. 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 

3. Conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan 

As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the project is a residential infill project in a low-
density residential community and there is no habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan that applies to the project area. There would be no impacts related to the 
physical division of an established community, and the project would not conflict with an applicable 
conservation plan. Therefore, the following analysis addresses only the project’s consistency with 
applicable plans or policies adopted by the City of Hidden Hills to avoid or mitigate environmental 
effects (i.e., criteria number 2).  
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Methodology  
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR consider whether a proposed project may conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental impact. This environmental determination differs from the larger policy 
determination of whether a proposed project is consistent with a jurisdiction’s general plan. The 
former determination (that is intended for consideration in a CEQA document) is based on, and 
limited to, a review and analysis of environmental effects. The latter determination, by comparison, 
is made by the decision-making body of the jurisdiction and is based on the jurisdiction’s broad 
discretion to assess whether a proposed project would conform to the policies and objectives of its 
general plan as a whole. In addition, the broader general plan consistency determination takes into 
account all evidence in the record concerning the project characteristics, its desirability, and its 
economic, social, and other non-environmental effects. 

Conflicts of a project with land use policies do not, in themselves, constitute significant 
environmental impacts. Policy conflicts are considered environmental impacts only when they 
would result in direct environmental effects. Decision-makers would need to consider the 
consistency of the project with applicable plans and policies that do not directly relate to physical 
environmental issues when determining whether to approve or deny the project. 

The following analysis evaluates the project’s consistency with those City of Hidden Hills General 
Plan goals and policies (including land use designation and associated zoning code standards) and 
SCAG’s RTP/SCS policies that relate to avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts and whether 
any inconsistency with these standards creates a significant physical impact on the environment. 
Only goals and policies relevant to this analysis and applicable to the project are included. Policies 
that are redundant between elements are omitted. 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold:  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect 

Impact LU-1 THE PROJECT IS COMPATIBLE WITH MOST APPLICABLE LAND USE PLANS AND POLICIES 
ADOPTED BY THE CITY AND SCAG FOR THE PURPOSE OF PREVENTING OR REDUCING ADVERSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS. HOWEVER, THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE GRADING OF A NATURAL RIDGELINE AND 
WOULD ALLOW FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN A HILLY AREA WITH LANDSLIDE HAZARD. THEREFORE, THE 
PROJECT WOULD CONFLICT WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND ZONING CODE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
DESIGNED TO PRESERVE NATURAL LAND FORMS AND PREVENT DEVELOPMENT IN HILLSIDE AREAS. IMPACTS 
WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE.  

Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning 
As discussed above, the portion of the project site in Hidden Hills has a land use designation of RA-1 
and is zoned RA-S. Upon annexation, the parcel currently in Los Angeles County would have the 
same zoning and designation as the remainder of the project site. Table 17 assesses the project’s 
consistency with requirements associated with the site’s land use designation and zoning. As 
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illustrated in the table below, the project would be consistent with zoning and land use designation 
requirements. 

Table 17  Project Consistency with Zoning and Land Use Designation  
Zoning/Land Use Designation Requirements Project Consistency 

Residential Agricultural-
Suburban (RA-S)/ Residential 
Agricultural, 1 acre minimum 
(RA-1) 

Permitted Uses: single-family 
residential, second units, 
agriculture/horticulture, keeping of 
domestic animals other than swine. 
Maximum density: 1 dwelling unit per 
acre 
Minimum lot size: 1 acre 
Second-story contains less than 40 
percent of total living area 

Consistent 
The project would develop seven single-
family residences 
Residential density: 0.4 dwelling units 
per acre 
All lots are greater than 1 acre; average 
residential lot size is 2.2 acres 
Future development on the site would 
undergo individual project review and 
would be required to comply with 
zoning requirements 

Source: Hidden Hills 2005 

General Plan Goals and Policies 
The Hidden Hills General Plan includes policies adopted to mitigate environmental impacts that are 
applicable to the project. Table 18 below evaluates the project’s consistency with these policies.  

Table 18 Project Consistency with General Plan Goals and Policies 

General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

Land Use Element 

Goal 1: Preserve the rural-equestrian character of the community. 

Policy 1.1. Generally, all developments have conformed to 
the established policies of one acre minimum building and 
1.7 acre average developed lot size with no more than 25 
percent lot coverage. 

Consistent 
The project would have an average residential lot size of 
2.2 acres. Future development on the site would undergo 
individual site plan review and would be required to 
comply with City standards for building size. 

Goal 2: Protect areas of potential slope instability from future residential developments. 

Policy 2.1. Require a “slope stability assessment” to be 
conducted prior to taking action on future single family 
residential subdivisions which are located in areas of 
potential slope stability. 

Consistent 
The geotechnical reports by J. Byer Group (2006 and 
2007), landslide investigation by SOLID (2014b), and 
subsequent addenda by SOLID (2017a, 2017b, and 2017c) 
include recommendations to address the instability of 
slopes on the project site, such as leveling of slopes, use 
of compacted fill as bearing for structures, removal of 
landslide material, and employment of retaining walls 
and keyway buttresses. 

Goal 3: Protect future residential areas from flood hazards. 

Policy 3.1. Require a flood assessment to be conducted 
prior to taking action on residential subdivisions. 

Consistent 
Flood hazards on the project site were assessed in the 
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General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

Hydrology Study prepared for the project by Delane 
Engineering (2016), as well as in the Initial Study 
(Appendix A). The portion of the site currently in Hidden 
Hills lies in an area where flood hazards are 
undetermined. However, the County parcel lies in an area 
mapped as being outside the 500-year flood plain. 
Residences would be built on graded pads that would be 
at higher elevations relative to their immediate 
surroundings. Therefore, structures on the site would not 
be subject to substantial flooding hazards.  

Goal 4: Prevent the spread of wildfires to residential structures. 

Policy 4.1. In fire hazard areas, maintain a cleared 
firebreak around and adjacent to all residential structures. 

Consistent 
Future development on the site would undergo individual 
site plan review and would be required to comply with 
County standards to reduce fire hazards. 

Goal 5: To protect the natural ridgeline and hillside areas and to minimize flooding potential, it is the goal to require 
that lot size be governed by the natural slopes. 

Policy 5.1. Require minimum land disturbance, and require 
larger lot sizes when necessary to accomplish the goal. 

Inconsistent 
The project would include lowering an existing ridgeline 
onsite, as well as extensive grading of the site to provide 
level building pads for seven single-family homes. The 
project would disturb natural land forms and the 
ridgeline. 

Infrastructure Element 

Circulation Goal 1: Continue the existing practice of privately owned and maintained streets within the residential 
zones of the City. 

Circulation System Policy 1.2. Continue to require that all 
streets be designed to keep the rural, equestrian character 
of the community. 

Consistent 
The project would include a private, internal roadway 
that would provide access to lots 1, 4, 5, and 6. The 
roadway includes a bridle trail that connects to the City’s 
trail system and other bridle trails proposed in the 
project. 

Energy System Goal 1: Promote, practice, and encourage workable energy conservation techniques in Hidden Hills.  

Energy System Policy 1.1. Encourage the use of energy 
efficient systems in all new development and rehabilitation 
of existing structures. 

Consistent 
Future development on the project site would be 
required to comply with California Green Building Code 
requirements, which include building standards to 
improve energy efficiency, such as low-flow water 
fixtures, energy efficient appliances, and construction 
standards to improve building thermal regulation. 



City of Hidden Hills  
Ashley Construction VTM 63567 

 
164 

General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

Natural Resources Element 

Goal 1: Preserve and enhance the native as well as the non-native plant life throughout the community for their 
scenic and biological importance. 

Policy 1.1. Identify and preserve valuable introduced 
species of native vegetation throughout the City. 

Consistent 
As described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the 
majority of the site is dominated by non-native annual 
grasses. No special-status plant species were observed on 
the site, and the site does not have suitable habitat for 
special-status plant species with the potential to occur 
within five miles of the project site. Under the project, 
the non-native annual grasslands currently existing on 
the site would be replaced with irrigated lawns and 
residences. 
The project has a wetland area in the southeast corner of 
the site with a Southern Mixed Riparian Forest plant 
community, which is designated as a special-status 
habitat. The project would construct a bridle trail that 
would traverse through riparian habitat and include a 
bridge over the drainage channel. Construction of the 
trail and bridge would likely require removal of some of 
the existing vegetation. Damage to a special-status plant 
community could result in the inadvertent removal of 
valuable introduced species of native vegetation. 
However, any permits required for removal of native 
vegetation would require compensatory habitat 
restoration to ensure long-term impacts are reduced to a 
less than significant level.  
Finally, the project would remove 18 historic and native 
oak trees and encroach within five feet of the dripline of 
two oaks to be retained onsite. Mitigation measures BIO-
1 and BIO-2 would require the project applicant to 
replace historic and oak trees to be removed at a 4:1 
ratio, and shield protected trees to be retained from 
indirect damage due to construction. With incorporation 
of these mitigation measures, the project would be 
consistent. 

Policy 1.2. Use native California drought tolerant plants 
where appropriate to reduce irrigation and maintenance 
costs. 

Consistent 
Future development on the site would undergo individual 
site plan review and would be required to comply with 
City standards pertaining to landscaping and irrigation. 

Goal 2: All significant oak trees should be preserved. 

Policy 2.1. Proposed plans for any new construction or 
grading must locate and identify all trees onsite, and no 
plan shall be approved without an EIR if the plan 
endangers an oak tree. 

Consistent 
An Oak Tree Report was prepared for the project by L. 
Newman Design Group, Inc. in July 2015. The project 
would involve the removal of oak trees and historic trees, 
as well as encroachment within five feet of the dripline of 
two oak trees, as discussed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. As stated above, the project would 
incorporate measures to replace protected trees to be 
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General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

removed, and shield protected trees to be retained from 
indirect damage due to construction. The project would 
be consistent. 

Goal 4: Significant natural land forms should be maintained during development 

Policy 4.1. Grading practices used within the City shall 
minimize potential safety hazards while maintaining 
aesthetic qualities and natural land forms. 

Inconsistent 
Grading would consist of conventional cut and fill 
techniques and would be conducted in accordance with 
recommendations in the Geotechnical Studies prepared 
for the site by the J. Byer Group (2006 and 2007), the 
SOLID Landslide Investigation (2014), and subsequent 
addenda to both reports (2017a, 2017b, and 2017c). As 
previously discussed, the project would include lowering 
an existing ridgeline onsite, as well as extensive grading 
of the site to provide level building pads for seven single-
family homes. Grading is being conducted in this manner 
to accommodate project design and excavate an existing 
surficial landslide to facilitate development of the 
proposed Lots 2 and 3. The landslide has required 
maintenance in the past to remove debris that was 
deposited on Lasher Road after substantial rain events. 
The project would disturb natural land forms and the 
ridgeline.  

Policy 4.2. No manufactured slope greater than 2:1 shall 
be permitted. 

Consistent 
The project would have a graded slope no greater than 
2:1.  

Policy 4.3. Property owners should be encouraged to 
design homes to fit the natural terrain. 

Inconsistent 
The project would result in a hilltop that is lower than 
currently exists. However, the proposed development 
maintains the overall contour of the existing hill. 
Residential development would be clustered around the 
hill and central access of “A” Court at varying elevations 
to minimize grading. 
While upon development the site would appear to 
conform to the natural topography of the site, it would 
alter the contours of the natural terrain. The top of the 
existing hill ranges from approximately 1,100 to 1,128. 
Project grading would result in a maximum loss of 
approximately 50 feet at the crest, while other areas of 
the hilltop would lose approximately 30 feet.  

Goal 5: Maintain the rural-equestrian atmosphere of the community.  

Policy 5.3. All new subdivisions shall have bridle trails. Consistent 
The project would include the creation of a bridle trail 
that runs west from the northeast corner of the site, 
south between lots 1 and 2 to the internal roadway, 
along the east side of the internal roadway, and then 
southeast along the southern portion of the project to 
the south eastern corner of the site (including a bridge 
across the wetland area).  
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General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

Safety Element 

Goal 1: Protect life and property from geologic and seismic hazards in the City 

Policy 1.2. Protect areas of potential slope instability from 
future residential development. 

Inconsistent 
The project site has an existing landslide that extends 
over most of Lot 2 and Lot 3. The landslide and slope 
immediately to the southeast would need to be removed 
and replaced with stabilization fill to provide a safe 
foundation for development (SOLID 2014). The project 
would result in residential development of an area with 
slope instability under existing conditions. 

Goal 2: Protect natural resources, life, and property from fire hazards in the City 

Policy 2.1. In all areas, maintain around and adjacent to all 
structures a cleared firebreak for a distance not less than 
100 feet. 

Consistent 
Future development on the site would undergo individual 
site plan review and would be required to comply with 
County standards to reduce fire hazards. 

Policy 2.2. Permit future residential development only 
within areas of minimal slope. 

Inconsistent 
The project would allow for residential development on 
hillside terrain. 

Policy 2.3. Require minimum road standards in all new 
subdivisions in order that the fire equipment will have 
access to all properties and that there is a safe means for 
people to evacuate fire areas. This shall include private 
drives over 100 feet in length. 

Consistent 
For lots not directly accessible from Bridle Trail Road or 
the proposed internal roadway, the project would 
provide private drives over 100 feet in length with a 
turnaround for fire vehicles. 

Policy 2.4. Fire hydrants must be within 600 road feet of a 
given building site. 

Consistent 
Future development on the site would undergo individual 
site plan review and would be required to comply with 
County standards to reduce fire hazards. 

Housing Element (updated in January 2014) 

Program 3. Infill Residential Development. Encourage 
development of existing vacant residential infill sites and 
second units. 

Consistent 
The project would allow for infill residential development 
in an existing residential neighborhood. 

The project would be consistent with most applicable goals and policies contained in the Hidden 
Hills General Plan. However, the project would conflict with policies designed to prevent 
development on hillside terrain and to preserve natural land forms as it would allow for residential 
development on sloped terrain, involve grading of hillsides to create level building pads, and require 
the removal of a ridgeline. Additionally, the project would develop a bridle trail through the wetland 
area. The bridal trail would cross the drainage using a bridge system, which has the potential to 
disturb the vegetation in this area during construction. However, habitat restoration would be 
required to offset temporary construction impacts on native habitat, thereby ensuring compliance 
with the policy aimed at preserving valuable introduced species of native vegetation. 
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The ridgeline bisecting the eastern portion of the site is the dominant topographical feature in the 
project area and has been designated as significant under the SMMNAP. After annexation, this 
ridgeline would be subject to the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336), which prohibits grading, 
as well as the development of new structures or addition to an existing structure, on a visually 
dominant ridgeline or within fifty vertical or horizontal feet from a visually dominant ridgeline, 
except with a Ridgeline Development Permit. Implementation of the project would result in major 
grading and lowering of this ridgeline, with a maximum loss of elevation almost 50 feet at the crest 
of the ridgeline, while other areas of the hilltop would lose approximately 30 feet. The project 
would therefore not be consistent with this ordinance.  

Material from a historic landslide covers most of Lots 2 and 3 and extends up to the top of the 
ridgeline, down to the existing residence to the east of Lot 3, and potentially down to the east 
beyond Lasher Road (see Figure 6; thick grey dashed lines indicate the area with landslide material) 
(SOLID 2014). The potential for the existing landslide to be reactivated during a prolonged period of 
rain is considered high (SOLID 2014) and the potential for new landslides in the area is also 
considered high due to daylighted bedding conditions in the project area (SOLID 2014). Reactivation 
of the existing landslide combined with activation of new landslides in the area could adversely 
impact Lasher Road, as well as damage the existing single-family residences located down slope and 
contribute to flooding by depositing debris in existing drainage channels (SOLID 2014). Therefore, 
the development as proposed cannot proceed without removal of the existing landslide. Given that 
the project would conflict with general plan policies aimed at avoiding environmental effects, this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS Goals and Policies  
To coordinate regional planning efforts and in response to Federal air and water quality laws, SCAG 
has prepared a Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG). The RCPG is a comprehensive 
planning document intended to serve the SCAG region as a framework for decision making over the 
next 20 years. The plan includes a set of broad goals for the region and identifies strategies designed 
to guide local decision-making. Additionally, as discussed in setting above, SCAG has adopted the 
RTP/SCS which includes a commitment to reduce emissions from transportation sources by 
promoting compact and infill development. The SCAG Compass Growth Vision Report was published 
in 2004 and presents the comprehensive Growth Vision for the six-county SCAG region including a 
set of principles and implementation steps to guide the region towards its envisioned future. Table 
19 contains a discussion of the project’s consistency with selected applicable goals, objectives and 
policies of theses SCAG plans and documents. 
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Table 19  SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS Goals and Policies 
RTP/SCS Goals and Policies Project Consistency 

RTP/SCS Policy 3: RTP/SCS land use and growth strategies 
in the RTP/SCS will respect local input and advance smart 
growth initiatives 
RTP/SCS Goal: Protect the environment and health of our 
residents by improving air quality and encouraging active 
transportation (non-motorized transportation, such as 
bicycling and walking) RTP/SCS Goal: Encourage land use 
and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-
motorized transportation.  

Consistent 
The project is located near major transportation 
corridors, including Valley Circle Boulevard, Mulholland 
Drive, Las Virgenes Road, and U.S. 101. Additionally, the 
project site is located near Calabasas public 
transportation shuttle service. Shuttle 1 provides service 
to the site with stop 6 located near the Shell Station on 
Las Virgenes Road and Stop 14 on Las Virgenes near the 
U.S. 101 southbound.  

Growth Visioning Principle 1: Improve mobility for all 
residents 
 Encourage transportation investments and land use 

decisions that are mutually supportive. 
 Locate new housing near existing jobs and new jobs 

near existing housing 
 Encourage transit-oriented development 
 Promote a variety of travel choices 

Consistent 
The project site is located near major transportation 
corridors, including Valley Circle Boulevard, Mulholland 
Drive, Las Virgenes Road, and U.S. 101. The project site is 
near existing commercial retail, residential, commercial 
office and light industrial uses located within the 
unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County. Thus, the 
project would locate new housing near existing jobs, 
services, and areas served by the LA Metro bus lines. 

Growth Visioning Principle 2: Foster livability in all 
communities 
 Promote infill development and redevelopment to 

revitalize existing communities. 
 Promote developments, which provide a mix of uses. 
 Promote “people scaled,” walkable communities. 
 Support the preservation of stable, single family 

neighborhoods. 

Consistent 
The project would establish single-family residential 
dwellings adjacent to job centers and retail services along 
and the Mulholland Drive, Las Virgenes Road, and 
Calabasas Road corridors. 

Growth Visioning Principle 3: Enable prosperity for all 
people 
 Provide in each community, a variety of housing types 

to meet the housing needs of all income levels. 
 Support educational opportunities that promote 

balanced growth. 
 Ensure environmental justice regardless of race, 

ethnicity or income class. 
 Support local and state fiscal policies that encourage 

balanced growth 
 Encourage civic engagement 

Consistent 
The project involves development that is within the City’s 
residential density standards established in the City’s 
General Plan. Single family residential housing is 
proposed on-site, which is immediately adjacent to 
existing residential dwellings. The project does not 
involve any actions that would create environmental 
justice issues or that would adversely affect educational 
opportunities. 

Growth Visioning Principle 4: Promote sustainability for 
future generations 
 Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational and 

environmentally sensitive areas. 
 Focus development in urban centers and existing cities. 
 Develop strategies to accommodate growth that uses 

resources efficiently, eliminate pollution and 
significantly reduce waste 

 Utilize “green” development techniques. 

Consistent 
The project would be infill development in the existing 
City of Hidden Hills. Future residences would be 
constructed in accordance with the California Building 
Standards Code, which includes standards to enhance 
energy efficiency, water conservation, and minimize 
landfill waste. Drainage infrastructure would be 
consistent with the County of Los Angeles Low Impact 
Development Standards Manual and the project would 
adhere to NPDES permit requirements, which would limit 
and prevent contamination of waterways. 
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RTP/SCS Goals and Policies Project Consistency 

 The project would involve temporary disturbance in the 
wetland area, which is an environmentally sensitive area, 
as a result of construction of the equestrian bridge over 
the wetland area; however, the bridge would alleviate 
long-term direct impacts to the natural channel and 
wetland associated with equestrian activity such that the 
project would not result in the loss of wetlands over the 
long term. Additionally, mitigation measures contained in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, would reduce biological 
impacts to a less than significant level.  

Cumulative Impacts 
The City of Hidden Hills is characterized by large-lot single-family residences developed on hillside 
terrain. Although the mandatory large lot-sizes are intended in part to accommodate development 
around natural land forms, existing development has resulted in modification of the existing hillside 
topography, and future development would result in further modification of the natural terrain to 
accommodate new residences. Therefore, the project in combination with other future and 
currently underway development would contribute to a significant cumulative impact to land use in 
the area. As discussed above, the project would involve extensive grading to accommodate seven 
level building pads and would lower a ridgeline on the site. The project would make a substantial 
contribution to the alteration of natural land forms, which is a significant cumulative impact. The 
project, in combination with other future development, also has the potential to disturb species of 
natural vegetation in the area. Therefore, the cumulative impact to land use would be significant, 
and the contribution of the project would be cumulatively considerable. 
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4.8 Noise 
This section evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the project on noise conditions at and 
near the project site. It considers temporary construction noise, as well as long-term operational 
noise, such as traffic noise generated by the proposed residences. The analysis is based on findings 
presented in the Noise Impact Analysis prepared for the project by Giroux & Associates in December 
2006, an update completed in September 2015 by the same authors to reflect site plan revisions, 
and a follow-up letter provided in May 2017 (Giroux & Associates 2006, 2015, 2017). The noise 
study documents are provided in Appendix G of this EIR. 

4.8.1 Setting 

Overview of Sound Measurement 

Noise 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound that disturbs human activity. Sound level (or volume) is 
generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-
weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound power levels to be consistent with that of 
human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (similar to the 
highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to frequencies below 100 Hertz (similar to a transformer 
hum).  

Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dB level based on the lowest 
detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound 
pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an 
increase of 3 dB, and a sound that is 10 dB less than the ambient sound level has no effect on 
ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dB greater than 
the reference sound to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in community noise 
levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas 
typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while those along arterial streets are in the 50-
60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are in the 60-65 dBA range, and ambient noise levels 
greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations. 

Noise levels typically attenuate (drop off) at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance from point 
sources, such as industrial machinery. Noise from lightly traveled roads typically attenuates at a rate 
of about 4.5 dB per doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled roads typically attenuates at 
about 3 dB per doubling of distance.  

In addition to the instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is important 
since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or cause 
direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise metrics that 
considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined 
as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as that 
contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise level). 
Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period.  

The time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night tends to be 
more disturbing than that which occurs during the daytime. Two commonly used noise metrics – the 
Day-Night average level (Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) - recognize this fact 
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by weighting hourly Leqs over a 24-hour period. The Ldn is a 24-hour average noise level that adds 
10 dB to actual nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) noise levels to account for the greater sensitivity 
to noise during that time period. The CNEL is identical to the Ldn, except it also adds a 5 dB penalty 
for noise occurring during the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.). 

Vibration  
Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of 
room surfaces is called groundborne noise. Groundborne vibration is almost exclusively a concern 
inside buildings and is rarely perceived as a problem outdoors. Groundborne vibration related to 
human annoyance is generally related to root mean square (RMS) velocity levels expressed in 
vibration decibels (VdB). However, construction-related groundborne vibration in relation to its 
potential for building damage can also be measured in inches per second (in/sec) peak particle 
velocity (PPV) (Federal Transit Administration, 2006). Based on the Federal Transit Administration’s 
(FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and the California Department of 
Transportation’s (Cal Trans) 1992 Transportation-Related Earthborne Vibration, Technical Advisory, 
vibration levels decrease by 6 VdB with every doubling of distance.  

The background vibration velocity level in residential and educational areas is usually around 50 
VdB. (FTA 2006). The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 
VdB. A vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible 
and distinctly perceptible levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by 
sources within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the 
slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction 
equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the 
groundborne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. The range of interest is from approximately 
50 VdB, which is the typical background vibration velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general 
threshold where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings. 

Sensitive Receptors 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. Residences, hospitals, schools, guest lodging, libraries, music studios, and parks are 
typically considered noise-sensitive receptors because they involve noise-sensitive activities, such as 
sleeping. Under the City’s General Plan, the entire community of Hidden Hills is considered noise 
sensitive because it is an entirely residential community. The project would introduce new 
residential uses to a low-density residential neighborhood. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to 
the project site are single-family residences with the nearest structures located approximately 20 
feet to the west of the site’s western boundary and 25 feet east of the eastern boundary. The 
primary outdoor activity areas associated with these residences (i.e., pools, swimming courts, lawns) 
are located further away from the project boundary.  

Existing Noise Sources 
Motor vehicles on roads are the most common source of noise in developed areas. The Ventura 
Freeway (US 101) is located approximately 0.4 mile south of the project site. This is the dominant 
source of noise within the City due to the high volume of daily traffic along this route. Motor vehicle 
noise is of concern because it is characterized by a high number of individual events, which often 
create a sustained ambient noise level. Other noise sources in the vicinity of the project site include 
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traffic on Bridle Trail Road and Lasher Road and landscaping equipment such as leaf blowers and 
lawnmowers.  

To quantify existing noise levels on and near the project site, Giroux & Associates took weekday 
noise measurements at three locations: near usable outdoor space at 24279 and 24266 Bridle Trail 
Road, the homes closest to the portion of the project site where the most grading would occur, and 
at the crest of the ridge on proposed Lot 5; the 2006 Noise Study refers to this as “Lot 6 Ridgeline” 
based on the previous iteration of the site plan. Each of the noise measurements were made for 
over 48 hours on December 5 through 7, 2006. During this period, hourly average noise levels were 
measured using digital noise level meters calibrated before and after the measurement period. 
Although these measurements were taken in 2006, they are still representative of current ambient 
noise levels in the project area because the dominant source of noise is traffic on the US 101, and 
traffic volumes have not increased since 2006 and, in fact, decreased between 2006 and 2014 from 
180,000 average daily traffic (ADT) to 178,000 ADT (Giroux & Associates 2015). To more accurately 
represent existing conditions on the project site, Rincon Consultants supplemented the original 
noise measurements by collecting additional weekday, 24-hour noise measurements at two 
locations on the project site: 1) along the eastern edge of the site boundary, atop the ridgeline, and 
behind a property along Hidden Ridge Road (Noise Measurement [NM] #1), and 2) along the 
western boundary of the site at the end of the existing driveway behind the ridgeline (NM #2). A 
map of the noise measurement locations is provided in Appendix G. Measurements were taken 
using an Extech 407780A meter beginning on May 9, 2018. NM #1 began at 2:55 PM and NM #2 
began at 2:16 PM. To calculate 24-hour weighted noise in terms of CNEL, measured evening noise 
levels (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) was were penalized by 5 dBA, and nighttime noise levels (10:00 p.m. 
to 7:00 a.m.) were penalized by 10 dBA. Table 20 shows the measured noise levels in dBA CNEL. The 
noise measurements collected more recently by Rincon Consultants are higher than those originally 
collected on the project site in 2006 by Giroux & Associates.  

Table 20 Noise Measurement Results (dBA CNEL) 
Measurement Location Description Day 1 Day 2 

Giroux & Associates (2006)1 

1 Behind 24279 Bridle Trail Rd  52.0 51.7 

2 Behind 24266 Bridle Trail Rd  52.7 51.8 

3 Lot 5 Ridgeline (US 101 visible) 58.0 56.9 

Rincon Consultants (2018)2    

NM #1 Atop ridgeline along eastern 
boundary 63.0 -- 

NM #2 Behind ridgeline, at end of 
driveway along western boundary 61.1 -- 

1 Source: Giroux & Associates conducted field measurements over 48 hours December 5-7, 2006.  
2 Source: Rincon Consultants conducted field measurements on May 9 – May 10, 2018 using an Extech 407780A meter. Noise 
measurement results and calculations are provided in Appendix G. 

Regulatory Setting 

State Noise and Vibration Policies 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations codifies Sound Transmission Control requirements 
establishing uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, 
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dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than single-family dwellings. Specifically, 
Section 1207.4 in Title 24 states that interior noise levels attributable to exterior noise sources shall 
not exceed 45 dBA Ldn or CNEL in any habitable room of a new building.  

The State’s Office of Noise Control provides land use compatibility guidelines (Guidelines) for new 
development. Figure 23 provides the ranges of noise exposure that are considered acceptable, 
conditionally acceptable, or unacceptable under the Guidelines for various land uses. An acceptable 
noise environment is one in which development may be permitted without requiring specific noise 
studies or specific noise-reducing features. A conditionally acceptable noise environment is one is 
which development should be permitted only after noise mitigation has been designed as part of 
the project, to reduce noise exposure to acceptable levels. In unacceptable noise environments, 
development generally should not be undertaken.  

According to the Guidelines, an exterior noise level of 65 dBA CNEL is considered to be a “normally 
acceptable” noise level for new single-family residences constructed with conventional modern 
building materials, without any special noise insulation requirements. Exterior noise levels between 
60 dBA and 70 dBA CNEL are typically considered “conditionally acceptable” for residential 
construction but should only occur after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is 
made and needed noise attenuation features are included in the project design. Exterior noise 
attenuation features include, but are not limited to, setbacks to place structures outside the 
conditionally acceptable noise contour, and/or installing noise barriers, such as berms and/or solid 
walls. Within a 60 to 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise environment, interior noise levels are typically 
reduced to acceptable levels (to no greater than 45 dBA CNEL) through conventional construction, 
but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning. In unacceptable interior 
noise environments, additional noise insulation features, such as extra batting or resilient channels 
in exterior walls, double paned windows, solid wood doors, noise baffles on exterior vents, etc., are 
typically needed to provide acceptable interior noise levels. 

While there are no State standards for vibration, for continuous, frequent, and intermittent 
vibration, Caltrans considers the architectural damage risk level to be somewhere between 0.08 and 
0.5 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) depending on the type of building that is 
affected.  

Local Policies 
The City of Hidden Hills has not established local quantitative noise standards in its municipal code 
or General Plan Noise Element. In the absence of local quantitative standards, this analysis applies 
the State’s Guidelines, described above.  

The Noise Control Ordinance of the City of Hidden Hills (1994) (Hidden Hills Municipal Code Title 3, 
Chapter 8) provides the City’s noise control regulations. Section 3-8-4 prohibits the making of 
sounds or vibrations which are annoying or so prolonged or unnatural as to cause discomfort, and 3-
8-5 restricts activities that would result in loud and/ or unnecessary noises and includes restrictions 
on construction hours. Construction activities are prohibited after 8 p.m. or before 7 a.m. on 
weekdays, after 8 p.m. or before 8 a.m. on Saturdays, or at any time on Sundays or holidays. 

 

 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Noise 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 175 

Figure 23 State Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Noise 

 
Source: California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 1976 
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4.8.2 Impact Analysis 

Significance Thresholds 
Pursuant to the Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, noise impacts related to the project would be 
significant if the project would result in: 

1. 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. 

2. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels. 

3. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above those existing prior to 
implementation of the project. 

4. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above those existing prior to implementation of the project. 

5. For a project located in an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, exposure of people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.  

6. For a project near a private airstrip, exposure of people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise. 

As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the project site is not located in the vicinity of a public 
airport or private airstrip. Therefore, impacts related to checklist items 5 and 6 would be less than 
significant and are not discussed below; the analysis that follows focuses on the other remaining 
impact criteria listed above (1, 2, 3, and 4). 

Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Construction Noise 

Methodology 
Construction noise was estimated using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) software. The RCNM uses baseline noise levels, distances to 
noise-sensitive receptors, shielding information, and anticipated construction equipment to 
calculate the level of construction noise from each piece of construction equipment and overall 
construction noise at each receptor. To calculate noise generated by each piece of equipment, the 
model uses reference equipment noise levels from a study done by the EPA and acoustical usage 
factors for equipment (i.e., the fraction of time each equipment is operating at full power) from the 
Empire State Electric Energy Research Corp. Guide (FHWA 2006).  

To determine noise from construction of the project, noise was modeled for the residential 
structure nearest to the project construction site, including the staging areas; the residence is 
located approximately 20 feet west of the project site’s western boundary. This analysis assumed 
that, on average, construction activities would occur as close as 50 feet from the project boundary, 
such that the modeled distance to the nearest noise-sensitive receptor was 70 feet. Noise was 
modeled only for site preparation, grading, building construction, and paving phases, as these 
phases would use the greatest number of construction equipment with the highest levels of noise. 
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The architectural coating phase was not modeled as it would involve minimal construction 
equipment.  

The equipment list for each construction phases was taken from CalEEMod outputs (see Section 4.2, 
Air Quality). Construction equipment is listed in the winter and summer CalEEMod results (Appendix 
B) under Section 3.0, Construction Detail. Importantly, construction noise was modeled assuming 
that the entire site would be developed simultaneously, which provides a worst-case-scenario 
estimate of project construction noise. RCNM inputs and results are provided in Appendix B. 

The RCNM provides estimates of construction noise in terms of Leq, whereas land use compatibility 
noise guidelines are provided in CNEL. Construction noise was converted from Leq to CNEL using an 
online calculator (Noise Meters Inc. 2017) assuming that construction would occur between 7 a.m. 
and 8 p.m. in accordance with Hidden Hills Municipal Code restrictions for weekday construction 
activities and assuming an ambient noise level of 53 dBA during all other hours based on the highest 
of the two onsite ambient noise measurements taken at 24279 and 24266 Bridle Trail Road; the 
measurement from the top of the ridgeline is not representative of ambient noise levels at adjacent 
noise-sensitive receptors as they are not located at such a high elevation with a direct line of sight 
to the US 101. 

Significance Thresholds 
There is no State or local quantitative standards for construction noise in Hidden Hills. As previously 
noted, construction noise is prohibited on weekdays between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., 
on Saturdays before 8:00 a.m. and after 8:00 p.m., and at any time on Sundays or holidays, except 
as provided in Section 3-8-6 of the Ordinance (exemptions). Therefore, noise impacts due to 
construction would be significant if they occurred outside of permitted hours. 

Operation Noise 

Methodology 
Operation of single-family homes would be typical of existing noises in the community and these 
effects are discussed qualitatively. Because the project would involve lowering a ridgeline, which 
acts as a natural noise barrier, the project may impact ambient sound levels. Giroux and Associates 
determined the noise attenuation provided by the ridgeline using an equation that models noise 
attenuation for a moving point source given a specific distance and geographic configuration (i.e., 
varying levels of obstruction). The model evaluated a maximum cut of 30 feet on the Lot 5 ridge and 
assumed that a 25-foot home would replace a part of the graded ridge. Further details about the 
methodology for the noise study are provided in Appendix G. 

Significance Thresholds 
Typically, the exposure of new noise-sensitive receptors to noise is assessed using exterior and/or 
interior noise standards provided in a city’s general plan. However, the City on Hidden Hills General 
Plan does not establish quantitative noise standards. As such, there are no quantitative standards 
that apply for determining the significance of noise associated with operation of new residences. 

Because alteration of the site’s topography would potentially impact ambient noise levels in the 
project area, the project could alter the noise compatibility of existing and future residential land 
uses on and near the project site. Therefore, the State Guidelines are used as the threshold of 
significance. Impacts would be significant if the project causes ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
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the project to exceed 65 dBA, which is the maximum noise level considered to be normally 
acceptable. 

Roadway Noise 

Methodology 
Noise from traffic correlates directly with the number of noise sources, i.e., vehicles, present on the 
road. For example, a 50 percent increase in traffic roughly correlates to an increase in noise of 1.8 
dBA, while a 100 percent increase (i.e., a doubling of traffic) correlates to a 3.0 dBA increase in 
roadway noise. The increase in roadway noise that would result from project traffic was estimated 
by comparing peak hour trips generated by the project along Bridle Trail Road and Lasher Road with 
existing peak hour trips along these roadways and using the rule of thumb described above. Existing 
peak hour volumes along Lasher Road and Bridle Trail Road and cumulative plus project volumes 
(used in the analysis of cumulative impacts) were obtained from the Traffic Study prepared for the 
project by Willdan (2015, 2017a, 2017b). Project-generated traffic was calculated using peak hour 
trip generation rates provided in the Traffic Study, which were originally derived from trip rates for 
single-family homes provided in the Institute of Traffic Engineering (ITE) Manual, 10th Edition. It was 
assumed that five of the project units would use Bridle Trail Road and two would use Lasher Road, 
as described in the project description. 

Significance Thresholds 
As the City has not adopted standards for an increase in traffic noise resulting from a project, this 
screening analysis evaluates the project’s effect on traffic noise based on recommended standards 
in the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006). The FTA recommendations, 
listed in Table 21, are based on the idea that the allowable increase in exposure to traffic noise 
depends on existing noise levels; as the existing noise level increases, the allowable increase in noise 
exposure decreases. These criteria are applicable to project impacts on existing noise-sensitive 
receptors. 

Table 21 FTA Recommended Criteria for Evaluating Traffic Noise 

Existing Noise Exposure 
(dBA Ldn or Leq) 

Allowable Noise Exposure Increase 
(dBA Ldn or Leq) 

45-50 7 

50-55 5 

55-60 3 

60-65 2 

65-74 1 

75+ 0 

Source: FTA 2006. 
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Groundborne Vibration 

Methodology 
Vibration impacts were analyzed by modeling vibration levels caused by the highest-impact 
equipment anticipated to be used during project construction at the nearest residential receptor. 
Vibration levels were calculated using reference vibration levels for construction equipment at 25 
feet (FTA 2006) and the distance from to the nearest residential receptor, assuming a 6 VdB 
attenuation per doubling of distance to the receptor. It was assumed that construction activity 
would occur on average at least 50 feet internal to the project boundary. Because the nearest 
residential receptors are located approximately 20 feet from the project boundary, 70 feet was used 
as the modeling distance. See Appendix G for calculations of vibration impacts. 

Significance Thresholds 
Hidden Hills has not adopted standards to assess vibration levels or policies to control groundborne 
vibration. Thus, recommended thresholds provided by the FTA and Caltrans, listed below, are used 
to evaluate the project’s construction vibration impacts.  

FTA VIBRATION THRESHOLDS 

The FTA thresholds indicate the level above which vibration would disturb humans and vibration-
sensitive uses. 
 65 VdB where low ambient vibration is essential for interior operations, such as hospitals and 

recording studios 

 72 VdB for residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including hotels 

 75 VdB for institutional land uses with primary daytime use, such as churches and schools 

CALTRANS VIBRATION THRESHOLDS 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) provides thresholds for physical damage to 
buildings from transient and continuous/ frequent vibration (Caltrans 2004).  
 98 VdB at older residential structures for continuous/frequent sources and 102 VdB for 

transient sources 

 102 VdB at new residential structures for continuous/frequent sources and 108 VdB for 
transient sources 

 102 VdB at modern industrial/commercial buildings for continuous/frequent sources and 114 
VdB for transient sources 

Based on these thresholds, the project would result in a significant impact due if construction 
generates vibration levels above 72 VdB at nearby residences during noise-sensitive activities, such 
as sleeping, or above 102 VdB, which would cause physical damage to new residential buildings. 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold: Generate a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above those existing prior to implementation of the project. 
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Impact N-1 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD INCREASE NOISE LEVELS AT THE PROJECT SITE AND 
NEARBY RESIDENCES. HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WOULD BE TEMPORARY AND WOULD COMPLY 
WITH THE CITY’S ALLOWED HOURS OF CONSTRUCTION. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

Construction noise would cause a temporary increase in ambient noise levels. Construction typically 
occurs in several distinct phases, each of which has its own unique noise characteristics. To 
determine the project’s noise impacts throughout project construction, construction noise was 
modeled at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor to the site—a residence located approximately 20 
feet west of the project boundary—for site preparation, grading, building construction, and paving 
phases using the RCNM, as described above. Estimated construction noise levels presented in this 
analysis provide a worst-case scenario because it was assumed the entire site would be developed 
simultaneously.  

Table 22 shows the project’s noise levels during different construction phases. Project construction 
would generate noise levels as high as 86 dbA CNEL during building construction. During the other 
phases of construction modeled, maximum noise levels would exceed 83 CNEL. Therefore, 
construction would expose residences to periodic noise that substantially exceeds existing ambient 
noise levels in the area of about 53 dBA CNEL.  

The City restricts construction activities to Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
and 8:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 8 a.m. and 8 p.m. (Hidden Hills Municipal Code Title 3, 
Chapter 8, Section 5). No construction is permitted on Sundays or observed holidays. The project 
would be required to comply with these restrictions. Because the City does not provide any 
quantitative thresholds for construction noise, compliance with construction hour restrictions would 
be sufficient to reduce construction noise impacts to a less than significant level.  

Table 22 Project Construction Noise 
 Noise Levels (dBA) 

 Leq CNEL 

Site Preparation 82.6 83.3 

Grading 84.2 84.9 

Building Construction 85.6 86.3 

Paving 83.4 84.1 

See Appendix G for RCNM worksheets. 

Although project construction noise would not conflict with City noise standards, construction 
would result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the project area. Adoption of the 
following mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts on area residents during construction 
such that this impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Mitigation Measures 

MM N-1 CONSTRUCTION NOISE CONTROL  

 Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers’ specifications and 
fitted with the best available noise suppression devices (i.e., mufflers, silencers, wraps, etc.).  

 All impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and all intake and exhaust ports on power 
equipment shall be muffled or shielded. 

 Electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and similar power tools. 

 All fixed and/or stationary equipment (e.g., generators, compressors, rock crushers, cement 
mixers) shall be located as far as possible from noise-sensitive receptors.  

 Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise source or as close to the 
receptor as possible and break the line of sight between the source and receptor where 
modeled levels would cause noise levels to exceed the conditionally acceptable ambient noise 
level for residential uses of 65 dBA CNEL. Acoustical barriers shall be constructed of material 
having a minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per square foot or greater, and a demonstrated 
Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 25 or greater as defined by American Society for 
Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method E90. Placement, orientation, size, and density of 
acoustical barriers shall be specified by a qualified acoustical consultant. 

 The project applicant shall post signage informing all workers and subcontractors of the time 
restrictions for construction activities. The sign shall also include the developer’s and City 
telephone numbers where violations can be reported and complaints associated with 
construction noise can be submitted and shall be placed at multiple locations along the project 
site boundary so that it is easily visible to the public, as well as construction staff. 

Significance After Mitigation 

The use of a sound barrier with an STC rating of 25 or greater would reduce construction noise 
levels by at least 8 to 15 dBA Leq and use of manufacturer-certified mufflers associated with 
construction equipment would reduce noise levels generally by 5 dBA Leq, but has the potential to 
reduce noise levels by up to 8 dBA Leq. Combined, the recommended noise control measures would 
reduce sound levels during construction by about 13 to 23 dBA Leq. Table 23 shows construction 
noise levels in Leq and CNEL at nearby noise-sensitive receptors assuming a 16 dBA Leq reduction 
from application of these noise control measures. Based on the use of sound barriers and mufflers, 
project construction would generate noise levels up to 68 dbA CNEL. 

Restriction of excavation, foundation-laying, conditioning activities, and forklift use during building 
construction would further reduce the CNEL noise levels during project construction by limiting the 
hours when the loudest activities could occur, and remaining measures (e.g., placement of 
stationary equipment away from noise-sensitive receptors) would further decrease noise impacts to 
noise-sensitive receptors during project construction. It is anticipated that these recommended 
noise control measures would reduce construction noise at nearby residences by at least 3 dBA to a 
noise level of 65 dBA CNEL or below. This noise level is considered normally acceptable for 
residential uses per State Guidelines, and therefore, MM N-1 would reduce construction noise such 
that it would be less than significant. 
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Table 23 Mitigated Project Construction Noise 
 Un-Mitigated Noise Levels (dBA) Noise Levels with Mitigation1(dBA) 

 Leq CNEL Leq CNEL 

Site Preparation 82.6 83.3 66.6 65.7 

Grading 84.2 84.9 68.2 67 

Building Construction 85.6 86.3 69.6 68.2 

Paving 83.4 84.1 67.4 66.3 

1. Data listed is RCNM-modeled noise levels with estimated noise level reductions due to application of noise barriers and muffling of 
equipment. It was assumed a 16 dBA Leq reduction would be achieved as potential reductions range from 13-23 dBA Leq.  

See Appendix G for RCNM worksheets. 

 

Threshold:  Generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above those 
existing prior to implementation of the project. 

Impact N-2 PROJECT OPERATION WOULD GENERATE NOISES TYPICALLY ASSOCIATED WITH SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The project would allow for the development of seven single-family homes in a residential 
neighborhood. Operation of these residences would generate noises typical of residential areas, 
including conversation, music, hauling trucks (i.e., trash and recycling), cars parking, HVAC systems, 
and operation of gardening equipment. Future residents would be required to comply with the 
City’s Noise Ordinance, which prohibits annoying unnecessary noises or noises that pose a 
discomfort to residents. In addition, homes would be built on large lots, which would allow for 
attenuation of noise and would reduce noise impacts, such as from an HVAC system, to adjacent 
residences. Operational noises would be similar to existing ambient noise in the project area. This 
impact would be less than significant.  

Thresholds:   Generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above those 
existing prior to implementation of the project. 

 Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies. 

Impact N-3 PROPOSED GRADING OF THE PROJECT SITE WOULD REDUCE THE HEIGHT OF THE 
RIDGELINE, WHICH WOULD FURTHER EXPOSE EXISTING AND FUTURE RESIDENTS TO NOISE GENERATED BY TRAFFIC 
ON US 101. HOWEVER, SINCE THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN NOISE LEVELS ABOVE THOSE CONSIDERED 
NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL USES (UP TO 65 DBA CNEL), THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

Proposed grading of the project site would alter its existing topography, including lowering a 
ridgeline that currently reduces exposure of area residents to background traffic noise from US 101. 
The project would also introduce new residences that would expose new residents to ambient noise 
in the project area. The project would require grading and earthwork for building pads, streets, 
driveway, and a bridle trail. Grading would consist of conventional cut and fill techniques to create 
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the planned building pads and access roads. Many of the cuts would occur along the ridge tops as 
“daylight cuts” where the grade is lowered to the plan elevation. The cut planned for the driveway 
on Lot 5 at the peak of the ridgeline is 50 feet, from an existing elevation of 1,128 to a new elevation 
of 1,078. Although project grading would reduce the ridgeline by about 50 feet, no direct line of site 
from any existing residence to US 101 would be created because the freeway is located 0.4 mile to 
the south of the project site and various structures and vegetation block the line of sight. 

According to modeling conducted by Giroux & Associates the existing ridgeline reduces noise from 
the freeway in the project area behind the ridgeline (i.e., to the west) by an estimated 5 to 6 dBA 
relative to a scenario in which the ridgeline does not exist and a direct line of sight to the freeway is 
maintained. Noise measurements were conducted by Giroux & Associates in 2006 and Rincon 
Consultants in 2018 to determine the noise attenuation provided by the existing ridgeline. The 
locations of the noise measurements collected by Giroux & Associates and Rincon Consultants were 
selected to capture noise levels in front of (to the east of) the ridgeline, with a direct line of site to 
the US 101, and noise levels behind (to the west of) the ridgeline, where the line of site to the US 
101 is blocked. Based on the noise measurement results, Giroux & Associates estimated that the 
existing ridgeline on the project site attenuated freeway noise by up to 5-6 dBA as compared to a 
scenario in which the ridgeline did not exist at all and a direct line of site to the freeway was 
maintained. As indicated in Table 20, the more recently collected noise measurements show that 
the existing ridgeline reduces noise by approximately two dBA or less. These differences in result 
likely result largely from changes in the local noise environment; as shown in Table 20, ambient 
noise levels increased by about 5 dBA CNEL atop the ridgeline and about 9 dBA CNEL behind the 
ridgeline. The area to the east of the project site now has residences, but was vacant in 2006. In 
addition, Giroux & Associates captured the behind-the-ridge measurement further away from the 
freeway than Rincon Consultants. Because noise attenuates with distance, freeway noise would 
have contributed less to the ambient noise level measured in 2006.   

Ambient noise levels in the project area measured at locations currently protected by the ridgeline 
are about 61 dBA CNEL. Therefore, removal of 50 vertical feet of ridgeline would result in ambient 
noise levels less than 63 dBA CNEL. This would be well within the normally acceptable compatibility 
threshold for residential uses of 65 dBA CNEL. In addition, each new pad would have an 
approximately 25-foot high house that would, in effect, replace a part of the graded ridge. 
Therefore, lowering the ridgeline would not cause a permanent substantial increase in ambient 
noise levels or conflict with applicable noise standards. This impact would be less than significant 
and no further mitigation is required. 

Threshold:  Expose people to or generate of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

Impact N-4 PROJECT-GENERATED TRAFFIC WOULD INCREMENTALLY INCREASE ROADWAY NOISE IN 
THE PROJECT VICINITY. HOWEVER, THIS MODEST INCREASE IN ROADWAY NOISE WOULD NOT EXCEED THE FTA’S 
RECOMMENDED CRITERIA. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Table 24 summarizes the number of vehicles traveling on Bridle Trail Road and Lasher Road under 
existing conditions, the estimated number of vehicles added by the project, and the total number of 
vehicles that would travel the two road segments under existing plus project conditions. As shown 
below, the project would add two a.m. peak hour trips and two p.m. peak hour trips to Bridle Trail 
Road, which would increase peak hour traffic by nine and 10 percent, respectively. The project 
would also add one a.m. and one p.m. peak hour trips to Lasher Road, which would increase peak 
hour traffic by four and three percent, respectively. As vehicle trips would increase by less than 50 
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percent, the project would result in less than a 1.8 dBA increase in roadway noise. According to FTA 
guidance, an increase in roadway noise of less than 5 2 dBA is not considered substantial in areas 
with ambient noise levels between 50 60 and 565 dBA. Therefore, the project would not result in a 
substantial increase in roadway noise and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 
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Table 24 Existing, Project, and Existing + Project Vehicle Counts  

Road Segment 

Existing Conditions Project Existing + Project Percent Increase 

A.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

P.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

A.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

P.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

A.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

P.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

A.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

P.M. 
Peak 
Hour 

Bridle Trail Road 22 20 2 2 24 22 9 10 

Lasher Road 24 30 1 1 25 31 4 3 

Source: Willdan 2017b 

Impact N-5 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD GENERATE GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION AT NEARBY 
RESIDENCES. HOWEVER, GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION WOULD NOT INTERFERE WITH SLEEP OR RESULT IN PHYSICAL 
DAMAGE TO EXISTING STRUCTURES. THEREFORE, THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Project construction would require the use of equipment that generates groundborne vibration. 
Table 25 lists construction equipment associated with higher vibration levels that are expected to be 
used during project construction. Vibration levels were calculated for each piece of equipment at a 
distance of 70 feet (corresponding to the nearest noise-sensitive receptor) based on reference 
vibration levels provided by the FTA for each piece of equipment at 25 feet. 

Table 25 Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Approximate VdB 

25 Feet 70 Feet 

Vibratory Roller 94 81 

Large Bulldozer 87 74 

Loaded Trucks 86 72 

Small Bulldozer 58 44 

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2006 

As shown in Table 25 the use of vibratory rollers during paving would generate peak vibration levels 
of approximately 81 VdB at nearby residential receptors. This would not exceed any of the Caltrans 
thresholds for physical damage to older (98 VdB) or newer (102 VdB) residential structures, but 
would exceed the 72 VdB FTA threshold for residences and other buildings where people normally 
sleep. Because construction would be limited to daytime hours per Hidden Hills Municipal Code Title 
3, Chapter 8, Section 5, vibration would not occur during normal sleeping hours and this threshold 
would not be exceeded. In addition, the recommended noise control measures for construction 
outlined under Impact N-1 would further restrict excavation, foundation-laying, conditioning 
activities, which would involve the use of bulldozers and loaded trucks, to between the hours of 10 
a.m. and 3 p.m. Impacts due to vibration generated by vibratory rollers, large bulldozers, and loaded 
trucks during project construction would be reduced to a less than significant level. In addition, 
construction would be temporary in duration and development of the site is not likely to occur all at 
once, as was modeled to provide a worst-case scenario. Impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation is required. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
In addition to the project, an approved and partially-completed development in Hidden Hills, as 
discussed in Section 3.3, Cumulative Development, would add a total of 11 residences to the City. 
Grading and instillation of infrastructure has been completed for the entire project, and some of the 
homes have been constructed. A residential project has also been proposed outside of the eastern 
boundary of the City that would allow development of 221 residences. However, due to the nature 
of Hidden Hills as a gated, residential community with large-sized lots, future development is not 
anticipated to result in substantial long-term increases in noise in the vicinity of the project site. 
Onsite operational noise from cumulative projects would be typical of residential development and 
would not result in a significant cumulative impact.  

Future development would not further modify the ridgeline, which is located entirely on the project 
site, and therefore would not impact ambient noise levels in this manner. Although future 
development would likely alter the project area’s topography, the distance of the area from the US 
101 and the presence of intervening structures and vegetation would continue to block residences’ 
direct line-of-sight to the freeway and would attenuate freeway noise. 

Future small-scale residential development would only incrementally increase roadway noise. As 
shown in Table 26, future development, including the project, would increase peak hour traffic 
along Lasher Road and Bridle Trail Road by no more than 30 percent. Therefore, based on the fact 
that it takes a doubling of traffic to increase roadway noise by 3 dBA, roadway noise would increase 
by less than 3 dBA and would not be considered a significant increase in roadway noise per FTA 
noise criteria. Given that noise from the project combined with other cumulative projects would be 
typical of residential development, would allow for the ridgeline to continue attenuating freeway 
noise, and would increase roadway noise by less than 3 dBA, the cumulative impact to noise would 
be less than significant.  

Table 26 Existing, Cumulative + Project Vehicle Counts  

Road Segment 

Existing Conditions Cumulative + Project Percent Increase 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

Bridle Trail Road 22 20 27 25 23 25 

Lasher Road 24 30 30 39 25 30 

Source: Willdan 2017b 
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4.9 Transportation and Traffic 
This section analyzes the potential for the project to cause significant impacts to the existing traffic 
and transportation facilities in the City of Hidden Hills and surrounding areas. The analysis in this 
section is based on a Traffic Study prepared for the project by Willdan in December 2017 (Willdan 
2017b). The full text of this study is provided in Appendix H of this EIR. 

4.9.1 Setting 

Project and Roadway Characteristics 
The project area is accessible from Bridle Trail Road on the west and Lasher Road on the north. The 
project site is located approximately 0.4 mile north of the Ventura Freeway (U.S. Highway 101) and 
0.1 mile south of Long Valley Road. Figure 24 shows the location of the project within the City of 
Hidden Hills.  

The project would involve a series of actions that would allow for the development of seven single 
family residences. The project would include the construction of an internal road, private driveways, 
and an improvement of the eastern terminus of Bridle Trail Road to a cul-de-sac to provide vehicle 
access to the proposed residences. The internal road (also referred to as Lot A) would be accessed 
from Bridle Trail Road and would travel north along the site’s western boundary to provide direct 
access to Lots 1 and 4, as well as access to driveways leading to residences in Lots 5 and 6. Lot 7 
would be accessed via a private driveway that would extend from the eastern terminus of Bridle 
Trail Road. Properties on Lots 2 and 3 would be accessed via private driveways that would extend 
west from Lasher Road (Figure 25). Upon completion the roads would be dedicated to the Hidden 
Hills Community Association.  

Existing Study-Area Intersections and Roadways  
Intersection modeling based on existing, pre-project buildout conditions and post-project conditions 
was conducted by Willdan. Based on communication with City staff, Willdan determined that a total 
of six intersections would be analyzed as part of the traffic study. Of the six study intersections, one 
is signalized and five are controlled by stop signs. The six intersections include: 

 Round Meadow Road/Mureau Road (Signalized, outside of HOA gates)  
 Long Valley Road/US 101 Northbound On-Ramp (all-way stop, outside of HOA gates) 
 Long Valley Road/ Lasher Road (all-way stop) 
 Long Valley Road/Round Meadow Road (all-way stop) 
 Hoback Glen Road/Round Meadow Road (one-way stop) 
 Rolling View Road/Bridle Trail Road (one-way stop) 

No southbound US 101 intersection was included in the analysis. This exclusion was an intentional 
choice made in the traffic analysis because of three factors:  

1) Relatively low trip generation that would be associated with the project (7 homes) 

2) Relatively low cumulative project trip generation (18 homes [7 homes proposed by the project 
and 11 homes constructed or pending in the Hidden Ridge development]) 
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3) Additional distance to the US 101 southbound on-ramp at Mullholland Drive or Parkway 
Calabasas 
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Figure 24 Project Area Street Network 
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Figure 25 Project Site Roadways and Driveways 

 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Transportation and Traffic 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 191 

Figure 26 shows the existing study-area street network, including the intersections that were 
analyzed and the existing geometrics and intersection controls. The following text provides a brief 
description of the roadways that were identified by City staff for analysis in the traffic study. 

Figure 26 Intersection Controls 

 

Ventura Freeway (US 101) 

Ventura Freeway is considered by Caltrans as a north-south freeway; however, within the vicinity of 
Hidden Hills, the Ventura Freeway has an east-west alignment. The Ventura Freeway provides 
access from West Los Angeles up through northern California into Oregon. Within the study area, 
access to the Ventura Freeway is provided via Calabasas Road, Parkway Calabasas, Valley Circle-
Mulholland Drive and Long Valley Road. 

Long Valley Road 
Long Valley Road is a two-lane undivided roadway, which provides direct access into the City of 
Hidden Hills. This access is controlled by a guard/gate. The speed limit on Long Valley Road is 30 
miles per hour (mph). 

Lasher Road 
Lasher Road is a two-lane undivided roadway that is accessed via Long Valley Road. It connects Long 
Valley Road with Hidden Ranch Road.  
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Round Meadow Road 
Round Meadow Road is a two-lane undivided roadway, which runs in a north-south alignment 
between Long Valley Road and Mureau Road. Round Meadow Road also provides guard/gated 
access into the City of Hidden Hills. The speed limit on Round Meadow Road is 30 mph. 

Rolling View Road 
Rolling View Road generally runs between Scott Robertson Road to the west and Bridle Trail Road to 
the east. This roadway provides two lanes of undivided travel with rolled curb gutters. The speed 
limit on Rolling View Road is of 20 mph. 

Bridle Trail Road 
Bridle Trail Road is a two-lane undivided roadway that is accessed via Rolling View Road with cul-de-
sacs at both ends of the roadway. 

Hoback Glenn Road 
Hoback Glenn Road is a two-lane undivided roadway which runs east of Round Meadow Road and 
provides a cul-de-sac at the east end.  

Mureau Road 
Within the vicinity of Hidden Hills, Mureau Road is a two-lane undivided roadway that runs parallel 
with the Ventura Freeway, between Las Virgenes Road to the west and Calabasas Road to the east. 

Existing Intersection Volumes 
Existing a.m. (7-9) and p.m. (2-6) peak hour traffic counts were conducted at the study intersections 
on Thursday, September 14, 2017, by Counts Unlimited, a traffic data collection firm. These counts 
were collected on a typical school day and included counts during the regular peak hours and the 
school start and end times. Existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes at the study intersections are 
illustrated on Figure 27. 
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Figure 27 Existing Peak Hour Volumes 

 

Existing Levels of Service 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology of intersection analyses was utilized to 
evaluate the operations at the signalized intersection at Round Meadow Road and Mureau Road, 
the only signalized study intersection. ICU methodology requires comparison of traffic volumes to 
roadway capacities for the critical intersection movements. ICU values correspond to Level of 
Service (LOS) ratings as shown in Table 27. Intersections are rated on a scale from A through F, 
where A indicates an intersection with low volumes and free flowing traffic and F indicates an 
intersection with high volumes and little to no traffic flow. It is generally recognized that LOS D or 
better represents acceptable intersection operation, while LOS E and F are considered over capacity. 

The five unsignalized study intersections were analyzed utilizing the Transportation Research 
Board’s 2010 Highway Capacity Manual and associated software. The procedures contained in the 
2010 publication are based on determining the average total delay for drivers at the intersection. In 
these intersection analyses procedures, the operating conditions are defined in terms of LOS, which 
are associated with delay times. As with the ICU methodology, LOS is described as letter grades “A” 
through “F”.  
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Table 27 Level of Service Descriptions 
 Range of ICU Values 

Level of Service Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) Highway Capacity Manual 

A 0.00-0.60 ≤ 10.0 

B 0.67-0.70 > 10.0-15.0 

C 0.71-0.80 > 15.0-25.0 

D 0.81-0.90 > 25.0-35.0 

E 0.91-1.00 > 35.0-50.0 

F Not meaningful > 50.0 

Source: Willdan 2017b 

Based on the peak hour traffic counts taken during the a.m. peak hour (7-9) and p.m. peak hour (2-
6) on Tuesday, November 14, 2017, all but one of the study intersections are currently operating at 
an acceptable LOS (C or above) during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours (Table 28). This 
intersection of Long Valley Road at the US-101 northbound on-ramp is operating at LOS E during the 
a.m. peak hour, which is considered over capacity. 

Table 28 Existing (2017) Intersection Level of Service 

Study Intersection Control 

Existing LOS Conditions (Value1/ LOS) 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Round Meadow Road/ Mureau Road Signalized 0.58/A 0.72/C 

Long Valley Road/US 101 NB On-Ramp Unsignalized 40.90/E 13.53/B 

Long Valley Road/Lasher Road Unsignalized 7.80/A 7.60/A 

Long Valley Road/ Round Meadow Road Unsignalized 8.10/A 7.98/A 

Hoback Glen Road/ Round Meadow Road Unsignalized 10.50/B 9.90/A 

Rolling View Road/ Bridle Trail Road Unsignalized 8.50/A 8.70/A 
1 For signalized intersections, the “value” given is the intersection capacity utilization value (ICU), which is based on the ratio of traffic 
volumes to roadway capacities. For unsignalized intersection, the “value” given is based on the average total delay for drivers at the 
intersection expressed as delay in seconds per vehicle.  

Source: Willdan 2017b 

Future Levels of Service 

Future Baseline/ Pre-Project Conditions 
Future baseline conditions, or “pre-project conditions,” typically account for ambient growth and 
future projects, excluding the project. Due to the fact that the City of Hidden Hills is a gated 
community and growth from outside the area does not affect the intersections within the City, only 
undeveloped lots within the City would add traffic to the intersections within the City boundaries. 
Therefore, a growth factor was not applied to the study intersections within Hidden Hills. For the 
two study intersections that lie outside the Hidden Hills community gates (Round Meadow 
Road/Mureau Road and Long Valley Road/US 101 Northbound On-Ramp) an annual growth rate of 
one percent was applied to specific traffic flows: the westbound and eastbound through traffic at 
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Round Meadow Road, and the westbound Lone Valley Road traffic coming from the intersection 
with Valley Circle Boulevard and destined for the US 101 Northbound On-ramp. The City of Hidden 
Hills identified one approved development in the City, in addition to three developments already 
approved on the project site. The approved development currently underway on Lasher Road would 
provide 11 single-family dwelling units. However, three of these dwelling units were already 
constructed at the time traffic counts were conducted and are, therefore, considered part of 
existing conditions, not future baseline conditions. For the purposes of this analysis, future baseline 
conditions include the development of 11 single-family dwelling units in total (eight units associated 
with the development on Lasher Road and three units already approved on the project site). It was 
assumed the project would be operational by the end of 2019 for traffic modeling. 

Future/ Post-Project Conditions 
Future conditions, or “post-project conditions,” include project-generated traffic in addition to 
future baseline conditions. Pre-project conditions already account for three units on the project site, 
which have been previously approved; thus, the project would result in a net increase of four 
dwelling units on the project site. In total, post-project conditions include the development of 15 
single-family dwelling units.  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Cumulative Development, an application has been filed with the City of 
Los Angeles to develop the Boething Treeland Farms site with 221 housing units. Given that the 
project is neither planned nor pending approval, it is not included in the analysis of post-project 
conditions in the traffic study prepared by Willdan. However, the cumulative impacts analysis below 
includes discussion of this project and potential cumulative effects. 

Trip Generation 
Future development would generate new trips, which are accounted for in determining pre-project 
and post-project LOS conditions. Table 29 shows the trip generation for four scenarios: project 
alone, future conditions (includes three approved developments on the project site), net project 
(i.e., project development excluding three approved developments on the project site), and future 
with project (i.e., future conditions plus net project). Trip generation rates were taken from the 
2017 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication, Trip Generation, 10th Edition.  
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Table 29 Project Trip Generation Estimates 
  Weekday 

  

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak Hour Trips P.M. Peak Hour Trips 

Land Use 

Dwelling 
Units 
(DU) In Out Total In Out Total 

Trip Generation Rates 

Single-Family 
Residential 

Per DU 9.44 0.19 0.56 0.75 0.62 0.37 0.99 

Project  

Single-Family 
Residential 7 66 1 4 5 4 3 7 

Future  

Single-Family 
Residential 

11 104 2 6 8 7 4 11 

Net Project1  

Single-Family 
Residential 4 38 1 2 3 2 1 3 

Future with Project 

Single-Family 
Residential 

15 142 3 8 11 9 5 14 

Source: Willdan 2017b  

1. The project involves the development of seven units on the project site. However, three units are already approved on the project 
site and included in the future conditions analysis. Therefore, net project development is four units. Potential development of the 
Boething Treeland Farms site is not included in this analysis since this project is neither planned nor pending approval; however, the 
cumulative impacts analysis below includes discussion of this project and potential cumulative effects. 

Pre-Project and Post-Project LOS 
Based on the trips generated by future development and assumed ambient growth, Willdan 
modeled pre-project and post-project peak-hour intersection volumes (Figure 28 and Figure 29). 
Table 30 summarizes the resulting LOS at the six study intersections under pre-project and post-
project conditions. 
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Figure 28 Pre-Project Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 29 Post-Project Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

 

Table 30 Pre-Project and Post-Project Intersection Level of Service 

Study Intersection Control 

Pre-Project Conditions 
(Value1/ LOS) 

Post-Project Conditions 
(Value1/ LOS) 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

Round Meadow Road/ 
Mureau Road 

Signalized 0.59/A 0.73/C 0.59/A 0.73/C 

Long Valley Road/US 101 NB 
On-Ramp 

Unsignalized 44.14/E 13.93/B 45.55/E 14.15/B 

Long Valley Road/Lasher 
Road 

Unsignalized 7.80/A 7.60/A 7.83/A 7.65/A 

Long Valley Road/ Round 
Meadow Road 

Unsignalized 8.10/A 7.98/A 8.13/A 8.00/A 

Hoback Glen Road/ Round 
Meadow Road 

Unsignalized 10.50/B 9.90/A 10.50/B 9.90/A 

Rolling View Road/ Bridle 
Trail Road 

Unsignalized 8.50/A 8.70/A 8.60/A 8.60/A 

1 For signalized intersections, the “value” given is the intersection capacity utilization value (ICU), which is based on the ratio of traffic 
volumes to roadway capacities. For unsignalized intersection, the “value” given is based on the average total delay for drivers at the 
intersection expressed as delay in seconds per vehicle.  

Source: Willdan 2017b 
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4.9.2 Impact Analysis  

Significance Thresholds 

CEQA Guidelines 
Pursuant to the Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, noise impacts related to the project 
would be considered significant if the project would: 

1. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a measure of effectiveness 
for the performance of a circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways, and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 

5. Result in inadequate emergency access. 

6. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bikeways, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities. 

As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the project site is not located in the vicinity of a public 
airport or private airstrip. Therefore, there would be no impact related to checklist item 3. In 
addition, the project site is in a gated community without public transit and the project would 
include a bridle trail in accordance with City requirements; there would be a less than significant 
impact in regards to checklist item 6. The analysis that follows focuses on the remaining impact 
criteria listed above (1, 2, 4 and 5). 

Local Thresholds 
The City of Hidden Hills has not adopted thresholds for ICU or LOS increases to determine when a 
significant impact has occurred. The City’s CEQA guidelines [Appendix C, Item (l)] states that a 
significant effect with respect to traffic occurs when a project “Cause(s) an increase in traffic which 
is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.” The traffic 
report that was prepared for the project states that “it is generally recognized that a LOS D or better 
represents acceptable intersections operations, while LOS “E” and “F” are considered over capacity.”  

The most recent EIR that was certified for the City interpreted the CEQA guidelines threshold and 
City threshold to indicate LOS C as the minimum acceptable standard for the streets internal to the 
City. In addition, the EIR applied the Caltrans operating standard or LOS D for freeway mainline and 
on and off ramps (Hidden Hills 2007). Therefore, based on these thresholds, the project would have 
a significant impact if project-generated vehicle trips caused the LOS at study area intersections to 
fall below LOS D for freeway intersections or below LOS C for City roads. In the event the study 
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intersections operate below the minimum accepted LOS, the project would be considered to have a 
significant impact if it contributes to a drop in the ICU value below current LOS conditions (i.e. if it 
caused a degradation of the existing LOS). 

Methodology 
The analysis of the project’s transportation impacts are based on a traffic study prepared by Willdan 
in December 2017 (2017b). As described above, Willdan conducted intersection modeling with a 
LOS determination for six study intersections under existing, pre-project buildout conditions, and 
post-project conditions. Signalized study intersections were analyzed using ICU methodology, and 
unsignalized study intersections were analyzed using the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual and 
associated software. Peak-hour traffic counts were taken during the a.m. peak hour (7-9) and p.m. 
peak hour (2-6) on Thursday, September 14, 2017 by Counts Unlimited. 

Projects Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Thresholds:   Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit. 

 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. 

Impact T-1 THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN 66 NEW AVERAGE DAILY TRIPS ONTO THE LOCAL 
CIRCULATION NETWORK. HOWEVER, PROJECT-GENERATED TRIPS WOULD NOT CAUSE THE LOS AT ANY OF THE 
SIX STUDY INTERSECTIONS TO FALL BELOW THE EXISTING LOS. AT THE FIVE OF THE INTERSECTIONS, THE LOS 
CURRENTLY MEETS AND WOULD CONTINUE TO MEET APPLICABLE STANDARDS. FOR THE ONE INTERSECTION 
OPERATING BELOW THE MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE LOS, PROJECT-GENERATED TRIPS WOULD NOT HAVE A 
SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE LOS OF THE INTERSECTION. THEREFORE, IMPACTS TO THE CIRCULATION SYSTEM 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Full buildout of the seven proposed residential units would result in the addition of an estimated 66 
new average daily vehicle trips onto the local circulation network (Table 29). As shown below in 
Table 31, LOS at all study intersections would remain unchanged due to future growth and 
implementation of the project.  
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Table 31 Existing, Pre-Project, and Post-Project Intersection Level of Service 

Study 
Intersection Control 

Existing Conditions 
(Value1/ LOS) 

Pre-Project Conditions 
(Value1/ LOS) 

Post-Project Conditions 
(Value1/ LOS) 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour  

P.M. Peak 
Hour  

A.M. Peak 
Hour  

P.M. Peak 
Hour  

Round 
Meadow 
Road/ 
Mureau 
Road 

Signalized 0.58/A 0.72/C 0.59/A 0.73/C 0.59/A 0.73/C 

Long Valley 
Road/US 
101 NB On-
Ramp 

Unsignalized 40.90/E 13.53/B 44.14/E 13.93/B 45.55/E 14.15/B 

Long Valley 
Road/Lasher 
Road 

Unsignalized 7.80/A 7.60/A 7.80/A 7.60/A 7.83/A 7.65/A 

Long Valley 
Road/ 
Round 
Meadow 
Road 

Unsignalized 8.10/A 7.98/A 8.10/A 7.98/A 8.13/A 8.00/A 

Hoback Glen 
Road/ 
Round 
Meadow 
Road 

Unsignalized 10.50/B 9.90/A 10.50/B 9.90/A 10.50/B 9.90/A 

Rolling View 
Road/ Bridle 
Trail Road 

Unsignalized 8.50/A 8.70/A 8.50/A 8.70/A 8.60/A 8.60/A 

Source: Willdan 2017b 

1. For signalized intersections, the “value” given is the intersection capacity utilization value (ICU), which is based on the ratio of traffic 
volumes to roadway capacities. For unsignalized intersection, the “value” given is based on the average total delay for drivers at the 
intersection expressed as delay in seconds per vehicle.  

Five of the six study intersections currently operate at or above LOS C, which is the City’s minimum 
acceptable standard for the streets internal to the City, during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 
These intersections would continue to operate at the same LOS as under current conditions when 
considering the addition of project-generated trips, and therefore would maintain an acceptable 
LOS.  

The intersection of Long Valley Road at the US 101 northbound on-ramp currently operates at LOS E 
during the a.m. peak hour. This intersection is located outside of the City’s jurisdictional boundary 
and is subject to Caltrans’ operating standard of LOS D for freeway on-ramps. Although a LOS E 
would be considered an unacceptable LOS, the addition of the project would not have a significant 
effect on the LOS of the intersection. The added delay with the addition of the project and the 
related projects would increase by 1.41 seconds and would not likely be noticed by motorists.  

Therefore, the 66 average daily vehicle trips generated by buildout of the seven residential units 
would result in less than significant impacts to study area intersections. It should be noted that a 
stop sign would be required for traffic turning onto Bridle Trail Road from Court A. The stop sign 
would be required as a condition of approval.  
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Thresholds:   Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit. 

 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. 

Impact T-2 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD TEMPORARILY INCREASE TRUCK TRAFFIC IN THE 
PROJECT AREA AND COULD POTENTIALLY BLOCK ACCESS TO EQUESTRIAN AND PEDESTRIAN TRAILS ON AND 
ADJACENT TO THE PROJECT SITE. THIS HAS THE POTENTIAL TO DISRUPT TRAFFIC FLOW IN THE SURROUNDING 
COMMUNITY. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

Project construction is anticipated to last approximately 18 months. It is estimated that grading 
would last three months, and building construction would last approximately 14 months (see 
Section 4.2, Air Quality for further details). It is noted that construction of the homes may not be 
undertaken in a single phase, but would more likely be built as market demand dictates; however, a 
slowing in the construction of homes would lessen the environmental effects as they would occur at 
a lesser intensity and be spread over a longer period. Therefore, analysis presuming concurrent 
construction of all seven homes was undertaken to provide a conservative estimate of adverse 
effects.  

Construction activities would generate traffic to and from the project site due to employee travel to 
and from the project site, transport of construction equipment, and soil hauling. Although cut and 
fill is expected to balance onsite, transport of soil may be required if onsite soils are unsuitable due 
to expansiveness. The potential for this effect was included in the environmental analysis, assuming 
that a total of 16,718 cubic yards (10 percent of the total cut/fill) of soil would be moved to and 
from the site. If this were to occur, about 32 trips per day would be required to move soil. Based on 
CalEEMod defaults, employee travel would generate 18 daily round trips during site preparation, 20 
during grading, 3 during building construction, 15 during paving, and 1 during architectural coating 
(Appendix B). 

Truck traffic to and from the site would increase over the short term as construction vehicles and 
equipment are delivered to the project site, and construction workers commute to and from the 
project site. The applicant has prepared a truck haul route for construction equipment. This route 
would be subject to review and approval by the City of Hidden Hills. Additionally, any transportation 
of heavy construction equipment and/or materials that requires the use of oversized-transport 
vehicles on State highways would require a Caltrans transportation permit.  

Construction vehicles and equipment would be staged on an undeveloped lot adjacent to the 
western boundary of the project site. The staging area would be accessed from Bridle Trail Road and 
the unnamed paved road adjacent to the western boundary of the project site. The staging area 
would reduce the period over which construction equipment would travel or be transported on the 
public roads in the surrounding community. However, truck trips would still be required on a daily 
basis during grading if import or export of soil is required to remediate for expansive or corrosive 
soils. Because a staging area would be located within the City adjacent the project site, it is 
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anticipated that construction vehicles and equipment would not substantially disrupt daily traffic 
flows in the surrounding community. Construction activity may require the temporary closure of the 
equestrian trails adjacent to Bridle Trail Road and the project site. This could disrupt pedestrian and 
equestrian activity in the area. Therefore, the impact to vehicular, pedestrian, and equestrian traffic 
would be a potentially significant temporary impact and require mitigation.  

Mitigation Measure 
The following is required to mitigate temporary impacts to vehicular, pedestrian, and equestrian 
traffic during construction. 

MM TR-1 CONSTRUCTION IMPACT MITIGATION PLAN 

The applicant shall prepare and implement a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan to provide for 
traffic, parking capacity, and trail management during construction. This plan shall be subject to 
review and approval by the City and Hidden Hills Community Association and, at a minimum, shall 
include the following: 

 Storage of construction material and equipment within the designated staging area and 
limitation of equipment and material visibility to the public; and 

 A public information program to advise motorists, equestrians, and pedestrians of impending 
construction activities (e.g., portable message signs, and information signs at the construction 
site); 

 Approval from the City and Hidden Hills Community Association, for any construction detours or 
construction work requiring encroachment into public rights-of-way, or any other street use 
activity (e.g., haul routes); 

 Timely notification of construction schedules to all affected agencies (e.g., County of Los 
Angeles Sheriff’s Department, County of Los Angeles Public Works Department, Las Virgenes 
Municipal Water District, Los Angeles County Fire Department, City of Hidden Hills, Hidden Hills 
Community Association, and Rubbish Hauling Contractors); 

 Coordination of construction work with affected agencies 5 to 10 days prior to start of work; 
 A traffic control plan for the streets surrounding the work area, which includes specific 

information regarding the project’s construction and activities that would disrupt normal traffic 
flow; 

 Minimizing dirt and demolition material hauling and construction material delivery during the 
morning and afternoon peak traffic periods, and cleaning of streets and equipment as 
necessary; 

 Limiting the number of truck trips to and from the site in the event that soil import/export is 
required 

 Scheduling and expediting of work to cause the least amount of disruption and interference to 
the adjacent vehicular and pedestrian traffic flow. Weekday daytime work on City streets shall 
primarily be performed between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.; 

 Limiting queuing of trucks to onsite, and prohibition of truck queuing on area roadways; 
 Scheduling of preconstruction meetings with City and other affected agencies to properly plan 

methods of controlling traffic through work areas; and 
 Provision of off-street parking for construction workers. 
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Significance After Mitigation 
The construction impact mitigation measure would ensure that construction equipment and 
materials are staged adjacent the project site, and off of City streets, to reduce the potential for 
daily traffic disruption along City streets. Construction employees would be required to park their 
vehicles at the staging area, rather than on the streets. Signage would accompany activities that 
disrupt the normal traffic flow, and coordination with agencies would occur to ensure that agencies 
with a responsibility to serve the vicinity (sheriff, fire, rubbish haulers, and more) would not be 
hindered by construction activity. Prohibition of queuing on City streets and at the project site, in 
addition to limiting street disruptions to between the hours of 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. would likewise 
minimize disruption to normal traffic flow. Therefore, with implementation of the required 
Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, the project’s impact to traffic would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

Thresholds:   Result in inadequate emergency access. 
 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 

Impact T-3 THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE DEVELOPMENT OF SEVEN SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES IN A 
GATED COMMUNITY LOCATED IN A HIGH FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY AREA. PROJECT ACCESS IS PROPOSED ALONG 
HILL SLOPES AND COULD POSE A HAZARD FOR EMERGENCY PERSONNEL DURING OPERATION, AS WELL AS 
DURING CONSTRUCTION. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

The project involves the future development of seven single family residences within a gated 
community and a high fire hazard severity area. For each of the seven new residences, there would 
be only one means of ingress and egress, either from Bridle Trail Road or Lasher Road. The project 
involves development of private drives and a new, approximately 750-foot long internal street. 
Some of the drives would be constructed on hill slopes, which could pose access problems for 
emergency crews. The project design would be evaluated by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department and City Engineer for emergency access. The project design appears consistent with 
adjoining and other similar development in the vicinity and it is anticipated that impacts to 
emergency access can be alleviated through specific design measures. Therefore, given that the 
applicant is required to coordinate with the Los Angeles County Fire Department and City Engineer 
to assure that emergency access to each proposed residence meets acceptable design 
requirements, the potential for adverse effects during operation would be less than significant.  

Construction activities would result in additional traffic in and around the project site and may result 
in road closures or blockages of paths that would restrict emergency access to the project site. In 
addition, the potential design of roadways on the project site inconsistent with LA County Fire 
Department design standards could limit emergency access to the site after the completion of 
construction. Mitigation is required to ensure project construction activities and project operation 
does not adversely affect emergency access.  

Mitigation Measure 
The following is required to mitigate temporary impacts to emergency access during construction. 
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MM TR-2 CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL EMERGENCY ACCESS PLAN 

Prior to issuance of building and/ or grading permits, the applicant shall submit an Emergency 
Access Plan and final roadway design to the County Fire Department and/or other appropriate 
agency for review and approval. These plans would detail how emergency access to the project 
would be maintained during construction and after occupancy of the proposed residences, and 
include measures to ensure adequate emergency access during and after project construction, such 
as providing signage for altered fire routes and requiring roadway construction consistent with the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department emergency access standards for width, slope, etc. The project 
applicant shall be required to implement measures identified by the Plan.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Preparation, review, and implementation of an Emergency Access Plan would ensure adequate 
emergency access during and after project construction. Impacts due to modification to emergency 
access would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Since the City of Hidden Hills is a gated community, cumulative development outside the City limits 
would not affect the local circulation system. As indicated in Table 31, with implementation of the 
project, future LOS at intersections in the City would remain the same as under existing conditions. 
Two of the study intersections are located outside of the City and would be affected by cumulative 
development outside of Hidden Hills. However, the project would have no impact to LOS at the 
Round Meadow Road/Mureau Road intersection and minimal impact (an increased delay of 1.41 
seconds during a.m. peak hours and 0.22 seconds during p.m. peak hours) to the Long Valley 
Road/US 101 northbound on-ramp.  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Cumulative Development, an application has been filed with the City of 
Los Angeles to develop the Boething Treeland Farms site with 221 housing units. The site is located 
outside of the eastern boundary of Hidden Hills, near the Long Valley Road/US 101 northbound on-
ramp. Due to the incipient nature of this project, it was not included in the list of cumulative 
development projects considered in this EIR, and was not included in the traffic study prepared by 
Willdan. Because the community has voiced concerns about potential cumulative impacts resulting 
from this development, it is addressed here for informational purposes only.  

The Boething Treeland Farms Development would result in additional traffic at the Long Valley 
Road/US 101 northbound on-ramp, which is anticipated to operate at LOS E under future conditions 
(as defined in the traffic study). Trips generated by the development of 221 housing units could 
reduce future LOS at the Long Valley Road/US 101. Because the intersection currently operates 
below LOS D, the Caltrans operating standard for freeway mainline and on and off ramps, the 
additional of traffic from the Boething Treeland Farms Development could resulting in a 
cumulatively significant impact. However, given that implementation of the project would not 
increase the LOS at this intersection, the project’s contribution to this impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 



City of Hidden Hills  
Ashley Construction VTM 63567 

 
206 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Other CEQA Required Discussions 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 207 

5 Other CEQA Required Discussions 

This section discusses growth-inducing impacts, irreversible environmental impacts, and energy 
impacts that would be caused by the project. 

5.1 Growth Inducement 
Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to 
foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle 
to growth. Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. 
However, depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant 
adverse environmental effects. The project's growth inducing potential is therefore considered 
significant if project-induced growth could result in significant physical effects in one or more 
environmental issue areas. 

5.1.1 Population and Job Growth 
The project would allow for the construction of seven single family dwellings. Based on Department 
of Finance (DOF) 2016 estimates for average household size in Hidden Hills, the project would 
accommodate approximately 22 new residents (i.e., 7 units x 3.21 persons/unit) (DOF 2016). This 
would constitute an approximately 1.2 percent increase relative to the current City population of 
1,872 persons (DOF 2016). Thus, direct population growth resulting from the project would be 
minimal. 

Because the project is a residential project, it is not expected to generate any new permanent jobs. 
Construction associated with build out of the project would directly generate temporary 
employment opportunities. These new construction jobs would not be expected to induce people to 
relocate to the area to fill new job opportunities as construction jobs due to the project would be 
temporary. Thus, the indirect population growth associated with new jobs from project buildout is 
expected to be minimal.  

The project would have a significant cumulative impact on regional growth if the project in 
combination with other planned development were to exceed regional growth projections. In its 
2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) forecasts that the population of Hidden Hills 
will increase to 2,000 by 2040 (Southern California Association of Governments 2015). The total City 
population with the project would be approximately 1,894 persons. An approved and partially-
completed project in Hidden Hills would provide an additional 11 single-family units that would 
accommodate approximately 35 new residents (i.e., 11 units x 3.21 persons/unit). Combined with 
the project, the population of Hidden Hills is expected to increase by about 57 people due to 
planned development to a total of 1,951. This would not exceed regional growth projections for 
Hidden Hills. Therefore, the project would not have a significant cumulative impact on regional 
growth.  
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5.1.2 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
The project involves infill development in the City of Hidden Hills. The site is already served by water 
and sewer infrastructure and would only require minor extensions of such infrastructure to serve 
new development. Existing roads in the City would serve the project, although the eastern portion 
of Bridle Trail Road would be refined and improved with a cul-de-sac, and a new, approximately 
750-foot internal roadway would be constructed to provide access to individual lots in the western 
portion of the site. In addition, four lots within the project area are currently improved with utilities. 
The relatively minor utility and roadway infrastructure extensions proposed with this application are 
consistent with those typically required for infill development, rather than as an extension of new 
services into an area that is presently underserved by such improvements. Given that the areas 
adjoining the project site are either approved for residential development (area adjacent the 
eastern boundary) or are already developed (areas adjacent the northern, western, and southern 
boundaries), the infrastructure extensions required for the project are not expected to cause 
significant inducement to new growth beyond that proposed for the project site.  

5.2 Irreversible Environmental Effects 
The environmental effects of the project are discussed in Section 4.0 of this EIR and are summarized 
in the executive summary. Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of: 

significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the proposed project 
should it be implemented. Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued 
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts 
(such as a highway improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) 
generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from 
environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources 
should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified. 

Construction and long-term operation of the project would irreversibly commit construction 
materials and non-renewable energy resources. These energy resource demands would be used for 
construction, heating and cooling of buildings, transportation of people and goods, as well as 
lighting and other associated energy needs. Non-renewable and slowly renewable resources used by 
the project would include, but are not limited to, lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, 
asphalt, petrochemical construction materials, steel, copper, lead and other metals, and water. A 
marginal increase in the commitment of facility maintenance services would also be required. 
Project impacts related to consumption of non-renewable and slowly renewable resources are 
considered to be less than significant because the project would not use unusual amounts of 
energy, water, or construction materials.  

Implementation of the project would result in the removal of 16.92 acres of potential habitat for 
special status plant and wildlife species. The site is being almost completely graded except for the 
riparian habitat, wetland, and near some of the protected trees to be retained onsite. Nineteen 
trees are planned for removal, including 10 native oak trees and 8 historic trees. Fourteen trees 
would be retained, including 10 coast live oaks and 2 valley oaks. Mitigation measures are proposed 
to reduce these potential project impacts to a less than significant impact over the long-term (see 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources). 
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The project would add 67 average daily weekday trips to the local street system. This additional 
traffic would not cause any of the existing roads or intersections to exceed the thresholds identified 
in this EIR (see Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation) and would not commit the area to unacceptable 
irreversible traffic flows or congestion. Similarly, the project would not result in significant noise or 
air quality impacts that cannot be mitigated to below the thresholds identified in this EIR (see 
Sections 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.8, Noise). Therefore, it would not cause significant irreversible noise 
or air quality impacts.  

Development of the project would permanently convert existing open space to rural residential use; 
however, this development has been included in the City’s General Plan. The project would also 
involve lowering a ridgeline that has been identified as significant in the County of Los Angeles 
SMMNAP. The project would have a significant and unavoidable impact due to the lowering of the 
ridgeline and development of new residences on a site with hillside terrain (see Section 4.7, Land 
Use and Planning).  

CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. The analysis contained in this EIR 
concludes that the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to land use and 
biological resources. Impacts would remain significant and unavoidable due to this irreversible loss.  

5.3 Energy Effects 
Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(2) and Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs 
include a discussion of the potential energy consumption and/or conservation impacts of proposed 
projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary 
consumption of energy.  

The project would involve the use of energy during the construction and operational phases of the 
project. Energy use during the construction phase would be in the form of fuel consumption (e.g., 
gasoline and diesel fuel) to operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, and machinery. In 
addition, temporary grid power may also be provided to any temporary construction trailers or 
electric construction equipment. Long-term operation of the project would require permanent grid 
connections for electricity and natural gas service to power internal and exterior building lighting, 
and heating and cooling systems. 

Southern California Edison (SCE) would provide electricity service for the project. SCE’s power mix 
consists of approximately 24 percent renewable energy sources (wind, geothermal, solar, small 
hydro, and biomass) (CEC 2016a). Gas service would be provided by Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCal Gas). According to SoCal Gas, natural gas is available in abundance domestically, 
with sufficient natural gas, in its traditional form, to meet the country’s demand for more than 100 
years (SoCal Gas 2016). New technologies also offer the potential to capture methane, the primary 
ingredient in natural gas, from existing waste stream sources to make a renewable form of natural 
gas. 

California used 295,405 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity in 2015 and 2,313 billion cubic feet of 
natural gas in 2012 (CEC 2016b and 2016c). Californians presently consume over 18 billion gallons of 
motor vehicle fuels per year (CEC 2016d). 

CalEEMod is a land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for 
government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals in California to quantify 
potential criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with both construction and operations 
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from a variety of land use projects. The model quantifies direct emissions from construction and 
operation activities (including vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, such as GHG emissions 
from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use. The 
model also identifies mitigation measures to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions along with 
calculating the benefits achieved from mitigation measures selected by the user. Complete 
CalEEMod results and assumptions can be viewed in Appendix B. The project’s estimated motor 
vehicle fuel as calculated from CalEEMod is shown in Table 32. The project would result in the 
consumption of approximately 16,900 gallons of fuel each year.  

Table 32 Estimated Project-Related Annual Motor Vehicle Fuel Consumption 

Vehicle Type 
Percent of  

Vehicle Trips1 
Annual Vehicle 
Miles Traveled2 

Average Fuel 
Economy 

(miles/gallon)3 

Total Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Passenger Cars 54.8  176,019.83  23.3  7,554.50  

Light/Medium Trucks 41.1  131,990.77  17.1  7,718.76  

Heavy Trucks/Other 3.5  11,353.39  7.3  1,555.26  

Motorcycles 0.5  1,606.90  43.4  37.03  

Total 100.0% 320,970.88  –  16,865.54  

1 Percent of vehicle trips found in Table 4.3 “Vehicle Fleet Mix” in CalEEMod output (Appendix B) 
2 Mitigated annual VMT found in Table 4.2 “Trip Summary Information” in CalEEMod output (Appendix B) 
3 Source: US DOT, Bureau of Transportation Statistics. 2013. National Transportation Statistics 2013, Tables 4-12 and 4-13. Washington 
DC. Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in USDOT fuel consumption data, except for 
motorcycles. Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, light/medium trucks 
correspond to the light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/ other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 6-tire or more class. 

Note: Totals may not add up due to rounding. 

Total estimated energy usage, including motor vehicle fuel, is summarized and compared to 
statewide usage in Table 33. The project would result in increased vehicle trips, and vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) as compared to current conditions. However, the project would make a minimal 
contribution to statewide energy consumption and would not adversely affect energy supplies or 
require the construction of new energy facilities.  
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Table 33 Estimated Project-Related Energy Usage Compared to State-Wide Energy 
Usage 

Form of Energy Units 

Annual 
Project-Related 

Energy Use 
Annual State-Wide 

Energy Use 
Project % of 

State-Wide Energy Use 

Electricity mWh 60.041 295,405,0002 0.000002 

Natural Gas kBTU 218,3871 2,313,000,000,0003 0.000009 

Motor Vehicle Fuels gallons 16,866 27,300,000,0004 0.00006 

1 CalEEMod output (provided in Appendix B) 
2 California Energy Commission 2017a 
3 California Energy Commission 2017b 
4 U.S. Energy Information Administration 2015 

The project would be subject to the energy conservation requirements of the California Energy Code 
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for 
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings) and the California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, 
Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations). The California Energy Code provides energy 
conservation standards for all new and renovated commercial and residential buildings constructed 
in California. The Code applies to the building envelope, space-conditioning systems, and water-
heating and lighting systems of buildings and appliances. The Code provides guidance on 
construction techniques to maximize energy conservation. Minimum efficiency standards are given 
for a variety of building elements, including: appliances, water and space heating and cooling 
equipment, and insulation for doors, pipes, walls and ceilings. The Code emphasizes saving energy 
at peak periods and seasons and improving the quality of installation of energy efficient fixtures. In 
addition, the California Green Building Standards Code sets targets for energy efficiency, water 
consumption, dual plumbing systems for potable and recyclable water, diversion of construction 
waste from landfills, and use of environmentally sensitive materials in construction and design, 
including ecofriendly flooring, carpeting, paint, coatings, thermal insulation, and acoustical wall and 
ceiling panels.  

The project is required to comply with Title 24 standards. Meeting Title 24 energy conservation 
requirements would ensure that energy is not used in an inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary 
manner per Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(2). 
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6 Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, requires that an EIR examines a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project that could feasibly achieve the project’s basic objectives and that would 
potentially reduce or avoid significant impacts of the project. In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines 
require that an EIR examine the “No Project” Alternative. The alternatives addressed below include 
the following: 

 Alternative 1: No Project – No Build 
 Alternative 2: Build-out Under Current Land Use Designations 
 Alternative 3: Ridgeline Avoidance 
 Alternative 4: Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide Removal 
 Alternative 5: Wetland Avoidance 

Table 34 provides a summary comparison of the project and the four alternatives. Each alternative is 
described in greater detail and compared to the project below.  

Table 34 Comparison of Project Alternatives 
  Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Project 
Characteristics 

Project No Project Build-out 
Under Current 
Land Use 
Designations 

Ridgeline 
Avoidance 

Ridgeline 
Avoidance 
with Landslide 
Removal 

Wetland 
Avoidance 

Proposed 
Residential 

7 0 4 plus 
Agricultural 

4-6 7 7 

Ridgeline 
Grading  

Yes No No No Yes – For 
Landslide 
Repair Only 

Yes 

Landslide 
Hazard 
Removal 

Yes No No No Yes Yes 

Access Bridle Trail 
Road;  
Lasher Road; 
Court A 

Bridle Trail 
Road;  
Lasher Road 

Bridle Trail 
Road;  
Lasher Road 

Bridle Trail 
Road;  
Lasher Road 

Bridle Trail 
Road;  
Lasher Road; 
Court A 

Bridle Trail 
Road;  
Lasher Road; 
Court A 

Grading 177,200 cy 0 <177,200 cy <177,200 cy <177,200 cy 177,200 cy 

6.1 Alternative 1: No Project – No Build 
This alternative assumes that the project would not be developed, and that no change would be 
associated with the property. This is most commonly referred to as the “No Project – No Build” 
alternative.  
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6.1.1 Impact Analysis 
Under this alternative, the project site would remain undeveloped and there would be no change in 
environmental conditions. This no-build alternative would therefore eliminate all project impacts, 
including its significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts to scenic resources (Impact AES-2) and 
visual character and quality (Impact AES-3); and significant and unavoidable land use impact to land 
use plans and policies (Impact LU-1). The significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts would result 
from: 1) removal of 30-50 vertical feet from the top of the ridgeline located on the project site, 
which is currently a SMMNAP designated significant ridgeline and may qualify as a visually dominant 
ridgeline under the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336) upon annexation; and 2) permanent 
alteration of the visual character of the site. . The significant and unavoidable land use impact would 
occur due to conflicts with the City’s General Plan policies to preserve natural land forms and 
prevent development in hillside areas. 

This alternative would avoid the following potentially significant but mitigable impacts of the 
project: 

 Impact AQ-2. Temporary increases in localized air pollutant emissions resulting from 
construction that would potentially expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of PM2.5 

 Impact BIO-1. Removal or dripline encroachment of native oak trees and historic trees  

 Impact BIO-2. Direct impacts to special status plants and wildlife from project construction 

 Impact BIO-3. Potential impacts to nesting birds from brush and tree removal 

 Impact BIO-5. Potential impacts to the wetland and riparian area from construction of the 
equestrian trail  

 Impact BIO-6. Potential indirect impacts to wetland and riparian habitat due to disturbance of 
soils during grading as well as long-term alteration of site drainage 

 Impact CR-1. Potential impacts to previously unidentified archaeological resources from project 
construction 

 Impact CR-2. Potential impacts to previously unidentified paleontological resources from 
project construction 

 Impact CR-4. Potential impacts to previously unidentified tribal cultural resources from project 
construction  

 Impact GEO-1. Potential property loss or risk to human safety from seismically-induced ground 
shaking 

 Impact GEO-2. Potential impacts relating to slope stability hazards 

 Impact GEO-3. Potential impacts relating to expansive and corrosive soils 

 Impact HWQ-1. Potential impacts relating to erosion and sedimentation from project 
construction  

 Impact HWQ-2. Alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the project area resulting in 
increased peak runoff volumes, which may contribute to exceedance of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage system capacity 
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 Impact HWQ-4. Potential increases in sedimentation of the waterway surrounding wetland and 
contribute to erosion of the natural drainage channel 

 Impact LU-1. Conflicts with General Plan policies to preserve natural land forms and prevent 
development in hillside areas 

 Impact T-2. Temporary impacts from construction truck traffic potentially blocking access to 
equestrian and pedestrian trails on and adjacent to the project site and disrupting traffic flow in 
the surrounding community 

 Impact T-3. Temporary impacts from construction traffic and roadway design potentially 
restricting emergency access to the project site 

Although this alternative would reduce the aforementioned impacts of the project, the landslide 
hazard on the site would not be addressed and recommendations included in the Geologic and Soils 
Engineering Exploration report prepared by J. Byer Group in 2006 and subsequent reports and 
reviews by SOLID and Geodynamics, Inc. would not be incorporated. As a result, the hazard would 
remain and would continue to require periodic maintenance by the City, which entails disposal of 
soil deposited near the base of the hill at Lasher Road after heavy rain events during conditions of 
saturated soil. While this alternative would not exacerbate risks associated with the landslide 
hazard, the existing hazard would remain.  

Under this alternative significantly less development, grading, and soil disturbance would occur, 
avoiding the potentially significant but mitigable impacts related to geology and soils listed above. 
Although direct impacts of this alternative to geology and soils would be less than those of the 
project, the landslide hazard would not be addressed. As a result, this alternative would be inferior 
to the project in terms of its overall impact to geology and soils. 

6.2 Alternative 2: Buildout under Current Land Use 
Designations 

Under this alternative it is assumed that the site would remain in its current jurisdictional 
configuration and would be developed with three single family dwellings (see Figure 4). Though 
there are four existing City lots, one lot (APN 2049-022-029), is underlain by an existing surficial 
landslide hazard. Removal of this hazard is necessary to develop a residence on the lot. The 
landslide hazard cannot be removed without encroaching into the County-designated parcel 
because removal of the landslide requires that grading commence at the top of the landslide hazard 
(Richard Doss, Pacific Coast Civil, Inc., 2007), which lies in the County designated parcel within 50 
feet of the ridgeline (Figure 16). This ridgeline is currently designated as a significant ridgeline in the 
SMMNAP. Therefore, it is presumed that, under this alternative, the northern portion of the project 
site cannot be graded for development of a residence. The landslide hazard would not preclude 
accessory uses such as corrals, or agricultural uses that are permitted in the RA-S zone such as 
nurseries, nursery stock, orchards, vineyards, the raising of field crops, tree, berry or bush crops or 
vegetables or flower gardening on a commercial scale.  

It should be noted that development of the 7.96-acre unincorporated portion of the site with Heavy 
Agricultural uses, as allowed under the existing Los Angeles County Zoning Ordinance, could also 
occur for that portion of the site. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that possible 
component of this alternative could present incompatibilities between these possible uses and the 
existing rural residential land uses that are present in the project vicinity. 
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Project access to residences would not change from existing conditions (see Figure 4). The three 
existing legal lots in the western half of the project site would retain their current points of access, 
from private drives extending northward from Bridle Trail Road. The City agricultural use lot (APN 
2049-022-029) could be accessed by farm equipment or animals at Lasher Road, as the grade is 
relatively gentle in this location (see top photo, Figure 13). The 7.96-acre County lot (APN 2049-022-
030) could be accessed at the end of Bridle Trail Road, but this would require access through the 
City of Hidden Hills, which is a gated community. This evaluation presumes that regular access to 
this parcel through the City’s road system would not be granted because the roads are owned and 
maintained by the Community Association, to which the parcel would not belong. This parcel could 
also be accessed through the adjacent parcel to the south, which currently supports Far West Farms 
Horse Riding School. 

6.2.1 Aesthetics 
This alternative would have less impact on public viewsheds and the visual character of the project 
site and its surroundings than the project. Like the project, this alternative would result in the 
transformation of an undeveloped area to low density rural residential housing. It would lead to 
development of fewer residences on the project site, and would therefore have less impact related 
to the site’s existing rural visual character, but impacts to visual character would be significant and 
unavoidable, as with the project (Impact AES-3). Under this alternative the top 30-50 feet of the 
ridgeline would not be removed. This would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impact 
related to elimination of this scenic resource (Impact AES-2).  

In addition to low density rural residential housing, agricultural uses could be undertaken on the 
County 7.96-acre lot and APN 2049-022-029. Depending on the type of agricultural uses undertaken 
on these parcels, viewers from nearby areas such as Hoback Glen, Lasher Road, Bridle Trail Road, 
and US 101 could see animals grazing, row crops, bush, berry, orchard or vineyard or nursery uses. 
The aesthetic impacts of these uses are not likely to be adverse and the impact would be less than 
significant. Other uses allowed on the County-designated parcel could be more adverse if hogs were 
allowed, or if the density of grazing animals was increased at such a number as to allow additional 
environmental degradation that would result in loss of vegetation and soil erosion, which could be 
aesthetically adverse. Pursuant to County standards, an A-2-2 lot comprised of greater than five 
acres has no limitations on the number of animals that are allowed to be raised, whereas lots of less 
than five acres are limited to eight animals per acre. However, the access limitations may restrict 
such intensive uses on the County designated lot.  

Overall, this alternative’s aesthetic impacts would be less than those of the project, but it would still 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on visual character from conversion of the project site 
from being undeveloped to being developed with three single family dwellings. 

6.2.2 Air Quality 
This alternative would have less impact on air quality from construction effects than the project 
because grading would be substantially reduced due to avoidance of the landslide hazard and 
ridgeline grading. This impact would be less than significant in either case, but this alternative could 
have the potential to lower localized PM2.5 emissions to the point where this impact would be less 
than significant before mitigation, rather than after mitigation. 

In the long term, this alternative’s operational air quality impacts would be, like those of the project, 
less than significant. This alternative would have less operational emissions than the project 
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because it would involve construction of fewer residences and therefore create fewer vehicle trips 
and less residential electricity and gas consumption. Depending on the type of agricultural use 
carried out in the future under this alternative, additional PM10 and PM2.5 could be generated if the 
agricultural use lots were tilled, or if the areas were overgrazed such that vegetation was denuded 
and the soils were exposed to wind erosion. In addition, agricultural uses could involve the use of 
fertilizers and pesticides which could have adverse health consequences, though these are not 
measured as criteria pollutants. Additional odors could also be generated from use of fertilizers, 
pesticides and animal raising. It should be noted that this alternative could be developed with 
minimal odor and health effects through conditioning to exclude use of fertilizers, pesticides and 
conditions imposed on the number and types of animals allowed.  

Overall, this alternative’s air quality impacts would be less than those of the project. 

6.2.3 Biological Resources 
This alternative could adversely affect the wetland located on the southern portion of the site, if 
animals were to utilize the onsite wetland for a water source, although this impact could be avoided 
or reduced by conditioning to physically restrict access to this area. The project’s significant but 
mitigable impact from increased sedimentation and erosion of a natural drainage channel from 
bridge construction and equestrian activity in the proposed bridle trail that would pass through the 
onsite wetland would be avoided under this alternative, since this area would not be included in the 
project site under this alternative, and the equestrian trail would thus not be extended through this 
area. 

This alternative could also have adverse effects to biological resources if agricultural cultivation and 
or grazing uses degraded onsite vegetation such that it no longer provided the quality of habitat it 
currently provides for songbirds. In addition, these uses could adversely affect the quality of the 
grassland habitat on the agricultural use portions of the site.  

This alternative would not include grading and development of the parcel with existing APN 2049-
022-029 (roughly corresponding to Lot 2 of the project) in order to avoid the landslide hazard on this 
parcel. It would therefore avoid impacts to some protected trees, such as a cluster of oak trees (one 
of which is too small to qualify for protection), on this parcel. This alternative would, however, not 
eliminate all potential impacts to protected trees. Because this alternative would involve less 
grading, landform alteration, and vegetation removal, it would have fewer direct impacts to oak 
trees and native habitats than the project.  

Although this alternative would have fewer direct impacts to oak trees and native habitats, the 
indirect impacts associated with agricultural use could result in degradation of the native habitats 
such that no quality habitat remains on the agricultural use portions of the site. However, the 
agricultural uses could be conditioned to exclude the wetland area, physically restrict access to this 
area, provide an alternative water source if animals are present, and limit the numbers of animals.  

Overall, this alternative’s impact on biological resources would be less than those of the project.  

6.2.4 Cultural and Tribal Resources 
This alternative’s impact on cultural resources would be roughly equal to that of the project because 
development of residences and agricultural uses could still occur on the site. Mitigation measures in 
the EIR to reduce impacts associated with the possibility of exposing previously unknown buried 
cultural resources would apply, and would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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6.2.5 Geology and Soils 
Under this alternative, grading would be substantially less than under the project because the 
existing lot configurations and access would be utilized, and because the landslide hazard and 
ridgeline would be avoided. Although the landslide hazard would be avoided, agricultural operations 
could further destabilize the landslide or exacerbate erosion in other portions of the site. However, 
these effects would not be direct effects of this alternative; they would be indirect effects that could 
be minimized depending on the types of agricultural use and the management of those agricultural 
activities.  

Because the landslide hazard on the site would not be addressed under this alternative, 
recommendations included in the Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration report prepared by J. 
Byer Group in 2006 and subsequent reports and reviews by SOLID and Geodynamics, Inc. would not 
be incorporated. As a result, the hazard would remain and would continue to require periodic 
maintenance by the City, which entails disposal of soil deposited near the base of the hill at Lasher 
Road after heavy rain events during conditions of saturated soil. While this alternative would not 
exacerbate risks associated with the landslide hazard, the existing hazard would remain. 

Under this alternative significantly less development, grading, and soil disturbance would occur, 
reducing the potentially significant but mitigable impacts related to geology and soils. Mitigation 
measures would be required to assure that any proposed residences are constructed and carried 
out in a manner that reduces the potential for adverse effects from seismic activity, slope stability, 
and expansive/corrosive soils. Although direct impacts of this alternative to geology and soils would 
be less than those of the project, the landslide hazard would not be addressed. As a result, this 
alternative would be inferior to the project in terms of its overall impact to geology and soils. 

6.2.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This alternative would introduce fewer impervious surfaces to the project site because the number 
of residences that would be constructed would be reduced from seven to three. Additionally, this 
alternative would not involve extension of Bridle Trail Road, nor would it include development of 
“A” Court. This alternative would also involve less grading and less alteration of the existing 
drainage pattern of the area, and fewer associated temporary impacts to surface water quality and 
the amount of surface runoff than the project. Mitigation Measures such as those included in 
Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR would still be required in order to reduce 
impacts related to alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site and resulting potential 
increases in peak runoff volumes; and potentially increased pollutant loading from pollutants such 
as oil, pesticides, herbicides, and organic waste (i.e., horse or other animal manure).  

The project’s impact from increased sedimentation and erosion of a natural drainage channel from 
construction of the proposed bridle trail bridge that would span the onsite wetland would be 
avoided under this alternative, since this area would not be included in the project site under this 
alternative, and the equestrian trail would thus not be extended through this area. Intensified 
agricultural uses, including grazing or tilling, could have greater erosional effects than the project, in 
addition to contributing animal wastes, fertilizers or pesticides to the wetland/storm drain system. 
However, conditions could be imposed to reduce and/or control the application of fertilizers and 
pesticides and limit the quantity of animals to reduce these secondary adverse effects. Agricultural 
uses could also be conditioned to exclude the wetland area, physically restrict access to this area, 
provide an alternative water source if animals are present, and limit the numbers of animals.  
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Overall, this alternative would have less impact on hydrology and water quality than the project, 
and this alternative would avoid the project’s impact from sedimentation and erosion of a natural 
drainage channel. 

6.2.7 Land Use and Planning 
This alternative would not achieve the City’s objective of annexing the 7.96-acre County parcel or 
regularizing the City boundary. It would achieve the objective of provide housing consistent with the 
General Plan, but to a lesser degree than the project. Depending on the intensity of potential future 
agricultural operations, this alternative may be less compatible with surrounding residential uses; 
however, as discussed in the Air Quality and Hydrology and Water Quality sections of this EIR, these 
agricultural operations could be conditioned to reduce impacts through disallowance of fertilizer 
and pesticide applications, as well as limiting the number and types of animals and their physical 
access to the onsite wetland. This alternative could, to a degree, physically divide an established 
community, since the center of the subdivision would remain undeveloped with residential uses and 
outside the City of Hidden Hills, as shown in Figure 4. However, a bridle path could be provided 
along the outside of the northern property boundary of the unincorporated County parcel, or in 
another part of the project site, thereby linking the two City areas. This alternative would therefore 
have roughly similar impacts related to physical division of the community and land use 
compatibility as the project, and these impacts would be less than significant in either case.  

With respect to policy consistency, this alternative would be more consistent with applicable 
policies of the SMMNAP, the City’s Ridgeline Protection Ordinance and General Plan policies, and 
Los Angeles County guidance documents, because this alternative would avoid or reduce the 
project’s significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts associated with grading within 50 feet of the 
ridgeline and altering the rural/equestrian aesthetic character of the community. It would also be 
more consistent with City policies protecting biological resources because it would reduce impacts 
to special status plants and wildlife and nesting birds. This alternative would therefore have less 
impact than the project in terms of policy consistency. 

Overall, this alternative would create fewer land use and planning impacts than the project.  

6.2.8 Noise 
This alternative would have reduced impacts in terms of both short-term construction noise and 
long-term operational noise compared to the project because of the reduced amount of residential 
development and associated activity (such as traffic) that would result. As under the project, this 
alternative would have a less than significant impact to noise, and implementation of noise 
reduction measures would further reduce construction noise impacts. Long term agricultural 
operations could result in additional noise if tractors or heavy equipment are utilized for planting or 
tilling. In addition, noise could be generated by animals if the agricultural use properties are utilized 
for animal raising. However, these noise sources would be regulated by local noise ordinances 
prohibiting nuisance noise, whereas traffic noise, which is the predominant noise source in terms of 
overall daily noise levels, cannot be regulated under such ordinances. In addition, avoiding the 
ridgeline would, unlike the project, not result in increased ambient noise levels for surrounding 
receptors from ridgeline reduction, although the project’s impact in this regard would be less than 
significant. Overall, this alternative would have less impact related to noise than the project. 
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6.2.9 Transportation and Traffic 
This alternative would result in construction of three new homes on the three existing legal lots in 
the western half of the project site, which would retain their current points of access from private 
drives extending northward from Bridle Trail Road. Based on the same trip generation rate applied 
to the project in this EIR (9.44 trips/day per house), this alternative would generate 28 average daily 
trips, which is roughly 42 percent of the 66 trips that would be generated by the project. Of these 28 
trips, all would utilize Bridle Trail Road, since that would be the common point of access onto the 
street system for all three new homes that would result from this alternative. Bridle Trail Road 
provides access consistent with the City’s optimal street design standards because it is 60 feet wide. 

Construction traffic impacts would be reduced under this alternative, due to the fact that fewer 
homes would be built, resulting in less construction traffic. Mitigation Measure TR-1 (Construction 
Impact Mitigation Plan) would, however, still be necessary in order to provide for traffic, parking 
capacity, and trail management during construction. Additionally, Mitigation Measure TR-2 
(Emergency Access Plan) would also still be necessary to ensure adequate emergency access to the 
project site during construction and after occupancy.  

The City agricultural use lot (APN 2049-022-029) could be accessed by farm equipment or animals at 
Lasher Road, as the grade is relatively gentle in this location (see top photo, Figure 13). The 7.96-
acre County lot (APN 2049-022-030) could be accessed at the end of Bridle Trail Road, but this 
would require access through the City of Hidden Hills, which is a gated community. This evaluation 
presumes that regular access to this parcel through the City’s road system would not be granted 
because the roads are owned and maintained by the Community Association, to which the parcel 
would not belong. This parcel could also be accessed through the adjacent parcel to the south, 
which currently supports Far West Farms Horse Riding School. Unlike the residential properties, the 
agricultural use properties would not have paved access due to development constraints. However, 
it is presumed that the parcels would need to be accessed to allow for deliveries or export of crops 
and animals. A drive and gate could be constructed that would facilitate movement of agricultural 
vehicles such as tractors or trucks for transporting animals. These types of movements would not be 
likely to occur on a daily basis, except if supplemental feed was needed to support livestock, in 
which case two to four daily trips would be anticipated for feedings, depending on the types of 
animals and quality/quantity of onsite vegetation.  

Under this alternative, traffic impacts to Bridle Trail Road would be reduced, due to the reduced 
number of trips, but additional traffic from farm equipment or transport of crops or animals could 
occur due to agricultural production on the County-designated parcel as well as the northern 
agricultural use parcel. This alternative would have reduced, but similarly less than significant 
impacts due to residential traffic as the project, though some additional conditions may need to be 
imposed due to the potential for agricultural vehicles such as large trucks to carry livestock or 
tractors to till the soil. Therefore, due to the potential for adverse effects from large vehicles (such 
as conflicts with movement of agricultural machinery and livestock trucks), an agricultural traffic 
management plan similar to the construction impact mitigation plan would be necessary to assure 
that conflicts with residential traffic are minimized. Because of the potential for large vehicles 
associated with agricultural operations, the operational traffic impacts of this alternative would be 
greater than those of the project.  

This alternative would have reduced construction traffic impacts compared to the project, and 
would generate fewer vehicle trips from the residential uses after the homes are constructed, but 
could generate more traffic from agricultural uses and require an agricultural traffic management 
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plan that would not be required under the project. Overall, this alternative would have roughly 
similar impacts transportation and traffic impacts as the project.  

6.3 Alternative 3: Ridgeline Avoidance 
Under this alternative, the project would still involve annexation of the 7.96-acre County parcel to 
the City of Hidden Hills, but the VTM would be redesigned to avoid grading within 50 feet of the 
onsite ridgeline, which is designated as a sensitive ridgeline under the SMMNAP. Upon annexation, 
the project site would be subject to the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336), which prohibits 
grading, as well as the development of new structures or addition to an existing structure, on a 
visually dominant ridgeline or within fifty vertical or horizontal feet from a visually dominant 
ridgeline, except with a Ridgeline Development Permit. Based on Figure 16, which shows the 
ridgeline and landslide hazards in the context of the proposed site plan, incorporating these 
setbacks would reduce onsite grading and would preclude development of Lot 2 and Lot 3, due to 
the necessity for avoidance of the landslide hazard, as previously discussed under Alternative 2. The 
other lots would be developable, but with alterations to avoid the ridgeline as described below. The 
total number of residences that could be developed on the site would therefore be reduced from 
seven under the project to five under this alternative.  

The Lot A access road would need to be shortened to avoid the northern end of the ridgeline. This 
would preclude extending this access road up the hillside to provide access to elevated building 
pads for lots 4 and 5. Instead, this alternative assumes that the building pads for lots 4 and 5 would 
be located farther toward the base of the hill, in areas where there has already been grading. 
Because the Lot A access road would not be extended to the ridgeline, it could not provide access 
for Lot 6. Bridle Trail Road would therefore need to be extended past its currently planned 
extension to Lot 7 to also provide access to Lot 6. Because Lot 6 would be accessed from this lower 
elevation rather than from the ridge, the building pad for this lot could be located at a lower 
elevation than currently proposed, which would reduce the need for grading and landform 
alteration between lots 6 and 7 that would extend to the ridgeline on Lot 5 as currently proposed. 
Under this alternative, the currently planned extension of Bridle Trail Road may need to curve 
further south to avoid the southern end of the ridgeline in the vicinity of the wetland, then curve 
back to the north to extend up the slope and provide access to lots 6 and 7.  

6.3.1 Aesthetics 
Like the project, this alternative would result in the transformation of an undeveloped area to low 
density rural residential housing. It would, however, lead to development of five rather than seven 
residences on the project site, and these residences would be located at lower elevations closer to 
existing roads and homes. These new homes would therefore be less visually prominent from a 
distance, but would be more visually prominent from nearby locations such as Bridle Trail Road. It 
would therefore have less impact related to the site’s existing rural/equestrian visual character, but 
impacts to visual character would be significant and unavoidable, as with the project (Impact AES-3).  

Because grading of the significant ridgeline would be avoided, Lot 2 and Lot 3 would not be 
developed under this alternative. Views of the project site from Lasher Road would therefore 
remain nearly the same as under current conditions, rather than being changed due to grading of 
these lots and conversion of the existing natural vegetation to irrigated lawn and ornamental 
landscaping. Construction of a new home on Lot 1 would still be allowed under this alternative, and 
this home may still be partly visible from Lasher Road (as shown in Figure 13). While this alternative 
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would avoid adverse effects to the significant ridgeline, development may still be visible from US 
101, with the hilltop remaining in the background, depending on the layout of the site plan. Because 
grading of the ridgeline would be avoided, this alternative would avoid the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impact related to elimination of this scenic resource (Impact AES-2).  

Overall, this alternative’s aesthetic impacts would be less than those of the project, but it would still 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on visual character from conversion of the project site 
from being undeveloped to being developed with five single family dwellings. 

6.3.2 Air Quality 
This alternative would have less impact on air quality from construction effects than the project 
because grading would be substantially reduced due to avoidance of the landslide hazard and 
ridgeline grading. This impact would be less than significant in either case, but this alternative could 
have the potential to lower localized PM2.5 emissions to the point where this impact would be less 
than significant before mitigation, rather than after mitigation. 

In the long term, this alternative’s operational air quality impacts would be, like those of the project, 
less than significant. This alternative would have less operational emissions than the project 
because it would involve construction of fewer residences and therefore create fewer vehicle trips 
and less residential electricity and gas consumption.  

Overall, this alternative’s air quality impacts would be less than those of the project. 

6.3.3 Biological Resources 
This alternative would not include grading and development of Lot 2 and Lot 3, in order to avoid the 
landslide hazard on these lots. It would therefore avoid impacts to some protected trees, such as a 
cluster of oak trees (one of which is too small to qualify for protection) on the parcel with existing 
APN 2049-022-029 (roughly corresponding to Lot 2 of the project). This alternative would, however, 
not eliminate all potential impacts to protected trees. Though vegetation on the project site consists 
predominately of non-native annual grass species, 27 native plant species were identified on the 
site. Because this alternative would involve less grading, landform alteration, and vegetation 
removal, it would have fewer direct impacts to oak trees and native habitats than the project. This 
alternative would also have the same impact to the wetland area and riparian habitat as the project 
from extension of the bridle trail and construction of a bridge through this area; this impact would 
be mitigated such that it is less than significant. Overall, this alternative’s impact on biological 
resources would be less than those of the project.  

6.3.4 Cultural and Tribal Resources 
This alternative’s impact on cultural resources would be roughly equal to that of the project because 
development of residences and agricultural uses could still occur on the site. Mitigation measures in 
the EIR to reduce impacts associated with the possibility of exposing previously unknown buried 
cultural resources would apply, and would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

6.3.5 Geology and Soils 
Under this alternative, grading would be substantially less than under the project because Lot 2 and 
Lot 3 would not be graded and developed, in order to avoid the landslide hazard on these lots. 
However, under this alternative, the landslide hazard on the site would not be addressed and 
recommendations included in the Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration report prepared by J. 
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Byer Group in 2006 and subsequent reports and reviews by SOLID and Geodynamics, Inc. would not 
be incorporated. While this alternative would not necessarily exacerbate risks associated with the 
hazard, the existing hazard would remain. Mitigation measures would be required to assure that 
any proposed residences are constructed and carried out in a manner that reduces the potential for 
adverse effects from seismic activity, slope stability, and expansive/corrosive soils. However, given 
that the landslide hazard would not be addressed, this alternative’s overall impact with respect to 
geology and soils would be greater than that of the project. 

6.3.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This alternative would introduce fewer impervious surfaces to the project site because the number 
of residences that would be constructed would be reduced from seven to five. This alternative 
would require Bridle Trail Road to be extended further than under the project in order to provide 
southerly access to Lot 6 and Lot 7 rather than access from the ridgeline, but it would not require 
“A” Court to be extended to the ridgeline. This alternative would involve less grading and less 
alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the area, and fewer associated temporary impacts to 
surface water quality and the amount of surface runoff than the project. Mitigation Measures such 
as those included in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality of this EIR would still be required in 
order to reduce impacts related to alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site and 
resulting potential increases in peak runoff volumes; and potentially increased pollutant loading 
from pollutants such as oil, pesticides, herbicides, and organic waste (i.e., horse or other animal 
manure). Overall, this alternative would have less impact on hydrology and water quality than the 
project.  

6.3.7 Land Use and Planning 
This alternative would achieve the City’s objectives of annexing the 7.96-acre County parcel. It 
would also achieve the objective of provide housing consistent with the General Plan, but to a lesser 
degree than the project. The Lot A access road would not be extended to the ridgeline under this 
alternative, and Lot 2 would not be developed. The reduced length of the Lot A access road may 
preclude or require rerouting of the new bridle trail included as part of the project that would 
extend from the northern boundary of the project site to the Lot A access road. However, bridle 
trails would still be available along the northern and northwestern project site boundaries that 
would provide access from Lasher Road to the Lot A access road and Bridle Trail Road. This 
alternative would therefore not physically divide an established community, and this alternative 
would therefore have roughly equal impacts related to physical division of the community as the 
project, and these impacts would be less than significant in either case.  

This alternative would involve less residential development on the project site, but the parcel 
currently under the County’s jurisdiction would be annexed into the City and either left in an 
undeveloped state (Lot 3), or developed with residential uses (lots 4, 5, 6, and 7). These uses would 
be compatible with surrounding residential uses, and this alternative’s impacts related to land use 
compatibility would be roughly equal to those of the project. 

With respect to policy consistency, this alternative would be more consistent with applicable 
policies of the SMMNAP, the City’s Ridgeline Protection Ordinance and General Plan policies, and 
Los Angeles County guidance documents, because this alternative would avoid or reduce the 
project’s significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts associated with grading within 50 feet of the 
ridgeline. For example, this reduction in grading would make this alternative more consistent with 
Policy 5.1 from the City’s General Plan, which is to “require minimum land disturbance, and require 
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larger lot sizes when necessary to accomplish this goal,” and also Policy 4.1 from the Natural 
Resources Element, which states that “Grading practices used within the City shall minimize 
potential safety hazards while maintaining aesthetic qualities and natural land forms.” This 
alternative would also involve less development on the project site, leaving Lot 2 and Lot 3 in their 
current undeveloped state, which would be more consistent with Goal 1 of the Land Use Element to 
“Preserve the rural-equestrian character of the community.” This alternative would also be more 
consistent with Goal 1 of the Natural Resources Element to “Preserve and enhance the native as 
well as the non-native plant life throughout the community for their scenic and biological 
importance” because it would reduce impacts to special status plants and wildlife and nesting birds. 
This alternative would therefore have less impact than the project in terms of policy consistency. 

Overall, this alternative would have less impact than the project in terms of land use and planning.  

6.3.8 Noise 
This alternative would have reduced impacts in terms of both short-term construction noise and 
long-term operational noise compared to the project because of the reduced amount of residential 
development and associated activity (such as traffic) that would result. As under the project, this 
alternative would have a less than significant impact to noise, and implementation of noise 
reduction measures would further reduce construction noise impacts. Avoiding the ridgeline would, 
unlike the project, not result in increased ambient noise levels for surrounding receptors from 
ridgeline reduction, although the project’s impact in this regard would be less than significant. 
Overall, this alternative would have less impact related to noise than the project. 

6.3.9 Transportation and Traffic 
This alternative would result in construction of five new homes on Lots 1, 4, 5, 6, and 7. Based on 
the same trip generation rate applied to the project in this EIR (9.44 trips/day per house), this 
alternative would generate 47 average daily trips, which is roughly 71 percent of the 66 trips that 
would be generated by the project. Of these 47 trips, all would utilize Bridle Trail Road, since that 
would be the common point of access onto the street system for all five new homes that would 
result from this alternative. Bridle Trail Road provides access consistent with the City’s optimal 
street design standards because it is 60 feet wide. Unlike the project, this alternative would not 
include any homes taking vehicular access from Lasher Road. Under this alternative, traffic impacts 
to Bridle Trail Road would be the same as the project, due to the fact that five homes would take 
access from this road under either alternative. Overall, however, this alternative would have 
reduced, but similarly less than significant impacts due to residential traffic as the project, because 
no additional traffic would be added to Lasher Road. The operational traffic impacts of this 
alternative would therefore be less than those of the project.  

Construction traffic impacts would be reduced under this alternative, due to the fact that fewer 
homes would be built, resulting in less construction traffic. Mitigation Measure TR-1 (Construction 
Impact Mitigation Plan) would, however, still be necessary in order to provide for traffic, parking 
capacity, and trail management during construction. Additionally, Mitigation Measure TR-2 
(Emergency Access Plan) would also still be necessary to ensure adequate emergency access to the 
project site during construction and after project occupancy.  

Overall, this alternative would have less impact on transportation and traffic than the project.  
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6.4 Alternative 4: Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide 
Removal 

Under this alternative, the project would involve annexation of the 7.96-acre County parcel to the 
City of Hidden Hills, removal of the landslide hazard, and redesigning of the VTM to avoid 
construction within 50 feet of the ridgeline. The VTM would be redesigned such that the ridgeline 
would be maintained wherever possible and reconstructed in areas where it needs to be removed 
during removal/repair of the existing landslide. Non-remedial grading (i.e., grading not associated 
with landslide removal) would not occur within 50 feet of the reconstructed ridgeline, which is 
designated as a sensitive ridgeline under the SMMNAP. Upon annexation, the project site would be 
subject to the City’s Ridgeline Ordinance (Ord. No. 336), which prohibits grading, as well as the 
development of new structures or addition to an existing structure, on a visually dominant ridgeline 
or within fifty vertical or horizontal feet from a visually dominant ridgeline, except with a Ridgeline 
Development Permit.  

Unlike Alternative 3, this alternative would not preclude development of Lot 2 and Lot 3, as the 
landslide hazard would be removed. Based on Figure 16, which shows the ridgeline and landslide 
hazards in the context of the proposed site plan, incorporating the required setbacks would extend 
grading for residential development further north and east into Lot 2 and Lot 3. To account for this 
reduction in developable area, the proposed Lot 2 and Lot 3 boundaries would be reconfigured to 
incorporate relocated building pads on the two lots. Both lots would remain in compliance with the 
City’s 1-acre minimum lot size. The other lots on the site would be developable, but with alterations 
to avoid the ridgeline as described below. The total number of residences that could be developed 
on the site would therefore remain at seven, similar to the project. However, given the reduction in 
developable area, the building pads and future development on the project site would be smaller 
than under the project.  

Similar to Alternative 3, the Lot A access road would need to be shortened to avoid the northern 
end of the ridgeline. Ridgeline avoidance would preclude extending this access road up the hillside 
to provide access to elevated building pads for lots 4 and 5. Instead, this alternative assumes that 
the building pads for lots 4 and 5 would be located farther toward the base of the hill, in areas 
where there has already been grading. Because the Lot A access road would not be extended to the 
ridgeline, it could not provide access for Lot 6. Bridle Trail Road would therefore need to be 
extended past its currently planned extension to Lot 7 to also provide access to Lot 6. Because Lot 6 
would be accessed from this lower elevation rather than from the ridge, the building pad for this lot 
could be located at a lower elevation than currently proposed, which would reduce the need for 
grading and landform alteration between lots 6 and 7. Under this alternative, the currently planned 
extension of Bridle Trail Road may need to curve further south to avoid the southern end of the 
ridgeline in the vicinity of the wetland, then curve back to the north to extend up the slope and 
provide access to lots 6 and 7.  

6.4.1 Aesthetics 
Like the project, this alternative would result in the transformation of an undeveloped area to low 
density rural residential housing. While it would lead to development of the same number of 
residences as the project, these residences would be located at lower elevations closer to existing 
roads and homes. These new homes would therefore be less visually prominent from a distance, but 
would be more visually prominent from nearby locations such as Bridle Trail Road. It would 
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therefore have less impact related to the site’s existing rural/equestrian visual character, but 
impacts to visual character would be significant and unavoidable, as with the project (Impact AES-3).  

Because grading of the significant ridgeline would be avoided, grading for residential development 
would extend further north and east into lots 2 and 3. Consequently, lot boundaries for Lot 2 and 
Lot 3 would be reconfigured, and building pads may be located closer to Lasher Road than under the 
project. Views of the project site from Lasher Road would be similar to those under the project due 
to grading of these lots and conversion of the existing natural vegetation to irrigated lawn and 
ornamental landscaping. Construction of a new home on Lot 1 would still be allowed under this 
alternative, and this home may still be partly visible from Lasher Road as well (as shown in Figure 
13). While this alternative would avoid adverse effects to the significant ridgeline, development may 
still be visible from US 101, with the hilltop remaining in the background, depending on the layout of 
the site plan. Because grading of the ridgeline would be avoided, this alternative would avoid the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to elimination of this scenic resource (Impact 
AES-2).  

Overall, this alternative’s aesthetic impacts would be less than those of the project, but it would still 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on visual character from conversion of the project site 
from being undeveloped to being developed with seven single family dwellings. 

6.4.2 Air Quality 
This alternative would have a similar impact to the project on air quality from construction effects 
because the overall amount of grading would be similar. Although grading would be slightly reduced 
due to avoidance of the ridgeline, removal of the landslide hazard would still occur and portions of 
the ridgeline would need to be reconstructed. The resulting impact to air quality would be less than 
significant, and this alternative would have similar overall construction emissions impacts as the 
project, including localized PM2.5 emissions requiring mitigation. 

In the long term, this alternative’s operational air quality impacts would be, like those of the project, 
less than significant. This alternative would have similar operational emissions to the project 
because it would involve construction of an equal number of residences and therefore generate the 
same number of vehicle trips and similar residential electricity and gas consumption.  

Overall, this alternative’s air quality impacts would be similar to those of the project. 

6.4.3 Biological Resources 
This alternative would avoid grading of the ridgeline, but would remove the landslide hazard on the 
site and result in development of seven single family homes. It would therefore result in similar 
impacts to protected trees as the project, including removal of 10 oak trees, 8 historic trees, and 
encroachment during construction into the driplines of 2 oak trees that would remain onsite. 
Though vegetation on the project site consists predominately of non-native annual grass species, 27 
native plant species were identified on the site. Because this alternative would involve slightly less 
grading, landform alteration, and vegetation removal due to avoidance of the ridgeline, it would 
have fewer direct impacts to native habitats than the project. This alternative would also have the 
same impact to the wetland area and riparian habitat as the project from extension of the bridle 
trail and construction of a bridge through this area; this impact would be mitigated such that it is 
less than significant. Overall, this alternative’s impact on biological resources would be less than 
those of the project.  
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6.4.4 Cultural and Tribal Resources 
This alternative’s impact on cultural resources would be roughly equal to that of the project because 
development of residences and agricultural uses could still occur on the site. Mitigation measures 
that reduce impacts associated with the possibility of exposing previously unknown buried cultural 
resources would apply, and would reduce this impact such that it would be less than significant. 

6.4.5 Geology and Soils 
Under this alternative, grading would be slightly less than under the project due to avoidance of the 
ridgeline; however, removal of the landslide hazard would still occur and all development proposed 
as part of the project would be carried out. Incorporating the required 50-foot setback from the 
ridgeline would shift grading for residential development further north and east into Lot 2 and Lot 3. 
Additionally, reconstruction of the ridgeline would occur on portions that would be removed as part 
of the landslide remediation process. As under the project, mitigation measures would be required 
to assure that any proposed residences are constructed and carried out in a manner that reduces 
the potential for adverse effects from seismic activity, slope stability, and expansive/corrosive soils. 
This alternative’s overall impacts with respect to geology and soils would therefore be similar to 
those of the project.  

6.4.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This alternative would introduce approximately the same amount of impervious surfaces to the 
project site as the project because the number of residences that would be constructed would 
remain the same. This alternative would require Bridle Trail Road to be extended further than under 
the project in order to provide southerly access to Lot 6 and Lot 7 rather than access from the 
ridgeline, but it would not require “A” Court to be extended to the ridgeline. This alternative would 
involve slightly less grading and less alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the area as the 
ridgeline would remain intact, and fewer associated temporary impacts to surface water quality and 
the amount of surface runoff than the project.  

As under the project, mitigation measures included in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality of 
this EIR would be required in order to reduce impacts related to alteration of the existing drainage 
pattern of the site and resulting potential increases in peak runoff volumes; and potentially 
increased pollutant loading from pollutants such as oil, pesticides, herbicides, and organic waste 
(i.e., horse or other animal manure). Overall, this alternative would have less impact on hydrology 
and water quality than the project.  

6.4.7 Land Use and Planning 
Like the project, this alternative would achieve the City’s objectives of annexing the 7.96-acre 
County parcel and providing housing consistent with the General Plan. While lot boundaries for lots 
2 and 3 may need to be reconfigured to account for relocated building pads, lots would remain in 
compliance with the 1-acre minimum lot size for the site’s land use and zoning designations and the 
average residential lot size would remain at 2.2 acres, above the 1.7 acre average developed lot size 
outlined in the General Plan. The Lot A access road would not be extended to the ridgeline under 
this alternative, which may preclude or require rerouting of the new bridle trail included as part of 
the project that would extend from the northern boundary of the project site to the Lot A access 
road. However, bridle trails would still be available along the northern and northwestern project site 
boundaries that would provide access from Lasher Road to the Lot A access road and Bridle Trail 
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Road. This alternative would therefore not physically divide an established community, and this 
alternative would therefore have roughly equal impacts related to physical division of the 
community as the project, and these impacts would be less than significant in either case.  

This alternative would involve the same amount of residential development on the project site as 
the project. The parcel currently under the County’s jurisdiction would be annexed into the City and 
developed with residential uses (lots 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7). These uses would be compatible with 
surrounding residential uses, and this alternative’s impacts related to land use compatibility would 
be roughly equal to those of the project. 

With respect to policy consistency, this alternative would be more consistent with applicable 
policies of the SMMNAP, the City’s Ridgeline Protection Ordinance and General Plan policies, and 
Los Angeles County guidance documents, because this alternative would reduce the project’s 
significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts associated with grading within 50 feet of the ridgeline. 
For example, because the ridgeline would not be lowered, this alternative would be more consistent 
with Policy 5.1 from the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, which is to “require minimum land 
disturbance, and require larger lot sizes when necessary to accomplish this goal,” and also Policy 4.1 
from the Natural Resources Element, which states that “Grading practices used within the City shall 
minimize potential safety hazards while maintaining aesthetic qualities and natural land forms.” 
Though grading would still occur to allow residential development along the hillside, this alternative 
would be more consistent with Natural Resources Element Policy 4.3—which states that “Property 
owners should be encouraged to design homes to fit the natural terrain”—because the ridgeline 
would remain intact. This alternative would therefore have less impact than the project in terms of 
policy consistency. 

Overall, this alternative would have less impact than the project in terms of land use and planning.  

6.4.8 Noise 
This alternative’s impacts related to both short-term construction noise and long-term operational 
noise would be roughly equal to those of the project because the amount of residential 
development and associated activity (such as traffic) would remain the same. Similar to the project, 
this alternative would remove the landslide hazard and result in the site being developed with seven 
single-family residences. Grading would be slightly reduced as the ridgeline would be avoided.  

As under the project, this alternative would have a less than significant impact related to noise, and 
implementation of noise reduction measures would further reduce construction noise impacts. 
Avoiding the ridgeline would, unlike the project, not result in increased ambient noise levels for 
surrounding receptors from ridgeline reduction, although the project’s impact in this regard would 
be less than significant. Overall, this alternative would have a similar impact related to noise as the 
project. 

6.4.9 Transportation and Traffic 
This alternative would result in the same number of residences and, therefore, the same number of 
average daily trips as the project. However, unlike the project, this alternative would require an 
extension of Bridle Trail Road to provide access to Lot 6, as “A” Court would terminate sooner in 
order to avoid the ridgeline on the project site. Based on the same trip generation rate applied to 
the project in this EIR (9.44 trips/day per house), this would result in approximately 9 daily trips 
associated with Lot 6 using Bridle Trail Road directly, instead of via “A” Court. Because Bridle Trail 
Road would be the common point of access onto the street system for new homes taking vehicular 
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access from either Bridle Trail Road or “A” Court, traffic impacts to Bridle Trail Road would be the 
same as under the project, because five homes would take access from this road under either 
alternative. Bridle Trail Road provides access consistent with the City’s optimal street design 
standards because it is 60 feet wide. Similar to the project, this alternative would involve two 
homes—those constructed on Lot 2 and Lot 3—taking vehicular access from Lasher Road. Overall, 
the operational traffic impact associated with residential traffic of this alternative would be similar 
as that of the project. This impact would be less than significant.  

Construction traffic impacts would be similar to the project under this alternative because the same 
number of homes would be built. Mitigation Measure TR-1 (Construction Impact Mitigation Plan) 
would be required to provide for traffic, parking capacity, and trail management during 
construction. Additionally, Mitigation Measure TR-2 (Emergency Access Plan) would also still be 
necessary to ensure adequate emergency access to the project site during construction and after 
project occupancy.  

Overall, this alternative would have a similar impact on transportation and traffic as the project.  

6.5 Alternative 5: Wetland Avoidance 
This alternative would eliminate the proposed bridle trail that would run southeast from the 
proposed terminus of Bridle Trail Road, along the northern edge of the onsite wetland, then 
crossing the wetland via a proposed bridge at the southeast corner of the project site, as shown in 
Figure 8. The purpose of this alternative is to avoid the direct impacts to the onsite wetland that 
would result from the proposed bridge crossing the wetland. A new bridle trail would be added 
across the southern portion of the site. This trail alignment would avoid all impacts to the wetland 
while allowing access between the existing bridle trails in the southwest and southeast corners of 
the project site. In all other respects, this alternative would be the same as the project. 

6.5.1 Aesthetics 
The proposed bridle trail would not be highly visible, and inclusion or elimination of the trail would 
not make a significant difference to the aesthetic character or quality of the project site or its 
surroundings, or affect scenic vistas. Given this, and the fact that no aesthetic impacts related to the 
proposed bridle trail have been identified in this EIR, this alternative would have the same aesthetic 
impacts as the project, including its significant and unavoidable impact on visual character from 
ridgeline alteration, and its significant and unavoidable impacts on scenic resources from conversion 
of the project site from being undeveloped to being developed with seven single family dwellings. 

6.5.2 Air Quality 
This alternative would result in a similar amount of grading as the project since the only change 
would be realignment of the proposed bridle trail. This impact would be less than significant, and 
this alternative would have similar overall construction emissions impacts as the project, including 
localized PM2.5 emissions requiring mitigation. In the long term, this alternative’s operational air 
quality impacts would be similar to those of the project, and similarly less than significant. Overall, 
this alternative’s air quality impacts would be similar to those of the project. 
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6.5.3 Biological Resources 
By avoiding construction of the bridle trail and associated bridge spanning the onsite wetland, this 
alternative would avoid the project’s potentially significant but mitigable impact to the wetland that 
would result from construction of the bridge. Less than significant indirect impacts to the wetland 
would still remain, but this alternative would reduce these impacts because, without the new bridle 
trail, both temporary construction activity and long-term equestrian activity would occur further 
from the wetland.  

This alternative would also reduce potential impacts to special status plants and wildlife and 
potential impacts to nesting birds because it would not eliminate parts of the onsite wetland for the 
new equestrian trail crossing of the wetland. Mitigation measures contained in this EIR to reduce 
these impacts would still be required, however, for potential impacts in other parts of the site. 

Overall, this alternative would have less impact on biological resources than the project, and it 
would avoid the project’s impact on biological resources associated with extension of the bridle trail 
bridge that spans the wetland.  

6.5.4 Cultural and Tribal Resources 
This alternative’s impact on cultural resources would be roughly equal to that of the project because 
development of residences and agricultural uses could still occur on the site. Mitigation measures in 
the EIR to reduce impacts associated with the possibility of exposing previously unknown buried 
cultural resources would apply, and would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

6.5.5 Geology and Soils 
Grading would be substantially similar to that of the project under this alternative because all 
development included in the project would still be carried out, except that any land disturbance for 
the proposed bridle trail extension would occur outside of the wetland. The amount of grading 
required for this extension would be minimal. Mitigation measures would still be required to assure 
that any proposed residences are constructed and carried out in a manner that reduces the 
potential for adverse effects from seismic activity, slope stability, and expansive/corrosive soils. This 
alternative’s overall impacts with respect to geology and soils would therefore be roughly equal to 
those of the project.  

6.5.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This alternative would introduce a similar amount of impervious surfaces to the project site as the 
project because it would not alter the location or size of, or access to, the residences that would be 
constructed on the site. This alternative would also involve a roughly equal amount of grading and 
alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the area and associated temporary impacts to surface 
water quality and the amount of surface runoff. Mitigation Measures such as those included in 
Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality of this EIR would still be required in order to reduce 
impacts related to alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site and resulting potential 
increases in peak runoff volumes. Impacts related to increased sedimentation and erosion of a 
natural drainage channel from construction of the proposed bridle trail bridge that spans the onsite 
wetland would be avoided, thus avoiding this significant but mitigable impact of the project.  
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Overall, this alternative would have less impact on hydrology and water quality than the project, 
and it would avoid the project’s significant but mitigable impact on the hydrology and water quality 
of the wetland. 

6.5.7 Land Use and Planning 
Although this alternative would eliminate the proposed bridle trail through the wetland and riparian 
area, it would not physically divide an established community, since existing and proposed bridle 
trails along the western and southern edges of the project site would still provide trail connectivity 
through the site to the City’s trail network, as shown in Figure 8. This alternative would therefore 
have similarly less than significant impacts related to physical division of the community as the 
project.  

In terms of general land use compatibility, all proposed uses except for the bridle trail along the 
northern edge of the wetland and riparian area would be the same as those of the project. 
Eliminating this trail through the wetland would reduce potentially significant but mitigable impacts 
to the hydrology and water quality of this wetland, which could also reduce impacts to this feature 
as it continues off the project site, thus improving the land use compatibility of the project with 
surrounding uses. This alternative would therefore have less impact on land use compatibility than 
the project. 

With respect to policy consistency, this alternative would be more consistent with Policy 1.1 of the 
Natural Resources Element of the City’s General Plan than the project. Policy 1.1 is to “Identify and 
preserve valuable introduced species of native vegetation throughout the City.” This alternative 
would preserve more native vegetation than the project because it would not include construction 
of the new bridle trail bridge that would span the wetland, and would thus reduce potential impacts 
to native vegetation, special status plants and wildlife, and nesting birds. This alternative would 
therefore have less impact than the project in terms of policy consistency. Overall, this alternative 
would less impact on land use and planning than the project.  

6.5.8 Noise 
The proposed bridal trail along the northern edge of the wetland and riparian area would not be a 
significant source of either construction noise or operational noise. This alternative’s noise-related 
impacts would therefore be roughly equal to those of the project, since all proposed uses except for 
the bridle trail would be the same as those of the project. 

6.5.9 Transportation and Traffic 
Elimination of the proposed bridle trail along the northern edge of the wetland and riparian area 
would not affect vehicular trip generation, trip distribution, or traffic patterns. Additionally, this 
alternative would not significantly affect circulation for other modes of transportation, since existing 
and proposed bridle trails along the western and southern edges of the project site would still 
provide trail connectivity through the site to the City’s trail network, as shown in Figure 8. This 
alternative’s traffic-related impacts would therefore be roughly equal to those of the project. 

6.6 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 
Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR 
are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid 
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significant environmental impacts. No alternatives were considered but rejected as part of this 
analysis. 

6.7 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
A comparison of the project and the alternatives is presented in Table 35. The environmentally 
superior alternative is Alternative 4, Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide Removal because it would 
be superior or equal to the project in every environmental impact area, it would avoid the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts on scenic resources associated with ridgeline alteration, and it 
would address the existing landslide hazard on the site. This alternative would result in the same 
number of homes being built on the site as the project, but would avoid lowering the designated 
sensitive ridgeline. Relative to the project, this alternative would reduce environmental impacts 
associated with aesthetic resources, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and land use 
and planning, while including removal and repair of the landslide hazard. This alternative would also 
achieve the applicant’s basic project objectives, although the building pads and houses would be 
smaller than under the project. 

As stated in Section 2.0, the City’s objectives are to annex the 7.96-acre County parcel, regularize 
the City boundary, and construct housing that is consistent with the General Plan, while the 
applicant’s objectives are to: 

 Reconfigure the existing lots in a manner that minimizes and balances grading onsite to 
optimize building pad size and locations;  

 Provide access in a manner that is safe, efficient, and consistent with City standards; 

 Avoid wetlands;  

 Develop single family homes that are consistent with the scale, scope and character of the 
surrounding community. 
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Table 35 Comparison of Alternatives 

Issue Project 

Alt. 1:  
No Project 
(no build) 

Alt. 2: Build-out 
under current 

land use 
designations 

Alt. 3: 
Ridgeline 

Avoidance 

Alt. 4: Ridgeline 
Avoidance with 

Landslide 
Removal 

Alt. 5: Wetland 
Avoidance 

Aesthetics = S&U + + S&U + S&U + S&U = S&U 

Air Quality = + + + = = 

Biological 
Resources = + + + + + 

Cultural and 
Tribal Resources = + = = = = 

Geology and 
Soils = - - - = = 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality = + + + + + 

Land Use and 
Planning = + + + + + 

Noise  = + + + = = 

Transportation 
& Traffic = + = + = = 

= Similar to the project (same level of impact) 

+ Superior to the project (less impact) 

- Inferior to the project (more impact) 

S&U Includes significant and unavoidable impact  

Although the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would reduce impacts associated with eight of 
the environmental impact areas summarized in Table 35 relative to the project, including avoiding 
the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetic resources, it would not include 
removal and repair of the landslide hazard. As a result the landslide hazard would remain and would 
continue to require periodic maintenance by the City. Additionally, the No Project alternative does 
not preclude future development on the property if proposed as part of another project at some 
time in the future. The City’s objectives would not be met by rejecting the project in favor of the No 
Project Alternative because this alternative would not annex the 7.96-acre County parcel, regularize 
the City boundary, or construct housing that is consistent with the General Plan. Additionally, this 
alternative would not meet the applicant’s project objectives because it would not reconfigure the 
existing lots to optimize building pad size and locations; or develop single family homes that are 
consistent with the scale, scope and character of the surrounding community.  

The Build Out Under Current Land Use Designation Alternative (Alternative 2), would be superior to 
the project in six of the environmental impact areas summarized in Table 35 relative to the project, 
and it would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impact to aesthetic resources 
associated with ridgeline alteration. However, this alternative would not include removal of the 
landslide hazard and would result in only three homes being built on the site. Additionally, the pad 
sizes would likely be reduced compared with the project and more of the exterior usable space for 
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these homes would be composed of steeper slopes than under the project. This alternative would 
require homes be sited closer to the base of the hill rather than on top of the hill, which would 
reduce the aesthetic impact from public viewing areas, but would not fully address this significant 
and unavoidable impact. Although this alternative would reduce some of the environmental impacts 
associated with the project, the landslide hazard would not be removed and repaired. Additionally, 
similar to Alternative 1, the City’s and applicant’s project objectives would not be met under this 
alternative. 

The Ridgeline Avoidance Alternative (Alternative 3) is superior to the project in more environmental 
impact areas than any other build alternative. However, this alternative would result in only five 
homes being built on the site, and the pad sizes would likely be reduced compared with what is 
currently proposed. More of the exterior usable space for these homes would be composed of 
steeper slopes than under the project. This alternative would require homes be sited closer to the 
base of the hill rather than on top of the hill, which would reduce the aesthetic impact from public 
viewing areas, but would not fully address this significant and unavoidable impact. However, this 
alternative would not address the existing landslide hazard on the site and would not incorporate 
recommendations included in the Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration report prepared by J. 
Byer Group in 2006 and subsequent reports and reviews by SOLID and Geodynamics, Inc. While this 
alternative would not necessarily exacerbate the landslide hazard, the existing hazard would 
remain. Consequently, this alternative would be inferior to the project with respect to geology and 
soils. Additionally, the City’s and applicant’s project objectives would not be met under this 
alternative. 

The Wetland Avoidance Alternative (Alternative 5) would reduce impacts associated with three of 
the environmental impact areas summarized in Table 35 relative to the project, but would not avoid 
or reduce any significant and unavoidable impacts. This alternative would reduce impacts associated 
with construction of the bridle trail bridge, including short-term impacts to biological resources and 
hydrology and water quality. This alternative would reduce the impact to land use because it would 
be more consistent with Policy 1.1 of the Natural Resources Element of the City’s General Plan, 
which aims to preserve native vegetation throughout the City. In most other respects, this 
alternative would be similar to the project. 

The project has the potential to produce the highest quality home sites, but there is a trade-off with 
respect to public viewsheds due to the removal of the top 30-50 feet of the significant ridgeline. 
Alternative 2 would eliminate the ridgeline impact, but would reduce the number of homes from 
seven to three, and would result in home sites that have smaller pad sizes, and exterior spaces that 
are composed of steeper slopes. Alternative 3 would also eliminate the ridgeline impact, but would 
reduce the number of homes from seven to five, and would also result in home sites that have 
smaller pad sizes, and exterior spaces that are composed of steeper slopes. The existing landslide 
hazard would not be removed under either of these alternatives, and there would be the potential 
for future additional maintenance due to avoidance of this landslide hazard. Alternative 4 would 
eliminate the impact to the significant ridgeline while addressing the landslide hazard on the site.  
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7.2 List of Preparers 
This EIR was prepared by the City of Hidden Hills, with the assistance of Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
Consultant staff involved in the preparation of the EIR are listed below. 

RINCON CONSULTANTS, INC. 
Jasch Janowicz, Principal 
Bronwyn Green, MESM, Senior Environmental Planner 
Greg Martin, Senior Environmental Planner 
Smadar Levy, Associate Environmental Planner 
Jonathan Berlin, Associate Environmental Planner 
Hannah Haas, Archaeologist 
Kyle Brudvik, Paleontologist 
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8 Responses to Comments 

8.1 Introduction 
This section includes comments received during the circulation of the Draft EIR prepared for the 
project. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day agency- and public-review period that began on 
January 29, 2018 and ended on March 15, 2018. The City received 69 comment letters on the Draft 
EIR. The comment letters included herein were submitted by public agencies, tribal representatives, 
the applicant, and private citizens. Responses to written comments received have been prepared to 
address the environmental concerns raised by the commenters and to indicate where and how the 
Draft EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues.  

Comments on the Draft EIR were also provided verbally at the public hearing held on February 8, 
2018. Summaries of these verbal comments and responses are provided in Section 8.3, Verbal 
Comments Received on the Draft EIR. Verbal comments are summarized and addressed by topic.   

Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR, other than minor typographical corrections or minor 
working changes, are noted in the Final EIR as changes from the Draft EIR. Deletions are indicated 
using strikeout text (strikeout) while additions are indicated using underlined text (underline).  

8.2 Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses 
Each comment regarding the Draft EIR that the City received is included in this section (refer to 
Table 36). Each comment letter has been numbered sequentially and each separate issue raised by 
the commenter, if more than one, has also been assigned a number. Each comment letter is 
reproduced in its entirety with the issues of concern delineated in the margins of the page. Numbers 
were assigned to each issue within each comment letter. 

 

Table 36 Written Comments on the Draft EIR 

Letter/Comment Commenter Affiliation Date Received 

State Agencies 

1 Scott Morgan Director, State Clearinghouse March 12, 2018 

2 Betty Courtney 

Environmental Program Manager I, 
South Coast Region, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife March 12, 2018 

Local Agencies 

3 Paul Novak Los Angeles Local Agency Formation 
Committee January 30, 2018 

4 Luis Ramirez SoCalGas, Transmission Department February 8, 2018 

5 Shannon Moore Hidden Hills Community Association March 16, 2018 
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6 Joshua Thai 
Captain, Malibu/Lost Hills Station, 
County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s 
Department 

March 21, 2018 

Tribal Representatives 

7 Andrew Salas Chairman, Gabrieleño Band of 
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation February 1, 2018 

Applicant  

8 Mike Ashley Ashley Construction, Inc. March 13, 2018 

Private Citizens 

9 Linda Raznick Resident February 6, 2018 

10 Eric Toeg Resident February 6, 2018 

11 Jennifer Zuiker Resident February 7, 2018 

12 Anna McKeown Resident February 8, 2018 

13 Yara Diab Resident February 8, 2018 

14 Helen Kuehn Resident February 8, 2018 

15 Julie Sullivan Resident February 8, 2018 

16 Elizabeth Hyer Rose Resident February 8, 2018 

17 Laura McCorkindale Resident February 8, 2018 

18 Nanette and David Klein Resident February 8, 2018 

19 
Catherine Gourdier and Don 
Carmody Resident February 8, 2018 

20 Britt Aaronson Resident February 8, 2018 

21 Linda Feldman Resident February 8, 2018 

22 Patricia and Lloyd Huffman Resident February 8, 2018 

23 Karleen Basch Resident February 8, 2018 

24 Julie Freeman Resident February 8, 2018 

25 Michael Thom Resident February 8, 2018 

26 Laura and Charlie Goldwasser Resident February 9, 2018 

27 Anne Kolbe Resident February 9, 2018 

28 Beverly Horowitz Resident February 9, 2018 

29 Heather Lieberman Resident February 10, 2018 

30 Lonna Weber Resident February 11, 2018 

31 Britt Aaronson Resident February 11, 2018 

32 Wendy Schneider Resident February 12, 2018 

33 Nancy Resident February 12, 2018 

34 Yara Diab Resident February 12, 2018 
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35 Ofer Shepher Resident February 12, 2018 

36 Robert Yallen Resident March 6, 2018 

37 Kimberly Carey Resident March 6, 2018 

38 Barbara Lardera Resident March 7, 2018 

39 Catherine Gourdier Resident March 7, 2018 

40 Eric Jacobson Resident March 7, 2018 

41 Lisa Austin Resident March 7, 2018 

42 Eric Toeg Resident March 7, 2018 

43 Lisa and Chris Stonich Resident March 7, 2018 

44 O’Hara Fottrell Resident March 8, 2018 

45 Mark Nassab Resident March 8, 2018 

46 Tom and Suzanne Hayden Resident March 9, 2018 

47 Camille Treacy Resident March 9, 2018 

48 Charlie and Laura Goldwasser Resident March 9, 2018 

49 John Heubusch Resident March 9, 2018 

50 Sarah Phillips Resident March 10, 2018 

51 Stephen Phillips Resident March 11, 2018 

52 Julian Rome Resident March 11, 2018 

53 Karen Schetter Resident March 11, 2018 

54 Kim and Fred Ulrich Resident March 12, 2018 

55 Heather and Todd Lieberman Resident March 12, 2018 

56 Jennifer Zuiker Resident March 12, 2018 

57 Howard and Janet Siegel Resident March 12, 2018 

58 Jane and Keith Trotman Resident March 12, 2018 

59 Mary Tochner Resident March 12, 2018 

60 Pamela Boothe Resident March 12, 2018 

61 Lisa and Jay Joffe Resident March 12, 2018 

62 Elizabeth and Daniel Johnson Resident March 12, 2018 

63 Lynn and David Feldman Resident March 12, 2018 

64 Lonna Weber Resident March 12, 2018 

65 Nathalie Blossom Resident March 12, 2018 

66 Maria Spirtos Resident March 12, 2018 

67 Lisa Garfield Resident March 12, 2018 

68 Deborah and Glen Kulik Resident March 15, 2018 

69 Carol and Craig Kasal Resident March 19, 2018 
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A number of commenters have made similar comments or made parallel arguments. To address 
comments that are raised in multiple letters, as well as issues raised at a public meeting for the 
project on February 8, 2018, topical responses have been prepared and are included below prior to 
the individual comment letters. These topical responses are referenced as appropriate in responses 
to individual comments that raise similar issues in order to minimize unnecessary repetition.  

Topical Responses address the following topics: 

A Project Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies 

B Aesthetic Impacts Associated with Ridgeline Alteration 

C Air Quality Impacts Associated with Ridgeline Alteration 

D Noise Impacts Associated with Ridgeline Alteration  
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Topical Response A 

Project Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies 
A number of commenters note that the project would be inconsistent with applicable plans and 
policies in the City of Hidden Hills. Specifically, commenters note that grading associated with the 
project, which would result in a lowering of the ridgeline on the project site by approximately 50 
feet, would be inconsistent with the policies outlined in the City of Hidden Hills’ Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances and the goals and policies detailed in the General Plan.  

Both remedial and non-remedial grading would occur on the project site. Given the hilly nature of 
the site, non-remedial grading would be necessary in order to construct roads, driveways, building 
pads, and other elements of the project. Remedial grading would be necessary to repair an existing 
landslide hazard on the northeastern portion of the project site. In total, remedial and non-remedial 
grading would move approximately 167,179 cubic yards (cy) of soil, with all material balanced 
onsite.  

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the top of the existing ridgeline on the project site currently 
ranges from 1,100-1,128 feet. Grading associated with the project would reduce the ridgeline by 
approximately 50 feet, such that the ridgeline would reach a maximum elevation of 1,080 feet 
under the project conditions. This lowering of the ridgeline would constitute a significant and 
unavoidable impact to scenic resources and a permanent alteration to the visual character of the 
site.  

The City’s Ridgeline Protection Ordinances (Ord. No. 336 and 337), adopted in 2011, are intended to 
ensure that development proposed near areas of great visual and environmental importance in the 
city receive a heightened level of regulation and review. The ordinances outline ridgeline 
development standards, which prohibit grading or construction of any structure within 50 vertical or 
horizontal feet of a ridgeline without a Ridgeline Development Permit. The ridgeline bisecting the 
eastern portion of the site is the dominant topographical feature in the project area and has been 
designated as significant under the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan (SMMNAP). The 
ridgeline extends across the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County. 
However, following annexation into the City of Hidden Hills, the parcel and its ridgeline would be 
subject to the City’s Ridgeline Protection Ordinances. Because the project would require grading and 
construction within 50 feet of an existing ridgeline, a Ridgeline Development Permit is listed as one 
of the project’s required approvals.  

In order for an application for a Ridgeline Development Permit to be approved, the Planning Agency 
must determine that the proposed development or grading is designed to preserve the natural 
features of the land, including existing topography and landscaping, to the greatest extent feasible. 
Additionally, the Planning Agency must find that that the proposed grading or development will be 
developed in a manner that is compatible with the existing neighborhood character; maintain 
maximum view of the ridgeline through the use of design features; be consistent with the General 
Plan and surrounding land uses; and follow the natural contours of the site in order to minimize 
grading.  

Consistency with applicable City plans and policies is further discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. The project would be consistent with the site’s General Plan land use designation and 
zoning and would be generally consistent with goals and policies outlined by the General Plan. 
However, the project would conflict with General Plan policies designed to prevent development on 
hillside terrain and to preserve natural land forms, as it would allow for residential development on 
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sloped terrain, involve grading of hillsides to create level building pads, and require the removal of a 
ridgeline. 

The Draft EIR provides four mitigation measures to reduce aesthetic impacts associated with grading 
and alteration of the ridgeline and hillslopes on the project site. Mitigation measures AES-1 through 
AES-4 require the use of grading techniques to mimic surrounding topography, incorporation of 
drainage and erosion control features, adherence to landscaping and lot maintenance 
responsibilities, and installation of irrigation facilities to maintain hillside native growth and 
landscaping. However, while these mitigation measures would reduce aesthetic impacts associated 
with grading and alteration of the ridgeline, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
No mitigation measures are available to reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable impact 
with respect to land use and planning. 

In summary, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning, discuss the project’s 
consistency with applicable City plans and policies as they pertain to alteration of the ridgeline on 
the project site. The project would generally be consistent with goals and policies outlined in the 
General Plan, including those related to maintaining the rural equestrian character of the 
community; protecting residential development from slope instability, flood, and fire hazards; 
encouraging infill development; preserving oak trees; and continuing the existing practice of 
privately owned and maintained streets in residential areas of the city. However, the project would 
involve remedial and non-remedial grading of the site, resulting in a lowering of the prominent 
ridgeline on the project site by approximately 50 feet. Consequently, the project would conflict with 
General Plan goals and policies intended to prevent development on hillside terrain and preserve 
natural land forms. Additionally, because the project would involve grading and construction within 
50 feet of an existing ridgeline, the project would conflict with the ridgeline review requirements 
outlined by the City’s Ridgeline Protection Ordinances, as codified in Article K of the Hidden Hills 
Zoning Code. Therefore, the project would require a Ridgeline Development Permit, pending 
findings by the Planning Agency, before issuance of a grading permit or placement of any structures 
on the ridgeline.  While mitigation measures AES-1 through AES-4 would reduce aesthetic impacts 
associated with the lowering of the ridgeline, no mitigation measures are available to address the 
project’s conflicts with General Plan goals and policies. As a result, impacts related to land use and 
planning, as well as aesthetic impacts resulting from lowering of the ridgeline under a Ridgeline 
Development Permit, would remain significant and unavoidable.  
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Topical Response B 

Aesthetic Impacts Associated with Ridgeline Alteration 
Multiple comments received during the public comment period note that lowering of the ridgeline, 
as proposed by the project, would result in aesthetic impacts. Specifically, commenters note the loss 
of natural beauty associated with grading and lowering of a prominent topographical feature such 
as the ridgeline located on the project site.  

Aesthetic impacts related to the alteration of the ridgeline are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
as well as in Topical Response A, above. The project’s aesthetic impacts were assessed with respect 
to thresholds outlined by Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. View locations were selected for 
the aesthetics analysis based on their potential sensitivity due to either a designation as a scenic 
viewing corridor, high visibility of the project site from the location, or the high number of viewers 
that could observe the site from such vantage points.  

The project was determined to have a less than significant impact to scenic vistas, as views of the 
project site are intermittent from viewing locations such as the US 101 corridor or other public and 
private viewing locations within unincorporated Los Angeles County. Within the city of Hidden Hills, 
impact to scenic vistas would be less than significant, as the proposed residential use of the project 
site would be compatible with surrounding residential uses in the community. However, the project 
was determined to have significant and unavoidable impacts with respect scenic resources and 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. These significant and unavoidable 
impacts stem from the alteration of the ridgeline on the project site, which is a designated 
significant ridgeline as identified by the County of Los Angeles Santa Monica Mountains North Area 
Plan (SMMNAP).  

Remedial grading is necessary on the project site to repair a landslide hazard on the northeastern 
portion of the site above Lasher Road. Non-remedial grading is necessary on the project site to allow 
for construction of a roadway, driveways, building pads, and other elements of the project, given 
the natural terrain of the project site. Such grading would result in a lowering of the existing 
ridgeline by approximately 50 feet, as explained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Mitigation measures 
outlined in that section would require the submission of a grading plan that includes techniques to 
mimic surrounding topography (AES-1); incorporation of drainage and erosion control features (AES-
2); adherence to landscaping and lot maintenance responsibilities on behalf of the developer (AES-
3); and installation of irrigation facilities to ensure maintenance of hillside natural growth and 
vegetation (AES-4). While mitigation measures AES-1 through AES-4 would reduce aesthetic impacts 
associated with lowering of the ridgeline, the project’s impact to scenic resources and the 
permanent alteration to the visual character of the project site would remain significant and 
unavoidable.   
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Topical Response C 

Air Quality Impacts Associated with Ridgeline Alteration 
A number of commenters state that lowering of the ridgeline, as proposed by the project, would 
result in air quality impacts to the community.  

The greatest air quality impact associated with lowering of the ridgeline would occur due to the 
grading required during construction of the project. Air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, 
Air Quality. Emissions associated with construction and operation of the project were modeled 
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). To reflect the more extensive grading 
required on the project site, which would result in lowering of the ridgeline, the default grading 
phase length was extended from one month to three months. This timeline is consistent with a 
previous construction emissions analysis conducted for a similar project on the project site in the 
2007 Ashley Construction VTM 63567 EIR. The project would involve 167,179 cubic yards (cy) of cut 
and fill, which would be balanced onsite. However, to conservatively account for potential import or 
export of soil in the modeling of construction emissions, it was assumed that five percent of total 
cut and fill would be exported and five percent imported.   

The air quality analysis contained in Section 4.2, Air Quality, models construction emissions of 
reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrous oxide (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), small particulate (PM10), 
very fine particulate (PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SOx). Due to the potential for grading activities to 
result in movement and exposure of soil on the project site, fugitive dust, or PM10, emissions would 
be of particular concern during grading of the project site, as PM10 is generally associated with 
windblown dust and dust kicked up from mobile sources. PM10 emissions generated as a result of 
construction would not exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) 
Regional or Local Significance Thresholds. Furthermore, mitigation measure AQ-1, while intended to 
address the project’s potential exceedance of the SCAQMD’s Local Significance Threshold for very 
fine particulate (PM2.5), would further reduce PM10 emissions by requiring all diesel-powered, off-
road construction equipment used on or near the project site to meet US EPA Tier 2 engine 
standards or better. Consequently, air quality impacts associated with project construction, 
including grading and lowering of the ridgeline, would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated.  

Other commenters note potential air quality impacts associated with lowering of the ridgeline due 
to increasing air pollution from nearby freeways, namely US 101. Commenters suggest that the 
current ridgeline serves as a barrier to freeway air pollution and that a reduction in ridgeline height 
would lower this barrier such that freeway pollution would pose a threat to residences or other 
sensitive receptors in the community.  

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and California Environmental Protection Agency note that 
emissions from high traffic freeways may result in adverse health effects for those living in proximity 
to such roadways. Studied health effects include respiratory complications, exacerbation of asthma, 
and reductions in lung function in children (California Environmental Protection Agency and CARB 
2005). The effect of this freeway pollution is greatest within 300 feet of a high traffic freeway and 
diminishes with distance; beyond a certain distance, the health impacts of traffic emissions become 
indistinguishable from those associated with ambient regional air pollution. For these reasons, the 
CARB recommends siting sensitive land uses, including residences, beyond 500 feet of a freeway or 
high traffic roadway. The southeastern most edge of the project site is located approximately 1,650 
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feet from the nearest portion of the US 101 freeway, the on-ramp at Parkway Calabasas. Therefore, 
the project would not place any new residences within 500 feet of the US 101 freeway.  

The ridgeline extends from northwest to southeast on the parcel currently located in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County, as delineated in Figure 16. The project would involve lowering 
this ridgeline by up to 50 feet. As a result, the lowering of the ridgeline would reduce the barrier 
between the freeway and homes downwind of the freeway north and east of the ridgeline, such as 
properties along Hidden Ridge Road, Lasher Road, and Long Valley Road. These residences are 
located approximately 2,000 feet or more from the nearest portion of the freeway, the on-ramp at 
Parkway Calabasas. As the health effects of freeway traffic pollution would generally be 
indistinguishable from those of the ambient regional air quality at this distance (CARB 2005), 
lowering the ridgeline would not result in a substantial increase of traffic pollution impacts for 
residences in the community.  

For further discussion of the project’s air quality impacts, see Section 4.2, Air Quality.   
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Topical Response D 

Noise Impacts Associated with Ridgeline Alteration 
Numerous comments state that the ridgeline on the project site serves as a sound barrier and state 
concern that lowering the ridgeline would expose existing residences to increased noise from 
nearby US 101. This impact is discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. Specifically, Impact N-3 notes that a 
reduction in the height of the ridgeline would increase noise levels at residences behind the 
ridgeline, but that this impact would be less than significant, as noise would remain below levels 
considered normally acceptable for residential uses (65 dBA CNEL).  

Potential noise impacts associated with the project were assessed in a Noise Impact Analysis 
prepared for the project by Giroux & Associates in December 2006, an update completed in 
September 2015 by the same authors to reflect site plan revisions, and a follow-up letter provided in 
May 2017 (Giroux & Associates 2006, 2015, 2017). The noise study documents are provided in 
Appendix G of this EIR. The analysis contained in the Draft EIR was based on ambient noise 
measurements collected in 2006. However, following circulation of the Draft EIR, updated noise 
measurements were collected from the project area in May 2018 to more accurately reflect existing 
conditions.  Section 4.8, Noise, has been revised accordingly to reflect these updated noise 
measurements.  

The primary noise source in the project area is roadway traffic along US 101, situated approximately 
0.4 mile south of the project site. Other noise sources in the vicinity of the project site include traffic 
on Bridle Trail Road and Lasher Road and landscaping equipment, such as leaf blowers and 
lawnmowers. The existing ridgeline attenuates freeway noise for residences behind (or to the west 
of) it. However, this attenuation is relatively small; based on differences in noise levels between 
measurement sites located along either side of the existing ridgeline, the ridgeline attenuates noise 
levels by less than 2 dBA. Proposed grading associated with the project site would lower the 
ridgeline by a maximum of approximately 50 feet, from 1,128 feet to 1,078 feet. Realistically, this 50 
foot reduction would result in noise increases even less than 2 dBA, as the project would reduce the 
height of the ridgeline but would not totally eliminate the ridgeline feature. Nevertheless, to 
provide a conservative estimate of potential noise impacts, the analysis contained in this Draft EIR 
assumes residences behind the ridgeline would see noise increases of up to 2 dBA. Ambient noise 
levels behind the ridgeline are approximately 61.1 dBA CNEL. Therefore, lowering of the ridgeline 
would result in ambient noise levels no greater than 63.1 dBA. In general, a 3 dBA change in 
community noise levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. 
Consequently, the 2 dBA increase in noise associated with lowering of the ridgeline on the project 
site would likely not be audible.  

Typically, the exposure of new noise-sensitive receptors to noise is assessed using exterior and/or 
interior noise standards provided in a city’s general plan. However, the City of Hidden Hills General 
Plan does not establish quantitative noise standards. As such, there are no quantitative standards 
that apply for determining the significance of noise associated with operation of new residences. 
Therefore, for the purposes of the noise analysis contained in this Draft EIR, the State Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines for Noise are used as the threshold of significance. Impacts would be 
significant if the project causes ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project to exceed 65 dBA, 
which is the maximum noise level considered to be normally acceptable for residential uses. Since 
the project noise levels upon lowering of the ridgeline remain below the 65 dBA threshold used in 
this analysis, noise impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline would be less than significant. 
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Letter 1 
COMMENTER: Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 1.1 
The State Clearinghouse states that the Draft EIR was submitted to select state agencies for review 
and that comments from any state agencies are enclosed. The letter acknowledges compliance with 
the State Clearinghouse review requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  

No response is required. Enclosed comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
are addressed as a separate comment letter below.   
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Letter 2 
COMMENTER: Betty J. Courtney, Environmental Program Manager I, South Coast Region, 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 2.1 
The commenter states a concern that the botanical survey prepared for the project site was 
conducted during a period within a several year ongoing drought that did not maximize detection of 
flowering plant species. The commenter notes that this may overlook the presence or actual density 
of some special status plant species on the project site until optimal precipitation and timing 
stimulate emergence within the seedbank, and that take of special status plant species may occur 
without adequate detection, avoidance, and mitigation measures. The commenter recommends 
conducting additional botanical surveys at the appropriate time of year following at least an average 
rainy season and the results be incorporated into the Final EIR.  

The presence of special status plant species and communities was studied in a Biological Resources 
Assessment (BRA) prepared by GPA Consulting in July 2015 (Appendix C). GPA Consulting conducted 
a field investigation of the project site on June 16, 2015, visually surveying the site on foot and 
inventorying vegetation communities, plant and wildlife species. The timing of the survey coincided 
with the typical blooming period for the majority of the special status plant species with potential to 
occur in the project area. For species with blooming periods that did not include the date of the field 
investigation, presence or absence was determined based on the availability of appropriate habitat 
on the project site (Attachment D of the BRA). The site is largely dominated by non-native annual 
grasses, and the BRA concluded that special status plant species are presumed absent from the site 
based on the existing habitat and survey results.  

At the time of the survey, the project site—like much of the state of California—was in a state of 
drought. While drought conditions have subsided somewhat, the project site remains in a state of 
drought. Given the persistent drought conditions in southern California and the unpredictable 
nature of precipitation, it is impossible to plan to conduct botanical surveys following an average 
rainy season as it remains unclear when such a season would occur.  

While the BRA concludes that special status plant species are presumed absent from the project site 
based on the site survey results, the discussion of impacts to special status plant species in Impact 
BIO-3 (on page 100) and mitigation measure MM BIO-3 have been revised as follows to address the 
commenter’s concerns related to special status plant species. 

Plants 
As discussed above, a CNDDB query indicated that 39 special status plant species have the potential 
to occur within five miles of the project site. While no special status plant species were observed on 
the project site during surveys conducted as part of the field investigation, MM BIO-3 below is 
intended to minimize the potential for construction-related impacts to special status plant species 
should they be identified on the project site.  
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Mitigation Measures 
While the project would not result in substantial habitat loss for any special-status species, 
construction activities could potentially result in direct and indirect impacts to special-status 
wildlife, such as the monarch butterfly, which could be impacted by dust, erosion, and water runoff 
caused by construction activities. While no special status plant species were identified on the 
project site, 39 such species have the potential to occur within five miles of the project site and, if 
present on the site, could be impacted by construction activities. Mitigation Measures BIO-3 and -4 
would reduce direct and indirect impacts to special status species during construction to a less than 
significant level. Potential impacts to birds are addressed under Impact BIO-3. The following 
mitigation measures are designed to avoid direct impacts to special-status plants and wildlife.  

MM BIO-3 PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS 

A qualified biologist shall complete pre-construction botanical and wildlife surveys no more than 48 
hours prior to construction to determine the presence or absence of special-status plant and wildlife 
species in the project area. Surveys would be repeated if construction activities are suspended for 
five days or more.  

Botanical surveys shall be conducted prior to construction using methods to maximize detection of 
special status plants on the project sites. Surveys shall be floristic in nature and follow the CDFW’s 
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities. In particular, surveys shall focus on potential seed bank areas within the 
proposed grading areas for the project. If any special status plant species are detected during the 
pre-construction surveys, they shall be avoided and CDFW shall be contacted. If such species habitat 
is disturbed during construction, a qualified biologist shall develop a plan for off-site acquisition, 
protection, and restoration or enhancement of such habitat in coordination with CDFW. 

If any special-status wildlife species are identified (including monarch butterflies), appropriate 
measures shall be developed by a qualified biologist in consultation with the appropriate resource 
agencies; measures shall be implemented to avoid impacts on these species. General measures 
include requiring the presence of a biological monitor during construction activities to move out of 
harm’s way special status species or other wildlife of low mobility that would be injured by 
construction activities, and restoring disturbed ground cover, if possible, soon after disturbance.  

If monarch butterflies are identified during pre-construction surveys, specific measures to reduce 
potential impacts to monarch butterflies are required and shall include project construction 
conducted outside of the overwintering aggregation period (typically October through February) 
only. If the overwintering period cannot be avoided, construction within 100 feet of any areas 
containing overwintering aggregations or aggregation activity shall be prohibited from October 
through February, and/or when the monarch aggregations are present.  

Response 2.2 
The commenter recommends incorporation of three mitigation measures related to special status 
plants. First, the commenter recommends repeating botanical surveys using methods to maximize 
detection of special status plants on the project site to better inform project avoidance and 
mitigation planning efforts and reduce impacts to less than significant under CEQA. Second, the 
commenter recommends avoidance of any special status plant species on the project site. Finally, 
the commenter recommends off-site acquisition, protection, and any necessary restoration or 
enhancement of occupied habitat.  
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Please refer to Response 2.1 above, which includes revisions to MM BIO-3 to incorporate the 
commenter’s suggested mitigation measures.  

Response 2.3 
The commenter states a concern that the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) may have been missed 
during the one-day biological survey performed on the site because the Biological Resources 
Assessment Report (BRAR) prepared for the project site does not specify survey protocol methods 
used for this species. While the BRAR concludes that the species is not expected to occur due to the 
presence of tall vegetation, the commenter notes that site photos provided in the Draft EIR show 
areas of low vegetation that provide preferred conditions for burrowing owl foraging and nesting. 
The commenter further notes that restricting pre-construction surveys for native birds to the 
general bird nesting survey, as described in the Draft EIR, may not avoid take of wintering burrowing 
owl that may occupy the site outside of the nesting season.  

Attachment D of the BRA (Appendix C) provides a list of special status species with the potential to 
occur on the project site. While the burrowing owl is included in this list, it was presumed absent 
from the project site due to the site’s tall grassland vegetation and the fact that no potential 
burrows were observed on the site during the biological surveys. Nevertheless, due to the potential 
for burrowing owl to occur on the project site, Impact BIO-3 has been revised to address potential 
impacts to burrowing owl, and MM BIO-7 has been added to further reduce such impacts. These 
revisions are as follows:  

Impact BIO-3 THE PROJECT WOULD INCLUDE GRADING, AS WELL AS BRUSH AND TREE REMOVAL, 
WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY DISTURB ACTIVE NESTS OR BURROWS, IF PRESENT. POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NESTING 
BIRDS OR BURROWING OWL WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

Cooper’s hawk was identified as potentially occurring onsite because of the availability of 
appropriate nesting habitat for the individual species. The amount of habitat needed to support 
raptors varies substantially with prey density, but generally hawks have territories of about 500 to 
1,000 acres (Zeiner et al. 1990). These are the typical areas needed to support just one breeding 
pair. With the limited size of the project and the available open space nearby, a significant reduction 
in foraging habitat for individual species is not anticipated.  

The site has appropriate habitat to support the Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, which 
is on the CDFW Watch List. Impacts to this species would be minimal (less than 10 acres) and more 
suitable habitat is present within open space lands to the south and west within the Santa Monica 
Mountains. The Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is not formally protected under the 
FESA and CESA. The reduction in marginally suitable habitat for this species, such as that which 
exists at the project site, would not be expected to substantially alter regional population levels, nor 
would it restrict the range of this species. Therefore, project-specific impacts are considered 
adverse, but less than significant. 

The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is included in Attachment D of the BRA as having potential 
to be in the project area (Appendix C), but is presumed absent from the project site due to the site’s 
tall vegetation and the fact that no potential burrows were identified during a field investigation. 
The burrowing owl is found in open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands 
characterized by low-grading vegetation. Regular mowing that has occurred on the project site 
could result in periods of low vegetation that would support burrowing owl habitat. If present on 
the project site, burrowing owl would be adversely impacted by grading and vegetation removal 
associated with the project. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Raptors and their nests are protected under California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5, and all 
other bird nests are protected under Section 3503. The native trees onsite in the canyon provide 
potential nesting habitat for raptors such as red-tailed hawk and other common bird species. The 
small open patches of non-native grasslands and ruderal areas onsite also provide marginal to poor 
foraging habitat for raptor species. It is unlikely that the loss of nesting habitat would adversely 
affect raptor populations in the area because nesting and foraging habitat is available in offsite 
areas in the adjacent open space lands of the Santa Monica Mountain National Recreation Area to 
the south and west. However, construction activity, including tree removal, could potentially disturb 
active nests, which would be a violation of the Fish and Game Code. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
as well as the Fish and Game Code, also protects nesting birds, eggs, and young. Although 
disturbance of active nests, birds, eggs, or young is considered a significant impact, this impact could 
be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures is required to maintain compliance with the 
California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and to avoid potential impacts to 
burrowing owl.  

MM BIO-56 BREEDING BIRD SURVEYS 

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 
February 1st to September 1st (as early as January 1st for raptors), to avoid take (including 
disturbance which would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs and/or young).  

If project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, a qualified biologist shall survey 
all potential nesting habitat within the project site for nesting birds for 3 consecutive days no more 
than 10 days prior to start of vegetation removal. If no nesting birds are observed, site preparation 
and construction activities may begin. 

If an active bird or nest is found within 500 feet of the construction area, the nest site shall be 
fenced at a distance commensurate with the particular species and in consultation with CDFW until 
juveniles have fledged and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Limits of 
construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field with flagging and stakes or 
construction fencing. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The 
project applicant shall record the results of the recommended protective measures described above 
to document compliance with applicable state and federal laws pertaining to protection of native 
birds.  

MM BIO-7 BURROWING OWL SURVEYS 

Prior to any construction on the project site that may result in habitat disturbance (e.g., vegetation 
removal or ground disturbing activities), a qualified biologist shall survey all potential burrowing owl 
habitat and maximize detection of burrowing owl by adhering to CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation report methods. Surveys for burrowing owl shall occur for 3 consecutive days no 
more than 10 days prior to start of vegetation removal. If occupied burrowing owl habitat is not 
detected, site preparation and construction activities may begin.  

If occupied burrowing owl habitat is identified within 500 feet of the construction area, the habitat 
area shall be fenced at a distance deemed appropriate by the qualified biologist in consultation with 
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CDFW. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The qualified 
biologist shall coordinate with CDFW to outline a procedure for mitigating unavoidable permanent 
habitat impacts by acquiring replacement habitat and protecting it in perpetuity through a 
conservation easement to a land conservancy. The project applicant shall record the results of the 
recommended protective measures described above to document compliance with applicable laws 
pertaining to protection of burrowing owl.  

Finally, the project shall avoid the use of rodenticides on the project site that could result in direct 
or secondary poisoning to the burrowing owl.      

Significance After Mitigation 
The mitigation measures identified above would reduce impacts to nesting birds and to burrowing 
owl to a less than significant level.  

Response 2.4 
The commenter recommends four mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to burrowing 
owl. First, the commenter recommends that all surveys used on the project site adhere to CDFW’s 
March 7, 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation to maximize detection of burrowing owl 
and be conducted prior to any project habitat disturbance to soil, vegetation, or other sheltering 
habitat for burrowing owl. Second, the commenter recommends avoidance of occupied burrowing 
owl habitat on the project site. Third, the commenter recommends that unavoidable permanent 
impacts to occupied burrowing owl burrows and adjacent foraging habitat be mitigated by setting 
aside replacement habitat to be protected in perpetuity under a conservation easement dedicated 
to a local land conservancy and that the City require submittal of a burrowing owl mitigation plan to 
CDFW prior to project implementation. Finally, the commenter recommends that the project avoid 
use of rodenticides that could result in direct or secondary poisoning to burrowing owl.  

Please refer to Response 2.3 above, which incorporates the commenter’s proposed mitigation 
measures into MM BIO-7.  

Response 2.5 
The commenter recommends that a biological monitor be present before and during initial grubbing 
and grading operations to salvage wildlife species that may be killed or injured by heavy equipment. 
The commenter recommends that dens for American badger (Taxidea taxus) or coyote (Canis 
latrans) should be inspected and not be disturbed during the pupping season or when otherwise 
occupied unless absence by a qualified biologist is confirmed. Additionally, the commenter 
recommends that grubbing and grading should be conducted in a manner so as to avoid creating 
islands of habitat where wildlife may take refuge and later be killed by heavy equipment.  

While the BRA concludes that American badger is not present on the project site, Impact BIO-2 has 
been revised as follows to address potential impacts to American badger, coyote, or other den-
dwelling wildlife: 

Mammals 
Suitable habitat for the western red bat, hoary bat, pallid bat, and western mastiff bat is present 
onsite to a limited extent and elsewhere in the project vicinity. The oak trees may provide limited 
roosting habitat for these species as well as other sensitive bat species. The open grassland and 
mainly riparian area may provide ample insects for foraging opportunities as well. If present, direct 
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project impacts to this animal would be minimal, as individuals would likely move off-site in 
response to construction activities. Although displacement of these bats and other special status 
animals to offsite habitats may occur, competition with other individuals already existing in offsite 
habitats for items, such as food, nesting habitat, and territory, would result in a further eventual 
loss of individuals. However, due to total size of the property (approximately 17 acres) relative to 
the total range of these species (listed in Table 12), the proposed development would not 
substantially restrict their range. Therefore, project impacts to special-status bat populations with 
the potential to be present onsite are considered adverse, but less than significant. Mitigation 
measures (MM BIO-4) are provided below to avoid direct impacts to bats. 

While not observed during the field investigation and presumed absent from the project site, dens 
occupied by American badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), or other wildlife species would 
be adversely impacted by construction activities on the project site. Mitigation measure MM BIO-3 
would reduce impacts to occupied dens on the project site such that they would be less than 
significant.  

Additionally, MM BIO-3 has been revised as follows to reduce potential impacts to occupied badger 
or coyote dens, or wildlife species occupying such dens:  

MM BIO-3 PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS 

A qualified biologist shall complete pre-construction botanical and wildlife surveys no more than 48 
hours prior to construction to determine the presence or absence of special-status plant and wildlife 
species in the project area. Surveys would be repeated if construction activities are suspended for 
five days or more.  

Botanical surveys shall be conducted prior to construction using methods to maximize detection of 
special status plants on the project sites. Surveys shall be floristic in nature and follow the CDFW’s 
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities. In particular, surveys shall focus on potential seed bank areas within the 
proposed grading areas for the project. If any special status plant species are detected during the 
pre-construction surveys, they shall be avoided and CDFW shall be contacted. If such species habitat 
is disturbed during construction, a qualified biologist shall develop a plan for off-site acquisition, 
protection, and restoration or enhancement of such habitat in coordination with CDFW. 

Prior to initial grubbing and grading activities on the project site, a qualified biologist shall inspect 
any dens for American badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), or other wildlife species using 
such dens. Den sites shall not be disturbed during the pupping season or when otherwise occupied 
unless absence by the qualified biologist is confirmed. If American badger is identified on the project 
site, it shall be avoided and the qualified biologist shall coordinate with CDFW to avoid take of the 
species.  

If any special-status wildlife species are identified (including monarch butterflies), appropriate 
measures shall be developed by a qualified biologist in consultation with the appropriate resource 
agencies; measures shall be implemented to avoid impacts on these species. General measures 
include requiring the presence of a biological monitor during construction activities to move out of 
harm’s way special status species or other wildlife of low mobility that would be injured by 
construction activities, and restoring disturbed ground cover, if possible, soon after disturbance.  

If monarch butterflies are identified during pre-construction surveys, specific measures to reduce 
potential impacts to monarch butterflies are required and shall include project construction 
conducted outside of the overwintering aggregation period (typically October through February) 
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only. If the overwintering period cannot be avoided, construction within 100 feet of any areas 
containing overwintering aggregations or aggregation activity shall be prohibited from October 
through February, and/or when the monarch aggregations are present.  

With respect to wildlife salvage, an additional mitigation measure has been included under Impact 
BIO-2 to require biological monitoring, wildlife salvage, and removal of potential hazards on the 
project site. The revisions are as follows: 

MM BIO-5 WILDLIFE SALVAGE AND HAZARD REMOVAL 

During initial grubbing and grading operations, a biological monitor shall be present to salvage 
wildlife species that may be killed or injured by heavy equipment. Wildlife of low mobility that is 
salvaged shall be removed and placed onto adjacent habitat out of harm’s way. Clearing, grubbing, 
and grading shall be conducted on the project site in a manner that avoids creating islands of 
habitat where wildlife may take refuge and later be harmed by heavy equipment.  

Additionally, fence posts and other vertical open pipes such as roof ventilation pipes, claim stakes, 
chimneys, and vault toilets, shall be capped to prevent wildlife entrapment and mortality, as such 
structures mimic natural cavities preferred by various species for nesting and shelter. Metal fence 
stakes shall be plugged with bolts or other plugging materials to avoid this hazard.  

Response 2.6 
The commenter recommends that fence posts and other vertical open pipes, such as roof 
ventilation pipes, claim stakes, chimneys, and vault toilets, should be capped to prevent wildlife 
entrapment and mortality.  

Mitigation measure MM BIO-5 has been added under Impact BIO-2 to addresses hazards to wildlife 
from fence posts and other vertical open pipes. Please refer to Response 2.5 above, which includes 
the text of this new mitigation measure.  

Response 2.7 
The commenter notes that CEQA requires that information developed in CEQA documentation be 
incorporated into a database that may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental 
determinations. The commenter requests that any detection of special status species and natural 
communities during the project surveys be reported to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB).  

The project applicant would adhere to all CEQA requirements, including reporting of any detection 
of special status species and natural communities during project surveys to the CNDDB.  

Response 2.8 
The commenter notes that the project would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife and, as such, 
would require payment of a filing fee upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency. 

The project applicant would be required to pay all filing fees upon filing of the Notice of 
Determination by the Lead Agency. No further response is necessary.   
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Letter 3 
COMMENTER: Paul Novak, Executive Officer, Los Angeles Local Agency Formation Committee 

(LAFCO) 

DATE: January 30, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 3.1 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR states that annexation of the parcel currently located in 
unincorporated Los Angeles is dependent on an annexation proposal filed by the City of Calabasas. 
The commenter further notes that LAFCO received this proposal on December 10, 2014 and issued a 
“Notice of Incomplete Filing” on January 8, 2015, indicating that the proposal is missing property tax 
transfer resolutions, a pre-zoning ordinance from the City of Hidden Hills, and the CEQA clearance. 
The commenter also states that, by law, the matter of annexation cannot be scheduled before the 
LAFCO until the proposal application is complete.  

As discussed in Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, the annexation of a 7.96-acre parcel currently 
located in unincorporated Los Angeles County to the City of Hidden Hills would require approval by 
LAFCO, the Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), and the City of Hidden Hills. The 
incomplete annexation proposal to LAFCO would not affect project progress. If the project were to 
be approved by the City prior to approval of the annexation by LAFCO, project approval would 
include a condition of development addition to the VTM that the final map may not be recorded 
until annexation of the parcel in Los Angeles County is approved.  

Response 3.2 
The commenter suggests that any and all potential related actions that may occur concurrent to a 
proposed annexation to the City of Hidden Hills be considered in the Draft EIR. Specifically, the 
commenter notes that annexations to or detachments from County-managed agencies, including 
County Road Maintenance Districts, Landscape Maintenance Districts, the Consolidated Fire 
Protection District of Los Angeles County, and the County Library District should be considered, as 
well as annexations to water districts or sanitation districts. The commenter indicates that such 
consideration would be prudent to avoid preparation of additional CEQA compliance documents at 
a later date for future applications to LAFCO.  

In the City of Hidden Hills, many facilities considered public in other jurisdictions are owned and 
maintained by the Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA). Annexation of the parcel currently 
located in unincorporated Los Angeles County would include annexation to the HHCA for provision 
of services currently provided by County-managed jurisdictions. To clarify this, Section 2.5, Project 
Characteristics, has been edited as follows to reflect potential detachments and annexations from 
County-managed agencies that may occur concurrently with annexation of the parcel in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County to the City of Hidden Hills:  

 
In the City of Hidden Hills, many community facilities generally considered public facilities in other 
jurisdictions, are owned and maintained by the HHCA. Annexation of the parcel currently located in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County would result in detachment from several Los Angeles County-
managed agencies, such as the County Road Maintenance District and Landscape Maintenance 
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District, and annexation to the HHCA for such services. Annexation to the HHCA would require 
payment of fees contributed for the maintenance of these facilities and services. Other County-
managed services currently provided to the City of Hidden Hills would remain the same following 
annexation, including fire protection service provided by the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
and police protection provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. While not a County-
managed agency, water and wastewater service would continue to be provided by the Las Virgenes 
Municipal Water District, which serves both the City of Hidden Hills and the parcel currently located 
in unincorporated Los Angeles County.   

 
The HHCA currently maintains all common areas, including existing roadways, the three gate 
houses, and communal landscaped areas. These services are currently funded by maintenance fees 
paid by property owners in the City. The fees associated with the Project would comply with HHCA 
requirements and would therefore be sufficient to cover additional costs associated with 
maintenance of any additional roadways or landscaped area associated with the project. The project 
would add 750 feet of new roadway, which would represent a two percent increase in the total 
linear distance of roadways in the City of Hidden Hills. Common landscaped areas would be located 
along the roadway, and therefore the city would have a similar percentage increase in landscape 
area that would need to be maintained. Given this relatively small increase, the HHCA would not 
need to expand existing maintenance facilities to accommodate the additional service area. 
Therefore, the impact of transfering service from the County Road Maintenance District and 
Landscape Maintenance District to HHCA would be less than significant.    

Additionally, potential impacts related to public services—including police and fire protection 
provided by the County of Los Angeles—as well as utilities and service systems—including water and 
wastewater services—are discussed in the Initial Study – Notice of Preparation (IS-NOP)(Appendix 
A). For both of these environmental issue areas, potential impacts were determined to be less than 
significant.  
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Letter 4 
COMMENTER: Luis Ramirez, Pipeline Planning Assistant, SoCalGas, Sempra Utilities 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 4.1 
The commenter notes that the Transmission Department of SoCalGas does not operate any facilities 
within the project site. However, the commenter further indicates that the Northwest Distribution 
Region of SoCalGas may maintain or operate facilities within the project scope and should be 
contacted to assure no conflict with such facilities.  

The comment is noted. If the project is approved, the applicant will coordinate as necessary with 
SoCalGas during project grading and construction.  
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Letter 5 

COMMENTER: Shannon Moore, Hidden Hills Community Association 

DATE: March 16, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 5.1 

The commenter suggests changes to Figure 9, Existing and Proposed Bridle Trails, to note the 
presence of an existing trail connection on the project site. The commenter also requests additional 
information regarding how the proposed trail across the wetland area would connect with the 
existing trail system and recommends that the project add a trail along the southern border to offer 
an additional trail connection.   

Figure 9 in Section 2.0, Project Description, has been updated to reflect the commenter’s suggested 
corrections. As shown in the revised Figure 9, the portion of the proposed bridle trail that crosses 
through the wetland area on the southeastern corner of the project site would connect to an 
existing bridle trail that runs south of the project site. The suggested additional trail connection 
along the southern border of the project site is not currently part of the project, but this suggestion 
will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration.   

Response 5.2 

The commenter notes that several driveways are shown along property lines and that paving cannot 
occur within the 10-foot bridle trail easements.  

The comment is noted. Development on the project site, including areas annexed into the City of 
Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), would be required to adhere to the covenant, 
conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) of the Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), including 
any requirements related to trail easements. As such, the project is not anticipated to interfere with 
the bridle trail easements.   

Response 5.3 

The commenter questions why the biofiltration device on Lot 1 extends outside the project site 
boundaries. Additionally, the comments requests clarification that the owners of the lots would be 
responsible for maintenance of the biofiltration devices, that such devices cannot be located within 
common areas or easements, and that if they collect any water or present a tripping hazard, the 
devices should be fenced.  

The biofiltration device on Lot 1 is located fully within Lot 1 and is sized to serve the lot. However, 
Figure 8 shows an additional biofiltration device adjacent to Lot 1 which would be associated with 
the neighboring property west of the Project Site. This biofiltration device is shown here since it 
would be partially located in the Project Site, but it would not be associated with the proposed 
development on Lots 1 through 7.  

Section 2.5.3, Water Quality and Drainage, was updated to include additional details about the 
biofiltration devices in terms of their locations within lots, maintenance responsibility, and need for 
fencing. The revised text is as follows: 
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Bio-filtration best management practices (BMP) (i.e., biofiltration basins, biofilter systems) would be 
sized to capture 1.5 times the stormwater quality design flow and/or volume, and any bio-filtration 
device that would collect water or present a tripping hazard would be fenced. Each lot would have 
its own bio-filtration BMP located entirely within the lot to treat on-site drainage, as depicted in 
Figure 8, and maintenance of these devices would be the landowner’s responsibility. Drainage that 
falls onto the private roadway (Lot A) would be captured at the intersection with Bridle Trail Road 
and conveyed to the bio-filtration BMP on Lot 5. 

Response 5.4 
The commenter states that access for heavy equipment to the project site is not addressed. 
Furthermore, the commenter asks whether the applicant could obtain an easement over the Pet 
Cemetery or Far West Farms for staging and access of heavy equipment during the grading 
operation, adding that this approach was successful in a nearby development.  

Staging and access for heavy equipment to the project site is discussed under Impact T-2 in Section 
4.9, Transportation and Traffic. As discussed in this section, construction equipment and materials 
would be staged on an undeveloped lot adjacent to the western boundary of the project site. Heavy 
construction equipment would access to the project site via Bridle Trail Road. The construction 
staging site is intended to reduce the period and distance over which construction equipment would 
travel. 

With the proposed construction staging site located adjacent to the project site and within the City 
of Hidden Hills, construction equipment would be anticipated to result in minimal impacts to area 
roadways, as equipment would not need to travel far to access to the project site. However, 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 is included in the Draft EIR and requires preparation of a Construction 
Impact Mitigation Plan to reduce potential impacts to vehicular, pedestrian, and equestrian traffic 
associated with construction of the project. The plan would require storage of construction 
equipment and materials in the designated staging area, as well as limitation of equipment and 
material visibility to the public. Additionally, the plan would require approval by the City and the 
HHCA for any construction detours or work requiring encroachment into public rights-of-way or any 
other street-use activities.  

For more information on construction staging, site access, and the Construction Impact Mitigation 
Plan, please refer to Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic.  

Response 5.5 
The commenter states that no construction can occur before 8 a.m., after 5 p.m., or on Saturdays, 
Sundays, or holidays.  

Title 3, Chapter 8, Section 5 of the City of Hidden Hills Municipal Code restricts construction 
activities to 7 a.m. - 8 p.m. on Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. - 8 p.m. on Saturdays. The 
discussion under Impact N-1 in Section 4.8, Noise, has been expanded to clarify that no construction 
is permitted to occur on Sundays or observed holidays.  

Response 5.6 
The commenter states that replacement trees on the project site should be at least 36-inch boxes, 
and that there should be one or two substantial trees per lot.  
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Impact BIO-1 under Section 4.3, Biological Resources, discusses potential impacts to protected trees 
on the project site. The project would result in impacts to ten oak trees and eight historic trees. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Oak and Historic Tree Replacement, describes the requirements for 
replacing existing trees removed or otherwise impacted by the project. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 
requires a replacement ratio of 4:1 for impacted trees with24-inch box size specimen or larger of 
the same genus of tree to be removed, unless specified otherwise in the permit. Given the 
anticipated impacts to trees associated with project construction, the applicant would be required 
to plant 40 oak trees, 28 pepper trees, and four eucalyptus trees, or other species approved by the 
City and the HHCA. The mitigation measure states that trees shall be planted on the project site and 
watered for the first two to three years for oak trees and as recommended by the landscape 
architect or the qualified arborist for non-native trees. The mitigation measure also requires that 
the applicant post a bond to the satisfaction of the City to guarantee the survival of the trees to be 
replaced for a period of three years from the date that such trees are replaced. Given the 4:1 ratio 
and the additional measures that would support the heath and establishment of these trees, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 sufficiently mitigates impact to onsite trees. 

Response 5.7 
The commenter states that a standard width, 12- to 14-foot parkway would need to be installed 
along Lasher Road, including in front of 5351 Lasher Road and Lot 14, even though such properties 
are not part of the project site.  

This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration.   

Response 5.8 
The commenter requests clarification regarding the proposed street name of Street A.  

Throughout the Draft EIR, the proposed cul-de-sac on the project site is referred to as “the cul-de-
sac” or “Lot A” on figures and maps. The name of the street that would be constructed on the 
project site has not yet been proposed.  

Response 5.9 
The commenter suggests that the proposed cul-de-sac should be extended to provide direct access 
to Lots 5 and 6. If the cul-de-sac cannot be extended, the commenter requests that a maintenance 
agreement be recorded on the properties.  

This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration.   

Response 5.10 
The commenter requests clarification regarding whether Lots 14, 15, and 5351 Lasher Road would 
receive lot line adjustments, as the the property lines on the proposed project do not match the 
property lines on the existing parcel map.  

The project would alter lot lines on three parcels adjacent to the project site. Specifically, Lots 14, 
15, and 28 (5351 Lasher Road) would be adjusted. Figure 7 in Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, 
depicts the proposed grading plan for the project site and includes existing and proposed areas for 
these three parcels.  

Response 5.11 



Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 279 

The commenter states that where the project abuts non-Hidden Hills property, the applicant should 
install secure, non-climbable fencing a minimum of 8-feet high.  The commenter further states that 
the fencing material could be heavy duty chain-link, wrought iron, or other material approved by 
the HHCA. 

The comment is noted. Development on the project site, including areas annexed into the City of 
Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), would be required to adhere to the covenant, 
conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) of the Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA), including 
any requirements related to fencing.   
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Letter 6 
COMMENTER: Joshua Thai, Captain, Malibu/Lost Hills Station, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s 

Department 

DATE: March 21, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 6.1 
The commenter notes that the Traffic Bureau of the Malibu/Lost Hills Station reviewed the Draft EIR 
and that the Station had previously reviewed the Initial Study for the project. The commenter notes 
the mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts to emergency access, specifically preparation 
of a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, incorporation of design measures to alleviate emergency 
access impacts, and preparation of a Construction and Operational Emergency Access Plan to ensure 
emergency access during and after project construction. The commenter concludes by stating that 
the station generally concurs with the Draft EIR’s finding that impacts to emergency access would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

This concurrence with the Draft EIR finding is noted.  
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Letter 7 

COMMENTER: Andrew Salas, Chairman, Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

DATE: February 1, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 7.1 

The commenter requests consultation regarding the project per the requirements under AB 52. The 
commenter notes that the project lies within Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians’ ancestral tribal 
territory, which is a higher degree of kinship than traditional or cultural affiliation. The commenter 
states that because the project is located in a sensitive area, it may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of tribal cultural resources. Furthermore, the commenter notes that the 
Tribe’s Elder Committee and tribal historians are experts and are able to provide a more complete 
history regarding the location of historic villages, trade routes, cemeteries, and sacred or religious 
sites in the project area. The commenter concludes by providing available appointment times, as 
well as location and contact information for the Tribe.  

Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, discusses project impacts to tribal cultural resources and includes 
discussion of outreach to tribes in the vicinity of the project site. The lead agency received Letter 7 
above dated February 1, 2018, requesting consultation. The City on February 8, 2018, responded by 
letter and contacted the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians to schedule consutlation. The 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians never responded. 

The City also conducted consultation with the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians. 
Discussion of this consultation, including concerns identified by the Tribe and follow up actions, is 
included in the analysis of Impact CR-4. Mitigation measure CR-4, Identification of Archaeological 
Resources, would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources such that they would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated.   
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Letter 8 
COMMENTER: Mike Ashley, Ashley Construction, Inc. 

DATE: March 13, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 8.1 
The commenter states that the ridgeline must be graded to generate sufficient soil to grade the 
landslide area on-site. The commenter acknowledges that if the soil on the project bulks rather than 
shrinks, sufficient soil may be available to remediate the landslide area without grading the 
ridgeline. However, the commenter states that shrinkage of the soil is likely, as evidenced by similar 
grading conducted at the nearby Hidden Ridge development.  

This comment is noted. Section 6.4, Alternative 4: Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide Removal, 
discusses Alternative 4, which would involve grading on-site to remove the existing landslide hazard 
while reconfiguring lots and building pads to avoid the ridgeline. Should shrinkage of the soil occur, 
landslide remediation under this alternative would still be feasible with import of soil, as needed.   

Response 8.2 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss the possible results of a probable landslide 
on the project site. The commenter states that all four geologists who surveyed the property agreed 
that the slide area will fail and slide at some point in the future, posing a threat to the neighborhood 
below on Lasher Road. Additionally, the commenter states that removal of soil and instability 
following a landslide on the project site would result in a ridgeline that is lower than that proposed 
by the project.   

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, discusses the landslide hazard on the project site. According to a 
geotechnical report prepared by SOLID in 2014, the existing landslide hazard has high potential to 
be reactivated during a period of prolonged rain, and there is a high potential for new landslides to 
develop in the area due to daylighted bedding conditions. If combined, the existing landslide and 
potential landslides on the site could potentially damage the existing single-family residences 
located down slope and contribute to flooding by depositing debris in existing drainage channels. 
This impact would be reduced to a less than significant level by incorporating mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR.  

Section 6.0, Alternatives, discusses alternatives to the project, including alternatives that would not 
involve remediation of the landslide hazard. Alternative 1, No Build; Alternative 2, Buildout under 
Current Land Use Designations; and Alternative 3, Ridgeline Avoidance, would not remove the 
existing landslide hazard on the project site. While none of these alternatives would necessarily 
exacerbate risk associated with the landslide hazard, the hazard would remain. Consequently, these 
alternatives were determined to be inferior to the project with respect to geological and soil 
impacts.  

Response 8.3 
The commenter notes that project grading would allow all utility lines along Lasher Road to be 
placed underground.  
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Section 2.5.5, Utilities, notes that the project would involve undergrounding of six power poles 
along Lasher Road. Furthermore, this is noted as beneficial in the discussion of the project’s 
aesthetic impacts in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  

Response 8.4 
The commenter states that if new homes would be constructed on Lots 5 and 6 of the project site, 
the area would be higher than what exists presently on the site today. Additionally, the commenter 
notes that new homes, with landscaping and trees, would create a final view that is consistent with 
the rest of Hidden Hills.  

The project involves grading and construction of building pads for single-family homes on the 
project site. Because specific home sizes and heights are not included in the project, the height of 
homes on Lots 5 and 6 is not accounted for in the discussion of noise or air quality impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline. Regardless of the height of these homes, they would not 
change the fact that the ridgeline would be lowered by up to 50 feet, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable aesthetic impact.  

Additionally, as noted in the discussion of Impact AES-3, the project would be similar to surrounding 
development in that it would consist of low-density single family residential dwellings on large lots, 
connected to the existing network of streets and equestrian trails in the City of Hidden Hills.  
However, the project would modify the existing rural, equestrian atmosphere of the project site. 
This, combined with the lowering of the ridgeline and vegetation removal, would generate the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impact to the visual character of the site.  

Response 8.5 
The commenter states that if the number of building pads proposed by the project cannot be 
developed, the project would not be economically feasible due to the expense of the necessary 
grading.  

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR examine a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project that could feasibly achieve the project’s basic objectives and that would 
potentially reduce or avoid significant impacts of the project. Project alternatives are discussed in 
Section 6.0, Alternatives. While some of these alternatives would involve fewer building pads than 
proposed under the project, these alternatives were determined to feasibly achieve the project’s 
basic objectives, including reconfigure the existing lots in a manner that minimizes and balances 
grading onsite to optimize building pad size and locations; provide access in a manner that is safe, 
efficient, and consistent with City standards; avoid wetlands; and develop single family homes that 
are consistent with the scale, scope and character of the surrounding community. 
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Letter 9 
COMMENTER: Linda Raznick, Resident 

DATE: February 6, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 9.1 
The commenter states disapproval of the project, stating that she believes there is no benefit to the 
community by approving the grading plan to allow for two additional homes on the project site.  

The opinion about the project is noted. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the project 
would require both non-remedial grading to allow for construction of project components, and 
remedial grading to repair a landslide hazard on the project site.  

Response 9.2 
The commenter notes that the City has a Ridgeline Ordinance and states that the hillsides and 
slopes should be respected rather than toppled.  

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Response 9.3 
The commenter states that the City Council should allow only the original five-home plan for the 
project site.  

This opinion is noted.  
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Letter 10 
COMMENTER: Eric Toeg, Resident 

DATE: February 6, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 10.1 
The commenter notes that he has followed the project since its inception and states disapproval of 
the proposal to lower the ridgeline. 

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the project would involve both remedial grading to 
repair an existing landslide hazard on the site, and non-remedial grading to construct building pads, 
driveways, and other components of the project. This grading would result in a lowering of the 
ridgeline on the project site by up to 50 feet.  

While mitigation measures incorporated into the project would reduce some of the impacts 
associated with grading and lowering of the ridgeline, the impacts to aesthetics—discussed in 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics—and land use and planning—discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning—would be significant and unavoidable.   

Response 10.2 
The commenter notes that the Ridgeline Ordinance is intended to limit attempts to change the 
topography and states that the project applicant is attempting to bypass the requirements of the 
ordinance.  

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. The analysis contained in the Draft EIR concludes that impacts related to land use and 
planning would be significant and unavoidable. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be 
forwarded to City decision-makers. Also, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of 
the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline 
Protection Ordinances.  

Response 10.3 
The commenter states that decision-makers should listen to the voice of the community and look at 
how the project impacts the community.  

This opinion is noted. Decision-makers will review the comments on the Draft EIR and accept 
testimony at one or more public hearings regarding the project. 
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Letter 11 
COMMENTER: Jennifer Zuiker, Resident 

DATE: February 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 11.1 
The commenter states that the City of Hidden Hills has adopted a Ridgeline Ordinance, which should 
protect the ridgeline if land is annexed into the City of Hidden Hills.  

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  The analysis contained in the Draft EIR concludes that lowering of the ridgeline would 
result in significant and unavoidable land use and planning impacts. 

Response 11.2 
The commenter notes that the applicant’s project plan calls for dramatic changes to the ridgeline 
only for the sake of building larger homes, and states that the previously-approved lots should be 
sufficient to build homes consistent with the look and feel of the community.  

The project’s objectives are stated in Section 2.6, Project Objectives. The applicant’s objectives 
include reconfiguring the existing lots in a manner that minimizes and balances grading onsite to 
optimize building pad size and locations, and developing single family homes that are consistent 
with the scale, scope, and character of the surrounding community. The City’s objectives include 
providing housing that is consistent with the General Plan.  
Grading associated with the project is necessary both to construct building pads and to remediate 
an existing landslide hazard on the project site. Alternatives to the project, including a ridgeline 
avoidance with landslide repair alternative, are assessed in Section 6, Alternatives.  

Response 11.3 
The commenter states that she has already been negatively affected by flooding issues on their 
property associated with grading of the Hidden Ridge development. 

While the Draft EIR does not address the impact of the Hidden Ridge development as it is not 
included as part of the project, assessments of the project’s cumulative impacts discuss how the 
project may contribute to environmental impacts in conjunction with other, cumulative 
development in the project area. The partially-completed Hidden Ridge development is considered 
in these cumulative analyses.  

The project’s hydrologic impacts are discussed in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality. The 
project’s impact due to alteration of the existing drainage pattern on-site would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. When considered alongside other cumulative development 
in the area, the impact would remain less than significant, as each project would be evaluated 
individually for compliance with state, County, and local requirements for on-site stormwater 
retention and flood control.  
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Response 11.4 
The commenter states a concern that the City of Hidden Hills does not currently have experienced 
architect inspectors to approve building plans and notes a lack of enforcement of covenant, 
conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs). The commenter further states that the number of ongoing 
projects in the City exceeds the capacity of one part-time employee to oversee, and states a concern 
that this will be exploited by future project proposals.  

This comment is noted, but is not relevant to the Draft EIR analysis or conclusions. Nevertheless, it 
should be noted that the City will retain the necessary experts to review final project plans at the 
applicant’s expense if the project is approved and moves through the City building permit/plan 
check process. 

Response 11.5 
The commenter states that the City Council and Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA) should 
uphold the Ridgeline Ordinances and should not issue a permit, as issuing a permit would be 
contrary to the purposes of the ordinances and would change the look of the community.  

This opinion is noted. Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 
4.7, Land Use and Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of 
the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline 
Protection Ordinances.  

Response 11.6 
The commenter states that the applicant left off lots from this project in an attempt to make the 
project look smaller.  

The Draft EIR discusses environmental impacts associated with the currently proposed project, 
which involves subdivision of a 16.92-acre site into seven lots, grading of the site to construct 
building pads for custom single-family homes and remove a landslide hazard, and creation of a 
separate lot for an entrance road. The project studied in the Draft EIR only includes the lots involved 
in the applicant’s Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) application to the City. Lots not included in this 
application are not considered part of the project and, therefore, not included in the assessment of 
project impacts.  

Planned and pending development, however, is included in the assessment of the project’s 
cumulative impacts. Lots not currently planned for development are not included in the cumulative 
analyses. However, projects on these lots would be required to undergo their own application and 
approval process. Cumulative development is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.3, Cumulative 
Development. Cumulative impacts are analyzed at the end of each environmental impact section.  

Response 11.7 
The commenter objects to any changes or major grading to protected ridgelines.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above.  
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Letter 12 
COMMENTER: Anna McKeown, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 12.1 
The commenter objects to any development plan that requires lowering of the ridgeline, stating 
that the hills provide natural beauty and serve as a natural noise buffer.  

Aesthetic and noise impacts associated with lowering of the ridgeline are discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a 
discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline, and Topical Response D for a 
discussion of noise impacts.  

Response 12.2 
The commenter states a concern regarding further noise pollution from the freeway associated with 
lowering of the ridgeline. 

Potential noise impacts associated with the project, including those associated with lowering the 
ridgeline, are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response D for a 
discussion of noise impacts associated with the ridgeline alteration.  

Response 12.3 
The commenter states that the development plan should be rejected due to its proposed lowering 
of the ridgeline and the significant negative impact to Hidden Hills residents.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. 
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Letter 13 
COMMENTER: Yara Diab, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 13.1 
The commenter objects to lowering of the ridgeline, stating that the Ridgeline Ordinance is intended 
to protect ridgelines from destruction.  

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  
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Letter 14 
COMMENTER: Helen Kuehn, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 14.1 
The commenter objects to the project’s proposed lowering of the ridgeline.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise.  
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Letter 15 
COMMENTER: Julie Sullivan, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 15.1 
The commenter objects to the project’s proposed lowering of the ridgeline.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise.   
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Letter 16 
COMMENTER: Elizabeth Hyer Rose, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 16.1 
The commenter requests that the project not be allowed to move forward, stating that the balance 
of homes to nature and open space is one of Hidden Hills’ assets and that the community does not 
need more houses.  

This opinion is noted. The project objectives are described in Section 2.6, Project Objectives. One of 
the applicant’s primary objectives includes developing single family homes that are consistent with 
the scale, scope and character of the surrounding community. One of the City’s primary objectives is 
to provide housing that is consistent with the General Plan.  

Various sections of the Draft EIR discuss the project’s impact with respect to the balance of homes 
to nature and open space in the City of Hidden Hills. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, discusses the 
project’s impact to special status plants and wildlife, habitat, and communities. As discussed in that 
section, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant with incorporation of 
mitigation measures. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, discusses the project’s impact with respect to visual 
character and scenic resources. While incorporation of mitigation measures would reduce these 
impacts, they would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally, Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning, discusses the project’s consistency with elements of the City of Hidden Hills’ General Plan, 
including the Natural Resources Element. While the project is generally consistent with most goals 
and policies in the General Plan, it would conflict with goals in the Natural Resources Element 
related to maintaining natural terrain. This impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

Response 16.2 
The commenter states that modifications to the ridgeline would have negative environmental 
impacts on the community, specifically citing increased noise pollution from the freeway, reduced 
air quality, and increased traffic congestion.   

Air quality and noise impacts associated with the project are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, 
and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion 
of potential air quality impacts associated with the ridgeline alteration and Topical Response D for a 
discussion of potential noise impacts resulting from a lowering of the ridgeline.  

While lowering of the ridgeline would not inherently result in increased traffic congestion, the 
additional housing created as part of the project would increase trip generation on the project site. 
Potential traffic congestion impacts are discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic. Such 
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Letter 17 
COMMENTER: Laura McCorkindale, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 17.1 
The commenter objects to any and all grading of the hillside on the project site.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above.  

Response 17.2 
The commenter states disappointment that five homes have already been approved for the project 
site, stating that the homes are not needed and there is too much new housing inventory currently. 
The commenter further notes that a surplus of housing supply may reduce existing home values in 
the community.  

This opinion regarding the need for new homes is noted. The project objectives are described in 
Section 2.6, Project Objectives. One of the applicant’s primary objectives includes developing single 
family homes that are consistent with the scale, scope, and character of the surrounding 
community. One of the City’s primary objectives is to provide housing that is consistent with the 
General Plan.  

Response 17.3 
The commenter states that the community could acquire land and prevent building on the project 
site. The commenter further states that such an approach would be consistent with the 
community’s General Plan.   

The Draft EIR analyzes the project as proposed, as well as a range of reasonable alternatives that 
meet the basic project objectives. The project objectives are described in Section 2.6, Project 
Objectives. Primary objectives for both the applicant and the City include provision of housing on 
the project site. Purchasing the project site for open space preservation would not meet any project 
objectives. Therefore, such an alternative has not been considered. Nevertheless, City decision-
makers will consider this suggestion as they review the project.  
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Letter 18 
COMMENTER: Nanette and David Klein, Residents 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 18.1 
The commenters state objection to the project, citing increases in noise pollution and impacts to 
community character resulting from lowering of the ridgeline.  

The objection to the project is noted. The project’s aesthetic and noise impacts are discussed in 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Response B for a discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with the ridgeline alteration, and Topical 
Response D for a discussion of noise impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.  
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Letter 19 
COMMENTER: Catherine Gourdier and Don Carmody, Residents 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 19.1 
The commenters state objection to the project.  

This objection to the project is noted.  
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Letter 20 
COMMENTER: Britt Aaronson, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 20.1 
The commenter states objection to the project, citing the significant adverse impacts related to 
noise, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, air quality, and transportation detailed in the 
Draft EIR.  

This objection is noted. The Draft EIR indicates that impacts with respect to noise (discussed in 
Section 4.8, Noise), geology and soils (discussed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils), hydrology and 
water quality (discussed in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality), air quality (discussed in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality), and transportation (discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic) 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project would, however, result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics) and 
land use and planning (discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning).   

Response 20.2 
The commenter states that the project would grade approximately 170,000 cubic yards of a 
protected ridgeline, in violation of the Ridgeline Ordinance.  The commenter adds that any planned 
development should be consistent with the Ridgeline Ordinances. 

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Response 20.3 
The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan. Specifically, the 
commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Goal 5, which states that lot size 
should be governed by natural slopes, and the Natural Resource Element of the General Plan, which 
states that significant landforms should be maintained during development. The commenter later 
adds that any planned development should be consistent with the General Plan. 

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. While the project is generally consistent with most goals and policies in the General Plan, 
it would conflict with goals in the Natural Resources Element related to maintaining natural terrain. 
This impact would be significant and unavoidable. Please refer to Topical Response A for further 
discussion of the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the 
Ridgeline Protection Ordinances.  

Response 20.4 
The commenter states that a previous iteration of the project was proposed in 2006 to build eight 
new homes and required annexation of eight acres, including a ridgeline protected by Los Angeles 



Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 317 

County. The commenter adds that community members objected to the proposed destruction of 
the ridgeline, the City of Hidden Hills denied the project in 2011, and adopted Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Previous iterations of the project are discussed in Section 2.4, Project History. This includes a 
discussion of an earlier Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) application. As the commenter notes, the City 
of Hidden Hills adopted Ridgeline Protection Ordinances in 2011. The current iteration of the project 
would be subject to these ordinances. For additional discussion of these ordinances and project 
consistency with these and other applicable plans and policies, please refer to Topical Response A.  

Response 20.5 
The commenter states that the project applicant has entitlements to construct five homes on Bridle 
Trail Road, but plans to grade the ridgeline to construct eight homes. The commenter further notes 
that Hidden Hills residents attended and opposed the project at a public hearing on June 7, 2017.  

The project would involve subdivision of a 16.92-acre project site into seven lots, grading to 
construct building pads for custom single-family homes and to remediate a landslide hazard, and 
creation of an additional lot for an access road. As a result, the project would result in seven single-
family homes. For more information on the project characteristics, please refer to Section 2.0, 
Project Description.  

Response 20.6 
The commenter states that, in addition to consistency with the General Plan and Ridgeline 
Ordinances, any planned development should involve voluntary participation in the Hidden Hills 
Community Association (HHCA), and no more than eight homes constructed on the entire property.  

Incorporation of the project into the HHCA is included as one of the ancillary approvals/permits 
necessary to process the application and develop the project, as listed under Other Approvals in 
Section 2.7, Required Approvals. Furthermore, the project involves subdivision of a 16.92-acre site 
into seven lots, along with grading necessary to establish building pads for custom single-family 
residences, as well as an additional lot for an internal access road. Therefore, the project would not 
result in more than eight homes being constructed on the project site. For more information on the 
project characteristics, see Section 2.0, Project Description.   
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Letter 21 
COMMENTER: Linda Feldman, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 21.1 
The commenter opposes lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project.   

The commenter’s opposition is noted and the comment will be transmitted to City Council decision-
makers. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts associated with lowering the 
ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and policies, aesthetics, air quality, and 
noise.   
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Letter 22 
COMMENTER: Patricia and Lloyd Huffman, Residents 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 22.1 
The commenters state opposition to the project, citing objections to altering the hills on the project 
site.  

The commenter’s opposition is noted and the comment will be transmitted to City decision-makers. 
Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts associated with lowering the 
ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and policies, aesthetics, air quality, and 
noise. 
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Letter 23 
COMMENTER: Karleen Basch, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 23.1 
The commenter opposes the project, citing construction impacts associated with the project and 
other concurrent projects in the vicinity. Specifically, the commenter notes increases in dust, 
construction traffic, and noise.  

This objection to the project is noted. Air quality, construction traffic, and noise impacts associated 
with the project are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.8, Noise, and Section 4.9, 
Transportation and Traffic, respectively. As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, construction related 
dust emissions would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project would be 
required to adhere to South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, which 
requires regular watering to keep soils damp during earth-moving activities to control fugitive dust 
emissions. Furthermore, MM AQ-1 would require all diesel-powered, off-road construction 
equipment used on or near the project site meet US EPA Tier 2 engine standards or better to further 
reduce emissions of particulate matter.  

Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic, discusses the project’s impact with respect to construction 
traffic. Construction activities would generate traffic to and from the project site due to employee 
travel to and from the project site, transport of construction equipment, and soil hauling. 
Additionally, construction may require temporary closure of equestrian trails near Bridle Trail Road 
and the project site. This impact would be potentially significant. However, MM TR-1 would require 
approval of a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan to provide for traffic, parking capacity, and trail 
management during construction. Impacts due to construction traffic would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated.  

Noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. Construction noise would be temporary in nature, 
and MM N-1 would reduce construction noise to a less than significant level using techniques like 
temporary noise barriers.  

For each of these environmental impact areas, cumulative impacts are discussed to determine how 
the project’s impact may contribute to impacts resulting from other planned and pending 
development in the project area.  For air quality, transportation, and noise, cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. For a discussion of other planned and 
pending development in the project area considered as part of the cumulative analyses, please refer 
to Section 3.3, Cumulative Development.  
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Letter 24 
COMMENTER: Julie Freeman, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 24.1 
The commenter states concern regarding noise impacts associated with the project. 

Noise impacts associated with the project are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. The analysis contained 
in this section has been revised to incorporate more recent noise measurements to better reflect 
existing conditions on the project site. The Draft EIR concludes that the project would result in less 
than significant noise impacts with incorporation of mitigation measures.  

Response 24.2 
The commenter states that the project is not much different than previous iterations of the project 
that have already been rejected and that many in the community object to the project due to its 
lowering of the ridgeline and development of open space.  

Previous iterations of the project are discussed in Section 2.4, Project History. This includes a 
discussion of an earlier Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) application. This section notes that the project 
is now commencing under a new application as VTTM 63567, which involves a revised site plan and 
a reduction in the number of proposed lots from previous applications to the City.  This application 
for VTTM 63567 is the subject of this EIR. 

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the project would involve both remedial grading to 
repair an existing landslide hazard on the site, and non-remedial grading to construct building pads, 
driveways, and other components of the project. This grading would result in a lowering of the 
ridgeline on the project site by up to 50 feet.  

While mitigation measures incorporated into the project would reduce some of the impacts 
associated with grading and lowering of the ridgeline, the impacts to aesthetics—discussed in 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics—and land use and planning—discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning—would be significant and unavoidable.  Furthermore, vegetation removal and 
construction of homes on the currently undeveloped site would constitute and significant and 
unavoidable change to the visual character of the project site. This impact is discussed in Section 
4.1, Aesthetics.  

Response 24.3 
The commenter states that there is no significant benefit to the City or the Homeowners Association 
by approving more houses on the project site. 

This opinion is noted. Section 2.6, Project Objectives, describes both the applicant’s and the City’s 
project objectives. The City’s objectives are to provide housing that is consistent with the General 
Plan, to reduce environmental impacts through the adoption of mitigation measures, and to annex 
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the 7.96-acre County parcel that is surrounded on three sides by the City of Hidden Hills and is 
within the City’s existing Sphere of Influence. 

Response 24.4 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR determines that the project would have significant adverse 
impacts related to noise, water quality, air quality, and transportation and adds that they believe 
the most significant issue would be lowering of the ridgeline.  

Noise, water quality, air quality, and transportation impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, 
Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.9, Transportation 
and Traffic, respectively. While the Draft EIR identifies potentially significant adverse impacts in 
these areas, such impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level with incorporation of 
mitigation measures.  

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the project would involve both remedial grading to 
repair an existing landslide hazard on the site, and non-remedial grading to construct building pads, 
driveways, and other components of the project. This grading would result in a lowering of the 
ridgeline on the project site by up to 50 feet. While mitigation measures incorporated into the 
project would reduce some of the impacts associated with grading and lowering of the ridgeline, the 
impacts to aesthetics—discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics—and land use and planning—discussed 
in Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning—would be significant and unavoidable.   

Response 24.5 
The commenter encourages the City to adopt a similar position to the City of Calabasas, making 
acquisition and protection of open space a top priority.  

The project objectives are described in Section 2.6, Project Objectives. One of the applicant’s 
primary objectives includes developing single family homes that are consistent with the scale, scope 
and character of the surrounding community. One of the City’s primary objectives is to provide 
housing that is consistent with the General Plan. Purchasing the project site for open space 
preservation did not meet any of the project objectives. Therefore, this alternative was not 
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, City decision-makers will consider this suggestion as they 
review the project.  
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Letter 25 
COMMENTER: Michael Thom, Resident 

DATE: February 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 25.1 
The commenter opposes the project due to its lowering of the ridgeline, citing aesthetic and noise 
impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic and noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for 
further discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with ridgeline alteration, and Topical Response D 
for discussion of noise impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.  
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Letter 26 
COMMENTER: Laura and Charlie Goldwasser, Residents 

DATE: February 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 26.1 
The commenters state that they received no notice regarding plans to discuss annexation of the 
parcel currently located in Los Angeles County at a City Council meeting on February 12, 2018. The 
commenters further request that any decision regarding annexation of the parcel be delayed until 
the community is provided an opportunity to comment.  

A public hearing on consideration of a proposed ordinance approving pre-zoning in conjunction with 
a subsequent annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County was 
held at a City Council meeting on February 12, 2018 and continued at a meeting on March 12, 2018. 
City Council meeting agendas are available in advance on the City of Hidden Hills’ website, with 
meeting minutes posted following each meeting. 

As discussed by the City Attorney at the February 12, 2018 public hearing, while the project would 
require annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, the two 
are different projects, and annexation could occur with or without project approval. Furthermore, 
the ordinances considered by City Council are pre-zoning ordinances required as part of an 
annexation application to the LAFCO. Ultimately, approval of the annexation would be determined 
by LAFCO. 
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Letter 27 
COMMENTER: Anne Kolbe, Resident 

DATE: February 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 27.1 
The commenter states concern regarding lowering of the ridgeline, citing noise and air pollution 
concerns. 

The project’s air quality and noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, 
Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of air quality 
impacts associated with the ridgeline alteration, and Topical Response D for a discussion of noise 
impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.  
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Letter 28 
COMMENTER: Beverly Horowitz, Resident 

DATE: February 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 28.1 
The commenter opposes the project, citing aesthetic, noise, and air pollution concerns associated 
with grading and ridgeline lowering.  

The project’s impacts to aesthetics, noise, and air pollution are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
Section 4.8, Noise, and Section 4.2, Air Quality, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Responses B through D for further discussion of aesthetic, air quality, and noise impacts associated 
with alteration of the ridgeline.  

Response 28.2 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not consider potential wind impacts associated with 
lowering the ridgeline.  

Prevailing winds in the vicinity of the project site vary seasonally, with Pacific on-shore winds from 
the west and west/southwest during the spring, summer, and fall months, and winter winds out of 
the north (CARB 1994). Exceptions to these prevailing wind patterns may occur during seasonal 
wind events, such as Santa Ana winds.  

The project would lower the existing ridgeline on the project site by up to 50 feet. As a result, the 
ridge may be a less effective barrier to prevailing winds, creating slightly windier conditions on 
properties to the south of the project site during the winter months and to the east and northeast 
of the project site during the spring, summer, and fall. However, lowering of the ridgeline may also 
reduce turbulence, such as downwash, that may occur downwind of the ridgeline due to the 
hillside’s obstruction of prevailing winds.  Overall, the project would not substantially affect overall 
wind patterns or create a wind tunnel that would affect adjacent properties.  

Environmental issue areas that may be affected by wind include air quality and noise. Please refer to 
Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, Noise, for further discussion of these impacts.  

Response 28.3 
The commenter states their opposition to the project and requests that the City Council adhere to 
the ridgeline guidelines currently in place.   

This objection to the project is noted. Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is 
discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for 
further discussion of the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including 
the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances.  
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Letter 29 
COMMENTER: Heather Lieberman, Resident 

DATE: February 10, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 29.1 
The commenter states that she was unaware of plans to discuss annexation of the parcel currently 
located in Los Angeles County at a City Council meeting on February 12, 2018.  

A public hearing on consideration of a proposed ordinance approving pre-zoning in conjunction with 
a subsequent annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County was 
held at a City Council meeting on February 12, 2018 and continued at a meeting on March 12, 2018. 
City Council meeting agendas are available in advance on the City of Hidden Hills’ website, with 
meeting minutes posted following each meeting. 

Response 29.2 
The commenter objects to any development in violation of the Ridgeline Protection Ordinance, 
citing noise increases and potential air pollution associated with lowering the ridgeline.  

This objection is noted. Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 
4.7, Land Use and Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of 
the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline 
Protection Ordinances.  

The project’s air quality and noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, 
Noise, respectively. Please also refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of air quality impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline and Topical Response D for a discussion of noise impacts 
associated with ridgeline alteration.  

Response 29.3 
The commenter requests that the annexation of the parcel currently located in Los Angeles County 
be tabled until the City decides whether to permit lowering of the ridgeline.   

As discussed by the City Attorney at the February 12, 2018 public hearing, while the project would 
require annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, the two 
are different projects, and annexation could occur with or without project approval. Furthermore, 
the ordinances considered by City Council are pre-zoning ordinances required as part of an 
annexation application to the LAFCO. Ultimately, approval of the annexation would be determined 
by LAFCO.   
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Letter 30 
COMMENTER: Lonna Weber, Resident 

DATE: February 11, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 30.1 
The commenter opposes the project, citing the impacts detailed in the Draft EIR.  

This objection to the project is noted. The Draft EIR discusses potentially significant impacts of the 
project related to aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; cultural, paleontological, and tribal 
resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; noise; and 
transportation and traffic. While incorporation of mitigation measures would reduce a number of 
significant impacts areas to a less than significant level, impacts to aesthetics and land use and 
planning would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Response 30.2 
The commenter opposes lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project. The commenter 
further states that this lowering would be in violation of the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances 
maintained by the City of Hidden Hills.   

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Response 30.3 
The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan. Specifically, the 
commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Goal 5, which states that lot size 
should be governed by natural slopes, and the Natural Resource Element of the General Plan, which 
states that significant landforms should be maintained during development. 

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. While the project is generally consistent with most goals and policies in the General Plan, 
it would conflict with goals in the Natural Resources Element related to maintaining natural terrain. 
This impact would be significant and unavoidable. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A 
for further discussion of the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, 
including the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances.Response 30.4 
The commenter states that a previous iteration of the project was proposed in 2006 to build eight 
new homes and required annexation of eight acres, including a ridgeline protected by Los Angeles 
County. The commenter adds that community members objected to the proposed destruction of 
the ridgeline, the City of Hidden Hills denied the project in 2011, and adopted Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Previous iterations of the project are discussed in Section 2.4, Project History. This includes a 
discussion of an earlier Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) application. As the commenter notes, the City 
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of Hidden Hills adopted Ridgeline Protection Ordinances in 2011. The current iteration of the project 
would be subject to these ordinances. For additional discussion of these ordinances and project 
consistency with these and other applicable plans and policies, please refer to Topical Response A.  

Response 30.5 
The commenter states that the project applicant has entitlements to construct five homes on Bridle 
Trail Road, but plans to grade the ridgeline to construct eight homes. The commenter further notes 
that Hidden Hills residents attended and opposed the project at a public hearing on June 7, 2017.  

The project would involve subdivision of a 16.92-acre project site into seven lots, grading to 
construct building pads for custom single-family homes and to remediate a landslide hazard, and 
creation of an additional lot for an access road. As a result, the project would result in seven single-
family homes. For more information on the project characteristics, please refer to Section 2.0, 
Project Description.  

Response 30.6 
The commenter states that, in addition to consistency with the General Plan and Ridgeline 
Ordinances, any planned development should involve voluntary participation in the Hidden Hills 
Community Association (HHCA), and no more than eight homes should be constructed on the entire 
property.  

Incorporation of the project into the HHCA is included as one of the ancillary approvals/permits 
necessary to process the application and develop the project, as listed under Other Approvals in 
Section 2.7, Required Approvals. Furthermore, the project involves subdivision of a 16.92-acre site 
into seven lots, along with grading necessary to establish building pads for custom single-family 
residences, as well as an additional lot for an internal access road. Therefore, the project would not 
result in more than eight homes being constructed on the project site. For more information on the 
project characteristics, see Section 2.0, Project Description. 

Response 30.7 
The commenter encourages the City to adopt a position similar to that of the City of Calabasas, 
making acquisition and protection of open space a top priority.  

This suggestion is noted. The Natural Resources Element of the City’s General Plan does include a 
policy to “ensure maintenance of open space and native plant communities which provide habitat 
for native animal species” (Policy 3.2). Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning, discusses the project’s 
consistency with applicable City plans and policies, including the Natural Resources Element of the 
General Plan. While the project would be generally consistent with goals and policies outlined by 
the General Plan, it would conflict with General Plan policies designed to prevent development on 
hillside terrain and to preserve natural land forms, as it would allow for residential development on 
sloped terrain, involve grading of hillsides to create level building pads, and require the removal of a 
ridgeline. This impact would be significant and unavoidable.  
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Letter 31 
COMMENTER: Britt Aaronson, Resident 

DATE: February 11, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 31.1 
The commenter requests that the City does not approve annexation of the eight-acre parcel located 
in Los Angeles County and does not make any request for approval of construction plans until the 
Hidden Hills Community Association (HHCA) and the City of Hidden Hills both agree upon the terms 
of development and mitigation measures conforming to the rules and regulations of both governing 
bodies. 

Regarding annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, please 
refer to Response 26.1 above.  

The project would be required to receive a number of approvals prior to project development. 
Required approvals are discussed in Section 2.7, Required Approvals, and include approval of the 
annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County by the HHCA, as 
well as other ancillary approvals and permits necessary, including incorporation of the proposed 
development into the HHCA.   

Response 31.2 
The commenter notes that the project applicant has entitlements to build five homes on Bridle Trail 
Road, but the project would grade approximately 170,000 cubic yards of a protected ridgeline, 
increase the number of homes to eight, and add acreage to the size of each the lots.  

The project involves subdivision of a 16.92-acre site into seven lots, along with grading necessary to 
establish building pads for custom single-family residences, as well as an additional lot for an 
internal access road. Therefore, the project would result in seven homes being constructed on the 
project site. Lot sizes on the project site would range from 1.2 to 4.3 acres, with an average lot size 
of 2.2 acres. For more information on the project characteristics, see Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

Response 31.3 
The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan. Specifically, the 
commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Goal 5, which states that lot size 
should be governed by natural slopes, and the Natural Resource Element of the General Plan, which 
states that significant landforms should be maintained during development. 

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  
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Response 31.4 
The commenter states that the decision to annex the eight-acre parcel located in Los Angeles 
County should be considered alongside the project and should include HHCA. The commenter 
further states that, since the project violates the Ridgeline Ordinances and the General Plan, the 
parcel should not be annexed.  

Regarding annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, please 
refer to Response 26.1 above.  

Furthermore, project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land 
Use and Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the 
ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  
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Letter 32 
COMMENTER: Wendy Schneider, Resident 

DATE: February 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Letter 32 contains the same content as Letter 30 above. Therefore, each response below references 
the cooresponding response provided in Letter 30. 

Response 32.1 
The commenter opposes the project, citing the impacts detailed in the Draft EIR.  

Please refer to Response 30.1 above.  

Response 32.2 
The commenter opposes lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project. The commenter 
further states that this lowering would be in violation of the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances 
maintained by the City of Hidden Hills.   

Please refer to Response 30.2 above.  

Response 32.3 
The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan. Specifically, the 
commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Goal 5, which states that lot size 
should be governed by natural slopes, and the Natural Resource Element of the General Plan, which 
states that significant landforms should be maintained during development. 

Please refer to Response 30.3 above.  

Response 32.4 
The commenter states that a previous iteration of the project was proposed in 2006 to build eight 
new homes and required annexation of eight acres, including a ridgeline protected by Los Angeles 
County. The commenter adds that community members objected to the proposed destruction of 
the ridgeline, the City of Hidden Hills denied the project in 2011, and adopted Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Please refer to Response 30.4 above.  

Response 32.5 
The commenter states that the project applicant has entitlements to construct five homes on Bridle 
Trail Road, but plans to grade the ridgeline to construct eight homes. The commenter further notes 
that Hidden Hills residents attended and opposed the project at a public hearing on June 7, 2017.  

Please refer to Response 30.5 above. 
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Response 32.6 
The commenter states that, in addition to consistency with the General Plan and Ridgeline 
Ordinances, any planned development should involve voluntary participation in the Hidden Hills 
Community Association (HHCA), and no more than eight homes constructed on the entire property.  

Please refer to Response 30.6 above.  

Response 32.7 
The commenter encourages the City to adopt a position similar to that of the City of Calabasas, 
making acquisition and protection of open space a top priority.  

Please refer to Response 30.7 above.   
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Letter 33 
COMMENTER: Nancy, Resident 

DATE: February 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 33.1 
The commenter opposes the project. 

This opinion is noted.  
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Letter 34 
COMMENTER: Yara Diab, Resident 

DATE: February 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 34.1 
The commenter opposes any grading associated with the project, citing aesthetic impacts. 
Furthermore, the commenter opposes annexation of land into Hidden Hills.  

The project’s aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Additionally, please refer to 
Topical Response B for a discussion of the aesthetic impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.  

Regarding annexation of land into the City of Hidden Hills, please refer to Response 26.1 above.   
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Letter 35 
COMMENTER: Ofer Shepher, Resident 

DATE: February 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 35.1 
The commenter opposes the project, citing the impacts detailed in the Draft EIR.  

Please refer to Response 30.1 above.  

Response 35.2 
The commenter opposes lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project. The commenter 
further states that this lowering would be in violation of the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances 
maintained by the City of Hidden Hills.   

Please refer to Response 30.2 above.  

Response 35.3 
The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan. Specifically, the 
commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Goal 5, which states that lot size 
should be governed by natural slopes, and the Natural Resource Element of the General Plan, which 
states that significant landforms should be maintained during development. 

Please refer to Response 30.3 above.  

Response 35.4 
The commenter states that a previous iteration of the project was proposed in 2006 to build eight 
new homes and required annexation of eight acres, including a ridgeline protected by Los Angeles 
County. The commenter adds that community members objected to the proposed destruction of 
the ridgeline, the City of Hidden Hills denied the project in 2011, and adopted Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Please refer to Response 30.4 above.  

Response 35.5 
The commenter states that the project applicant has entitlements to construct five homes on Bridle 
Trail Road, but plans to grade the ridgeline to construct eight homes. The commenter further notes 
that Hidden Hills residents attended and opposed the project at a public hearing on June 7, 2017.  

Please refer to Response 30.5 above. 
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Response 35.6 
The commenter states that, in addition to consistency with the General Plan and Ridgeline 
Ordinances, any planned development should involve voluntary participation in the Hidden Hills 
Community Association (HHCA), and no more than eight homes constructed on the entire property.  

Please refer to Response 30.6 above.  
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Letter 36 
COMMENTER: Robert Yallen, Resident 

DATE: March 6, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 36.1 
The commenter objects to any cutting of the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 37 
COMMENTER: Kimberly Carey, Resident 

DATE: March 6, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 37.1 
The commenter states her support for the project. 

This opinion is noted.  
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Letter 38 
COMMENTER: Barbara Lardera, Resident 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 38.1 
The commenter objects to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 39 
COMMENTER: Catherine Gourdier, Resident 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 39.1 
The commenter objects to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 40 
COMMENTER: Eric Jacobson, Resident 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 40.1 
The commenter objects to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project, specifically 
citing a loss of natural beauty in the community if the ridgeline is lowered and homes are added.   

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 
Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with 
lowering the ridgeline.  
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Letter 41 
COMMENTER: Lisa Austin, Resident 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 41.1 
The commenter objects to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project, specifically 
citing the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances. 

This objection is noted. Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 
4.7, Land Use and Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of 
the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline 
Protection Ordinances.  
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Letter 42 
COMMENTER: Eric Toeg, Resident 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 42.1 
The commenter opposes alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project, specifically citing 
conflicts with the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances.  

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances.  

Response 42.2 
The commenter states that the applicant does not follow the community’s rules which apply to 
other residents of Hidden Hills. The commenter further claims that this has allowed the applicant to 
profit off the community.  

This opinion is noted. If approved, the project would be required to adhere to the rules and 
regulations governing construction and other activities in the City of Hidden Hills. However, prior to 
commencing construction, the project would require a number of approvals from the City of Hidden 
Hills, Hidden Hills Community Association, various Los Angeles County departments, special districts, 
as well as review from a number of state and federal agencies. Required approvals are discussed in 
Section 2.7, Required Approvals.  

Response 42.3 
The commenter states that Hidden Hills is known for its equestrian character and that lowering the 
ridgeline would impact the community forever.  

Impacts to the visual character of the project site are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Overall, 
the project would be consistent with surrounding development in that it would consist of low-
density single family residential dwellings on large lots. However, permanent alteration of the 
natural terrain resulting from a lowering of the ridgeline, along with vegetation removal, would 
impact the rural equestrian character of the site. While mitigation measures are included to reduce 
this impact, it would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Response 42.4 
The commenter states that the applicant should build homes without trying to change the rules of 
the community.    

As discussed in Response 42.2 above, the project, if approved, would be required to adhere to the 
rules and regulations governing construction and other activities in the City of Hidden Hills. 
However, prior to construction of the project, the project would require a number of approvals from 
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the City of Hidden Hills, the Hidden Hills Community Association, and other County, state, and 
federal agencies.  

A number of alternatives discussed in this Draft EIR would not require as many approvals. For 
instance, Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 would involve construction on the project 
site but avoid development near the protected ridgeline, negating the need for a Ridgeline 
Development Permit. Please refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, for more discussion of the various 
alternatives considered in this analysis.  
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Letter 43 
COMMENTER: Lisa and Chris Stonich, Residents 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 43.1 
The commenters oppose alteration to the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 

Response 43.2 
The commenters question why the project is being considered in light of previous iterations of the 
project having been rejected by the City.  

Previous iterations of the project are discussed in Section 2.4, Project History. This includes a 
discussion of an earlier Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) application. This section notes that the project 
is now commencing under a new application as VTTM 63567, which involves a revised site plan and 
a reduction in the number of proposed lots from previous applications to the City.  This application 
for VTTM 63567 is the subject of this EIR. 

Response 43.3 
The commenters state that they are tired of constant construction and the applicant’s requests to 
change the community’s rules.   

Potential construction-related impacts are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. While some impacts, 
such as air quality, transportation, and noise impacts, may be potentially significant, they would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of mitigation measures. Furthermore, 
such impacts would be temporary in nature, lasting only for the duration of project construction. In 
total, project construction is estimated to last approximately 18 months. Other development 
occurring in conjunction with the project could exacerbate temporary construction-related impacts. 
These impacts are discussed in the Cumulative Impacts section of each issue area. Further 
discussion of cumulative development projects considered in this analysis is included in Section 3.0, 
Environmental Setting.  

With respect to the community’s rules, if approved, the project would be required to adhere to the 
rules and regulations governing construction and other activities in the City of Hidden Hills. 
However, prior to commencing construction, the project would require a number of approvals from 
the City of Hidden Hills, Hidden Hills Community Association, various Los Angeles County 
departments, special districts, as well as review from a number of state and federal agencies. 
Required approvals are discussed in Section 2.7, Required Approvals.  

Response 43.4 
The commenters request that the project not be approved, citing aesthetic impacts associated with 
lowering the ridgeline. 
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This objection to the project is noted. The project’s aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of aesthetic impacts 
associated with the ridgeline alteration. 

Response 43.5 
The commenters state that, because the same company is drafting the EIR for the project, the 
findings should be the same as any EIRs prepared for previous iterations of the project.    

The project analyzed in this Draft EIR is described in detail in Section 2.0, Project Description. Rincon 
Consultants, Inc. did assist in the preparation of an EIR for a previous iteration of the VTM 63567 
application in 2008. That previous iteration of the project involved construction of an additional 
building pad and was drafted prior to the City’s adoption of the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances. 
Nevertheless, the 2008 Final EIR concluded that the previous iteration of the project would have 
resulted in significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics and land use—similar to the findings of 
this Draft EIR.  

For more information on previous iterations of the project, please refer to Section 2.4, Project 
History. 
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Letter 44 
COMMENTER: O’Hara Fottrell, Resident 

DATE: March 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 44.1 
The commenter opposes alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project, specifically citing 
aesthetic impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 
Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with 
the ridgeline alteration. 
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Letter 45 
COMMENTER: Mark Nassab, Resident 

DATE: March 8, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 45.1 
The commenter opposes any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise.   
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Letter 46 
COMMENTER: Tom and Suzanne Hayden, Residents 

DATE: March 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 46.1 
The commenters support annexation of the parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County, stating that the City of Hidden Hills should have control over what is ultimately constructed 
on the site. Furthermore, the commenters express concern that if the parcel remains under the 
County’s jurisdiction, offices or high-density residential development could occur on the site.  

This opinion is noted. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, Land Use Designation and Zoning, the parcel 
currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County is zoned under the Santa Monica Mountains 
North Area Plan (SMMNAP). The parcel has a land use designation of Rural Residential-2 (N-2), 
which allows residential development not to exceed a density of one dwelling unit per two acres. 
The current zoning of the parcel is Heavy Agriculture (A-2-2), which allows uses such as single family 
residences, crops, greenhouses, livestock, manure spreading, and oil wells.  

The project would involve annexation of the parcel into the City of Hidden Hills. As a result, the site 
would be rezoned according to the City’s land use designations and zoning. As discussed in Section 
2.5, Project Characteristics, the parcel would receive a land use designation of Residential 
Agriculture-1 acre minimum (RA-1) and a zoning of Residential Agriculture - Suburban (RA-S).  
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Letter 47 
COMMENTER: Camille Treacy, Resident 

DATE: March 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 47.1 
The commenter objects to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project. 

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 48 
COMMENTER: Charlie and Laura Goldwasser, Residents 

DATE: March 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 48.1 
The commenters state that the project should not be considered before annexation of portions of 
the project site outside of Hidden Hills has been resolved. The commenters add that considering 
development of the project site and requiring comments on the Draft EIR prior to the necessary 
annexation occurring is a poor use of City resources and does not make sense.  

Please refer to Response 26.1 above regarding annexation of land into the City of Hidden Hills. The 
opinion regarding use of resources is noted, though the City has an obligation to process 
development applications in a timely manner. 

Response 48.2 
The commenters state that community members objected to a previous project proposed by the 
project applicant that would have resulted in lowering of the protected ridgeline. The commenters 
add that the previous application was denied by City Council, and the Ridgeline Ordinances were 
adopted. The commenters state that the project would violate the Ridgeline Ordinances. 

Please refer to Response 20.4 above.  

Response 48.3 
The commenters state that permitting the project would negate the purposes of the Ridgeline 
Ordinances, and that the City Council should uphold these ordinances.  

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. The analysis contained in the Draft EIR concludes that lowering of the ridgeline would 
result in significant and unavoidable land use and planning impacts.  For further discussion of the 
ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances, please refer to Topical Response A..  

Response 48.4 
The commenters state that the project should be referred to as Ashley’s Bridle Trail/Lasher Road 
project, as calling it the Bridle Trail project does not account for the full scope, magnitude, and 
impact of the project.   

For the purposes of this EIR and on all related CEQA documentation, the project name is Ashley 
Construction VTM 63567, reflecting the project’s vesting tentative map application with the City. 
The project is referred to by its official name, or simply “the project” throughout this EIR.  

Response 48.5 
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The commenters state that the Draft EIR should consider the realistic impact of the project 
applicant’s potential development, accounting for other lots owned by the applicant on Bridle Trail 
Road and Lasher Road, as well as the Hidden Ridge development.  

The EIR considers impacts associated with VTM 63567 application, which involves subdivision of a 
16.92-acre site into seven lots, along with grading necessary to establish building pads for custom 
single-family residences, as well as an additional lot for an internal access road. Additional lots 
owned by the applicant and the Hidden Ridge are not included as part of the project, as such 
properties are not included in the VTM 63567 application to the City. 

While such development is not part of the project, the Draft EIR does consider cumulative impacts 
associated with the project in conjunction with other, nearby projects. Cumulative impacts are 
assessed at the end of each resource area, and includes an assessment of cumulative impacts 
associated with the partially completed Hidden Ridge development. For more information on the 
projects considered under the cumulative impacts analyses, please refer to Section 3.3, Cumulative 
Development.  

Response 48.6 
The commenters state that landslide concerns on the project site were debunked in previous 
proposals to develop the site and if there were a significant landslide issue, City officials and/or 
Board members would have required the applicant to resolve it in the past.  

The landslide hazard on the project site is discussed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils. Based on 
geotechnical reports prepared by J. Byer Group in 2006 and 2007, a report prepared by SOLID in 
2014, and three updates prepared by SOLID in 2017, the landslide hazard extends from up to the 
top of the ridgeline down to existing residences east of Lot 3 and potentially east of Lasher Road. All 
reports and addenda prepared by SOLID were prepared subsequent to previous proposals to 
develop the site. In its 2014 report, SOLID concludes that there is a high potential for the existing 
landslide to be reactivated and high potential for new landslides in the area to develop. However, 
the Geologic and Soils Engineering Exploration report prepared by J. Byer Group in 2006 and 
subsequent reports and reviews by SOLID and Geodynamics, Inc. indicate that the project site is 
suitable for the proposed development provided that the recommendations for grading, slope 
stabilization, and project design are implemented. These recommendations are incorporated as 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.  

Response 48.7 
The commenters state that the project would increase impervious surfaces, creating runoff and 
requiring mitigation measures, and that the Draft EIR should clarify this. 

Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, discusses the project’s impacts related to stormwater 
runoff and potential water quality degradation. As discussed in the section, the project would result 
in an increase in impervious surface on the currently undeveloped project site. Paved surfaces, such 
as the building pads constructed by the project, could accumulate deposits of pollutants that would 
degrade the quality of surface runoff.  

The project’s General Construction Permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requires development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which 
includes specific best management practices to reduce pollution of runoff. Furthermore, a required 
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan would address potential pollution over the life of the 
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project and require best management practices to reduce such pollution, such as catch basin filters 
or infiltration/detention basins.  

For more information on the project’s potential water quality impacts and required mitigation 
measures, please refer to Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

Response 48.8 
The commenters request clarification regarding the location of construction staging and state that 
previous iterations of the project involved staging on land closes to Far West Farms in order to 
minimize disruption.  

Construction staging is discussed in Section 2.5.6, Construction. As discussed in this section, 
construction vehicles and equipment would be staged on a portion of an undeveloped lot adjacent 
to the western boundary of the project site (APN 2049-028-107). The undeveloped lot is 2.8 acres 
and includes a flat area that is over an acre in size and has already been graded and mowed. Staging 
would occur in this previously disturbed flat area of the parcel, which is directly adjacent to the flat, 
graded area of APN 2049-028-107 on the project site. The staging area would be accessed from 
Bridle Trail Road and the unnamed road running north from Bridle Trail Road, adjacent to the 
western boundary of the project site. 

The applicant has prepared a construction truck route for the project, which is subject to review and 
approval by the City.  

Response 48.9 
The commenters state that the applicant should be required to conform to rules and regulations 
governing the rest of Hidden Hills. Specifically, the commenters state that the project applicant 
should agree not to post “for sale” signs, not to leave trailers on lots where construction is not 
occurring, and to clean up construction debris. The commenters further note that enforcement of 
these agreements is overlooked in the community.  

The project would be required to adhere to the rules and regulations governing construction and 
other activities in the City of Hidden Hills. This includes nuisance ordinances included in the City of 
Hidden Hills Municipal Code, which govern accumulation of equipment and debris. Following 
annexation into the Hidden Hills Community Association, the proposed development would also be 
subject to the rules and regulations of the HHCA, which address construction debris and real estate 
signage in the community.   

Response 48.10 
The commenters state that if the project is approved, the applicant should be required to water dirt 
during grading activities, consistent with health standards. The commenters state that the project 
site should be monitored to ensure compliance with this requirement.  

The project’s air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality. As mentioned in that 
section, the project would be required to adhere to applicable rules and regulations, including South 
Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Rule 403, which requires fugitive dust emission 
control, including regular watering to keep soils damp during earth-moving activities. 
Implementation of dust control measures would be subject to enforcement by SCAQMD compliance 
staff.  
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Response 48.11 
The commenters request that the Draft EIR address the dirt that has already been imported from 
24051 Long Valley Road on September 29, 2016. 

Earthmoving activities have the potential to generate environmental impacts to issue areas 
including, but not limited to, aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology 
and soils, and hydrology and water quality. Potential impacts related to the project’s earthmoving 
activities are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. However, as required by CEQA, the Draft EIR 
analyzes potential environmental impacts of the project relative to existing conditions. Therefore, 
earthmoving activities conducted prior to preparation of the Draft EIR would be outside the scope of 
the analysis.  

Response 48.12 
The commenters state that Rincon Consultants, Inc. should be required to review all tapes of 
discussions, minutes, and letters regarding the project applicant’s prior proposal to see issues 
brought to light, including issues related to cumulative impacts, noise, light, and traffic 
measurements, the landslide hazard, and ridgeline removal.  

This Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the project based on its current 
iteration, which has changed since previous iterations of the project were analyzed. The issues 
raised by the commenter are discussed in the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts of the project are 
discussed at the end of each environmental issue area. Noise impacts are analyzed in Section 4.8, 
Noise; potential light and glare impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics;  and traffic impacts 
are discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic. Finally, the landslide hazard is discussed in 
detail in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, while the lowering of the ridgeline is discussed in a number 
of issue areas, including Section 4.1, Aesthetics; Section 4.5, Geology and Soils; and Section 4.7, Land 
Use and Planning.  

Response 48.13 
The commenters request information on where to obtain a hard copy of the Draft EIR.    

Document availability information is provided in the Notice of Availability (NOA), completed on 
January 25, 2018. Hard copies of the Draft EIR are available at the following locations:  

 City of Hidden Hills, 6165 Spring Valley Road, Hidden Hills, CA 91302 
 Calabasas Library, 200 Civic Center Way, Calabasas, CA 91302 

Additionally, the Draft EIR is available digitally at the City’s website, www.hiddenhillscity.org.  
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Letter 49 
COMMENTER: John Heubusch, Resident 

DATE: March 9, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 49.1 
The commenter states their opposition to the project, citing a specific concern regarding permanent 
noise impacts associated with the project.  

This objection to the project is noted. The project’s noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, 
Noise. Permanent noise impacts are analyzed under Impact N-2, N-3, and N-4, as well as cumulative 
impacts. The analysis concludes that the project would result in operational noise generation 
typically associated with single-family homes, which would have a less than significant impact. 
Furthermore, while the project would result in a lowering of the ridgeline on the project site and 
increase traffic on area roadways, the impact of such changes with respect to noise would be less 
than significant.  

Response 49.2 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR details significant negative impacts for residents associated 
with noise, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, air quality, and transportation.  

The project’s noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise; geology and soils impacts are 
discussed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils; hydrology and water quality impacts are discussed in 
Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality; air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality; and transportation impacts are discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Traffic.  While 
each of these sections identifies potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures outlined in the 
Draft EIR would reduce each of these impacts such that they would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated.  

Response 49.3 
The commenter notes that the project would involve 170,000 cubic yards of protected ridgeline to 
be removed, and that this lowering of the ridgeline would be prohibited by the Ridgeline Ordinances 
currently in place.   

The project would involve grading necessary to establish building pads for custom single-family 
homes on the project site, as well as remedial grading to stabilize and existing landslide hazard. Such 
grading would result in a lowering of the ridgeline on the project site. Project consistency with 
applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning. Additionally, please 
refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline alteration as it relates to 
applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances.  

Response 49.4 
The commenter notes that the project is inconsistent with elements of the City’s General Plan 
concerning lot size and maintenance of natural slope lines.  

Please refer to Response 49.3 above.  
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Response 49.5 
The commenter states that noise along Bridle Trail Road increases with traffic on U.S. 101, and that 
the ridgeline serves as a natural barrier to this traffic noise.  

The project’s noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Response D for a discussion of potential noise impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.  

Response 49.6 
The commenter requests that if the project is approved, the City should require the project 
applicant to construct a barrier as high as the current ridgeline to reduce noise impacts to residents.  

The project would involve lowering of the ridgeline located on the project site by approximately 50 
feet. The existing ridgeline provides some attenuation of freeway noise to residences located behind 
it. Therefore, the project could result in increased freeway noise levels behind the ridgeline. The 
updated analysis contained in Section 4.8, Noise, includes new noise measurements collected from 
both the front and back of the ridgeline. Based on the differences in the noise levels collected from 
these two sites, the ridgeline provides less than 2 dBA of noise attenuation. Therefore, lowering of 
the ridgeline would result in noise increases to properties behind it of less than 2 dBA. This impact 
would be less than significant.  

No noise barrier at the top of the ridgeline is currently proposed as part of the project. However, 
houses constructed on the project site would serve as a solid building barrier that would provide 
some attenuation of freeway noise to properties located behind the ridgeline. This would offset, to 
some extent, potential increases in noise that may result from lowering the ridgeline. For more 
information regarding noise impacts associated with the project, please refer to Section 4.8, Noise.  
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Letter 50 
COMMENTER: Sarah Phillips, Resident 

DATE: March 10, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 50.1 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the annexation and alteration of the ridgeline 
associated with the project. Specifically, the commenter notes concerns related to traffic noise, 
hillslope stability with construction of the new residences, and aesthetics. The commenter further 
notes that ridgelines in Los Angeles County are protected, and the City should maintain these 
standards.  

The project would involve grading necessary to establish building pads for custom single-family 
homes on the project site, as well as remedial grading to stabilize an existing landslide hazard. Such 
grading would result in a lowering of the ridgeline by as much as 50 feet.  

The project’s noise impacts, including traffic noise, are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, while 
aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Response B for a discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline, and Topical 
Response D for a discussion of noise impacts associated with ridgeline alteration.  

Slope instability is discussed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils. While the existing landslide hazard on 
the site is currently unstable, implementation of mitigation measures, specifically MM GEO-1 
(building design requirements), MM GEO-2 (implementation of geotechnical recommendations), 
and MM GEO-3 (erosion control plan) would reduce the potential impacts of slope instability such 
that they would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Finally, with respect to the protected ridgeline, project consistency with applicable plans and 
policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and 
policies, including the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances.  
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Letter 51 
COMMENTER: Stephen Phillips, Resident 

DATE: March 11, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 51.1 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the annexation and alteration of the ridgeline 
associated with the project. Specifically, the commenter states that the ridgeline should continue to 
be protected following annexation. Additionally, the commenter states they would only support 
annexation if the current agricultural zoning were maintained for the parcel. 

Project consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use and 
Planning. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline 
alteration as it relates to applicable plans and policies, including the Ridgeline Protection 
Ordinances. 

The parcel currently located in unincorporated Los Angeles County is presently zoned A-2-2, Heavy 
Agriculture. Upon annexation, the proposed zoning change for the parcel is the City’s RA-S, 
Residential-Agricultural, Suburban. The RA-S zoning would be consistent with the other parcels on 
the project site currently located in the City of Hidden Hills, and would not preclude agricultural or 
horticultural uses on the site. Proposed zoning changes, as well as permitted uses, is discussed in 
Section 2.0, Project Description and Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning.  

Response 51.2 
The commenter expresses concerns related to increased traffic noise, potential destabilization of 
the hill once new residences are constructed, and aesthetic changes associated with the project. 

Please refer to Response 50.1 above.  
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Letter 52 
COMMENTER: Julian Rome, Resident 

DATE: March 11, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 52.1 
The commenter objects to any grading on the project site. 

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise.    
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Letter 53 
COMMENTER: Karen Schetter, Resident 

DATE: March 11, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 53.1 
The commenter objects to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project. 

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 54 
COMMENTER: Kim and Fred Ulrich, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 54.1 
The commenters object to any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project. 

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise.   
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Letter 55 
COMMENTER: Heather and Todd Lieberman, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 55.1 
The commenters state concerns related to the environmental and health hazards associated with 
lowering the ridgeline. Specifically, the commenters request clarification of the noise impacts of 
lowering the ridgeline. 

The project’s noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Response D for discussion of noise impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.  

Response 55.2 
The commenters state that, even if noise increases associated with lowering the ridgeline would 
remain below acceptable standards for Los Angeles County, the City of Hidden Hills should maintain 
more stringent noise standards.  

Typically, the exposure of new noise-sensitive receptors to noise is assessed using exterior and/or 
interior noise standards provided in a city’s general plan. However, the City of Hidden Hills General 
Plan does not establish quantitative noise standards. As such, there are no quantitative standards 
that apply for determining the significance of noise associated with operation of new residences. 

Therefore, for the purposes of the noise analysis contained in this Draft EIR, the State Guidelines are 
used as the threshold of significance. Impacts would be significant if the project causes ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project to exceed 65 dBA, which is the maximum noise level 
considered to be normally acceptable for residential uses. More stringent quantitative noise 
standards would need to be passed by the City of Hidden Hills and incorporated into the General 
Plan.  

Response 55.3 
The commenters state that the Draft EIR does not take into consideration how traffic increases over 
the next 10-20 years would increase freeway noise.  

As discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, nearby US 101 is a primary noise source near the project site. An 
analysis of freeway traffic noise contained in a noise impact analysis update prepared by Giroux & 
Associates in September 2015 (Appendix G) indicate that daily traffic counts on US 101 have 
remained relatively stable, even decreasing between 2006 and 2014. Average annual daily trip 
(AADT) counts for US 101 at Parkway Calabasas over a more recent five-year period indicate a 
similar trend, dropping from 191,000 AADT in 2011 to approximately 187,500 AADT in 2016 
(average ahead and back AADT count)(Caltrans 2017). Steady to decreasing trends in freeway traffic 
along US 101 near the project site suggest that traffic changes along the roadway would not 
substantially change noise levels near the project site over the next 10-20 years. Regardless, any 
future changes in noise levels due to changes in freeway traffic levels would not be an impact of the 
currently proposed project. 
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Response 55.4 
The commenters express concerns related to air pollution associated with lowering of the ridgeline, 
particularly exposure to pollutants from the freeway.  

The project’s air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality. Additionally, please refer 
to Topical Response C for discussion of air quality impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline.   
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Letter 56 
COMMENTER: Jennifer Zuiker, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 56.1 
The commenter opposes any changes to the protected ridgeline and grading associated with the 
project.  

This objection is noted. Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, please refer to Topical 
Response A for further discussion of the ridgeline alteration as it relates to applicable plans and 
policies, including the Ridgeline Protection Ordinances. 

Response 56.2 
The commenter opposes annexation of land not currently in the City of Hidden Hills.   

This objection is noted. Regarding annexation of land into the City of Hidden Hills, please refer to 
Response 26.1 above.  
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Letter 57 
COMMENTER: Howard and Janet Siegel, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 57.1 
The commenters state their support for the project.  

This opinion is noted.  
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Letter 58 
COMMENTER: Jane and Keith Trotman, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 58.1 
The commenters oppose any alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project, citing aesthetic 
and noise impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic and noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a 
discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline, and Topical Response D for a 
discussion of noise impacts associated with ridgeline alteration.  
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Letter 59 
COMMENTER: Mary Tochner, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 59.1 
The commenter opposes any lowering of the ridgeline.   

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 60 
COMMENTER: Pamela Boothe, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 60.1 
The commenter opposes any lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project, citing aesthetic 
and noise impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic and noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a 
discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline, and Topical Response D for a 
discussion of noise impacts associated with ridgeline alteration.  
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Letter 61 
COMMENTER: Lisa and Jay Joffe, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 61.1 
The commenters oppose any lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project, citing aesthetic 
and noise impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic and noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and Section 4.8, Noise, respectively. Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a 
discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with lowering the ridgeline, and Topical Response D for a 
discussion of noise impacts associated with ridgeline alteration.  
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Letter 62 
COMMENTER: Elizabeth and Daniel Johnson, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 62.1 
The commenters oppose any lowering of the ridgeline.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 63 
COMMENTER: Lynn and David Feldman, Residents 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 63.1 
The commenters oppose any lowering of the ridgeline.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 64 
COMMENTER: Lonna Weber, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 64.1 
The commenters oppose any lowering of the ridgeline.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 65 
COMMENTER: Nathalie Blossom, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 65.1 
The commenter opposes any lowering of the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 66 
COMMENTER: Maria Spirtos, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 66.1 
The commenter opposes lowering of the ridgeline, citing aesthetic impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 
Additionally, please refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of aesthetic impacts associated with 
lowering the ridgeline.  
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Letter 67 
COMMENTER: Lisa Garfield, Resident 

DATE: March 12, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 67.1 
The commenter opposes lowering of the ridgeline, citing noise impacts.  

This objection is noted. The project’s noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. Additionally, 
please refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of noise impacts associated with lowering the 
ridgeline.  

Response 67.2 

The commenter states that the project could be completed with reduced impacts to the 
neighborhood. 
Section 6.0, Alternatives, assesses alternatives and compares impacts under each resource area to 
those of the project. As discussed in the Alternatives section, Alternative 4—Ridgeline Avoidance 
with Landslide Removal—was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative, because it 
would be superior or equal to the project in every environmental impact area and it would address 
the existing landslide hazard on the site. This alternative would result in the same number of homes 
being built on the site as the project, but would avoid lowering the designated sensitive ridgeline. 
Relative to the project, this alternative would reduce environmental impacts associated with 
aesthetic resources, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and land use and planning, 
while including removal and repair of the landslide hazard. This alternative would also achieve the 
applicant’s basic project objectives, although the building pads and houses would be smaller than 
under the project. 

For more discussion on the alternatives considered and their relative impacts to each environmental 
impact area, please refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives.  
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Letter 68 
COMMENTER: Deborah and Glen Kulik, Resident 

DATE: March 15, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 68.1 
The commenter opposes alteration of the ridgeline associated with the project.  

Please refer to Response 10.1 above. Additionally, Topical Responses A-D address potential impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline as they relate to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. 
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Letter 69 
COMMENTER: Carol and Craig Kasal, Residents 

DATE: March 19, 2018 

RESPONSE: 

Response 69.1 
The commenters state their support for the project, stating that the project is the best use of the 
land and will improve the community.  

This opinion has been noted.  
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8.3 Verbal Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
Approximately 18 residents attended a public meeting on the project and Draft EIR hosted at the 
Hidden Hills City Council Chambers on February 8, 2018. The meeting included a presentation of the 
CEQA review process, the project description, potential project impacts, and alternatives evaluated 
in the Draft EIR. Throughout the public meeting, residents provided verbal comments on the project 
and Draft EIR. These comments are summarized and addressed by topic in this section.  

8.3.1 Noise 

Noise Levels 
Residents noted a number of concerns regarding the project’s potential noise impacts. Specifically: 

 Residents noted that noise levels have increased in the community in recent years since 
baseline noise measurements used in the noise analysis were conducted and suggested that 
new noise baseline measurements should be collected.  

 Residents noted that the ridgeline would be lowered by up to 50 feet, but the noise study 
referenced in the Draft EIR evaluates a ridgeline reduction of 30 feet. As a result, residents 
stated concern that the noise analysis underestimates the noise impacts associated with 
lowering the ridgeline.  

 Residents noted that the Draft EIR states that noise levels would be “well within” the 
quantitative threshold, but requested clarity as to what constitutes “well within.” 

 Residents stated that the 65 dBA noise standard used in the Draft EIR is not acceptable and that 
a 6 dBA increase in noise levels associated with lowering the ridgeline would be a substantial 
change. Residents expressed a desire to assess noise levels against a 60 dBA noise standard, 
which constitutes the lower end of the range for “Conditionally Acceptable” noise under the 
State’s thresholds.  

The project’s noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.8, Noise. The Draft EIR originally assessed 
potential noise impacts based on noise measurements collected from the site by Giroux & 
Associates in 2006. In response to concerns expressed by residents that such noise measurements 
were outdated, Rincon Consultants took weekday, 24-hour noise measurements at two locations: 
along the eastern edge of the site boundary, atop the ridgeline, behind a property along Hidden 
Ridge Road (Noise Measurement [NM] #1), and along the western boundary of the site at the end of 
the existing driveway behind the ridgeline (NM #2). A map of the noise measurement locations is 
provided in Appendix G. Measurements were taken using an Extech 407780A meter beginning on 
May 9, 2018. NM #1 began at 2:55 PM and NM #2 began at 2:16 PM. To calculate 24-hour weighted 
noise in terms of CNEL, measured evening noise levels (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) were penalized by 5 
dBA, and nighttime noise levels (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) were penalized by 10 dBA. Updated noise 
measurements in dBA CNEL are included in Table 20 in Section 4.8, Noise. 

Typically, the exposure of new noise-sensitive receptors to noise is assessed using exterior and/or 
interior noise standards provided in a city’s general plan. However, the City of Hidden Hills General 
Plan does not establish quantitative noise standards. As such, there are no quantitative standards 
that apply for determining the significance of noise associated with operation of new residences. 
Therefore, for the purposes of the noise analysis contained in this Draft EIR, the State Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines for Noise are used as the threshold of significance. Impacts would be 
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significant if the project causes ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project to exceed 65 dBA, 
which is the maximum noise level considered to be normally acceptable for residential uses. 

The project would require grading and earthwork for building pads, streets, driveway, and a bridle 
trail. Grading would consist of conventional cut and fill techniques to create the planned building 
pads and access roads. Many of the cuts would occur along the ridge tops as “daylight cuts” where 
the grade is lowered to the plan elevation. Earlier analysis conducted to assess potential noise 
impacts associated with the project assumed a reduction in ridgeline height of approximately 30 
feet. However, the cut planned for the driveway on Lot 5 at the peak of the ridgeline is 50 feet, from 
an existing elevation of 1,128 to a new elevation of 1,078. Although project grading would reduce 
the ridgeline by a maximum of 50 feet, the actual reduction in ridgeline height would vary across the 
project site. Furthermore, no direct line of site from any existing residence to US 101 would be 
created because the freeway is located 0.4 mile to the south of the project site and various 
structures and vegetation block the line of sight.  

Noise modeling conducted by Giroux & Associates originally concluded that the ridgeline reduced 
noise levels to locations behind it by up to 6 dBA. However, this modeling was based on a scenario 
where the ridgeline would be completely flattened and at-grade with the US 101 freeway. To 
provide a more accurate assessment of sound reduction provided by the ridgeline bisecting the 
project site, the locations of the updated 24-hour noise measurements were selected to capture 
noise levels in front of (to the east of) the ridgeline, with a line of site to the US 101 (NM #1) and 
noise levels behind (to the west of) the ridgeline, where the line of site to the US 101 is blocked (NM 
#2). According to the updated noise measurements, ambient noise levels in front of the ridgeline 
are approximately 63 dBA CNEL, while levels behind the ridgeline are approximately 61.1 dBA CNEL. 
The differences in noise levels between the two measurement locations indicates that the ridgeline 
provides up to 2 dBA of noise attenuation on the project site. As a result, noise levels behind the 
ridgeline would increase to up to 63.1 dBA CNEL due to lowering of the ridgeline. Since this remains 
below the 65 dBA threshold, this impact would be less than significant. Additionally, the analysis 
contained in Section 4.8, Noise, has been revised to indicate that such noise levels would be within 
the 65 dBA standard as opposed to “well within.” 

For additional information on noise impacts of the project, please refer to Section 4.8, Noise. 
Additionally, please refer to Topical Response D for more discussion of potential noise impacts 
associated with lowering the ridgeline.  

Use of Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
Residents noted that the Draft EIR evaluates noise impacts using the Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL), a 24-hour average noise level metric. Residents also requested analysis of peak noise 
levels under the project.  

The City of Hidden Hills does not currently have a quantitative noise standard to which anticipated 
project construction and operational noise impacts may be compared. In the absence such a 
standard, the State’s Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Noise were used to assess the project’s 
potential noise impacts. Since these guidelines are provided in CNEL, this metric was used 
throughout the noise analysis to understand noise impacts relative to the appropriate guideline. The 
CNEL involves what can be described as a 24-hour average sound level that adds 5 dBA to sounds 
occurring from 7-10 PM and 10 dBA to sounds occurring from 10 PM to 7 AM to account for 
increased sensitivity to noise during those timeframes. This metric is used widely by agencies 
throughout California to gauge and regulate community noise and is generally considered the metric 
most appropriate for gauging the effects of traffic noise. In suburban communities like Hidden Hills 
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where traffic noise predominates, the CNEL is generally roughly equivalent to peak hour noise 
levels. 

8.3.2 Wind Effects Associated with Lowering the Ridgeline 
One resident suggested that the Draft EIR should evaluate the potential wind effects associated with 
lowering the ridgeline.  

Please refer to Response 28.2 for a discussion of the project’s potential wind-related effects.  

8.3.3 Grading Under Alternative 4 – Ridgeline Avoidance with 
Landslide Removal  

One resident requested clarification regarding how many cubic yards of material would be moved 
under Alternative 4, “Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide Removal.”  

Section 6.4, Alternative 4: Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide Removal, assesses the impacts of an 
alternative that would involve grading to construct seven building pads and remediate the existing 
landslide hazard while avoiding the protected ridgeline on the project site. The description of this 
alternative is intended to provide meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison to the project. 
While specific grading plans have been developed for the project, such plans have not been 
developed for each alternative. Consequently, grading impacts associated with each alternative are 
evaluated relative to the project’s anticipated grading impacts.  

Table 34 in Section 6, Alternatives, provides a summary comparison of the project and the four 
alternatives. The table includes potential grading associated with each alternative relative to the 
project’s estimated 177,200 cy of material moved. Alternative 4: Ridgeline Avoidance with Landslide 
Removal would result in less than the 177,200 cy of material moved under the project. However, 
this alternative would involve more material being moved than Alternatives 1, 2, or 3, as it would 
still involve remediation of the landslide hazard on the project site.   
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