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FINDINGS 

The project proposes the construction of a new, 5,500 square foot, two-story, single-family 
dwelling and 600 square foot attached two-car garage (of which 400 square feet is exempt and 
200 square feet is mechanical area), and a fully underground 3,000 square foot basement. The 
total Residential Floor Area of the new structure is 5,700 square feet and a maximum height of 
29 feet all on a 197,435 square foot lot. The project involves the conversion of an existing 2,018 
square-foot single-family dwelling on-site to an Accessory Living Quarter. 

The single-family dwelling includes three bedrooms, decks, a pool, theater, and gym. A total of 
two automobile parking spaces are currently on-site and the applicant proposes to provide five 
automobile parking spaces. The project is located within 50 vertical feet of a prominent ridgeline 
and is within 200 feet of a public parkland. The applicant's plans show 28 non-protected trees to 
be removed and one protected toyon to be removed. 

 
The request also includes a haul route approval, if needed, for the following grading quantities: 
Cut: 14,006 Cubic Yards (CUYD), Fill 14,006 CUYD, Export: 0 CUYD, and Import 0 CUYD. 

The existing historical structure (the Headley/Handley House) would remain intact and is located 
on the opposing eastern facing side of the modified prominent ridge. As part of the Project, the 
Headley/Handley House would be reclassified as an Accessory Living Quarters. There is an 
existing pool and patio area associated with the existing structure, which would remain as part of 
the Project. In addition, a new pool would be constructed adjacent to the proposed residence, and 
the Project would also include an outdoor direct vent gas (propane) operated fireplace that would 
be enclosed with glass. The new building would become the primary residence on the Project Site 
and the historic residence would act as a guest house for the owner. Finally, the Project would 
include the construction of three retaining walls (designed for slopes with a ratio of 1.5:1), which 
would be constructed along the hillside at the mid-point of the northwest portion of the parcel. The 
height of the retaining walls would be a maximum of 10 feet, and the height would be lower than 
the current driveway along the northwest portion of the Project Site. 

 
Entitlement Findings for Zone Variance 

 
1. The strict application of the provisions of the zoning ordinance would result in 

practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purposes and intent of the zoning regulations. 

 
The property is currently developed with an historically designated 2,018 square-foot 
single-family dwelling on the 197,435 square-foot lot. The site is surrounded by City- 
owned open space and accessed through Runyon Canyon Road designated as an 
unidentified road type. The property owner wishes to construct a new home on site, as the 
existing historic home will not be significantly altered or expanded due to its historic 
significant. With the construction of the new home, the existing historic home will be used 
as an Accessory Living Quarters. As such, the new dwelling requires a full kitchen in 
addition to the existing kitchen in the recategorized Accessory Living Quarter which is the 
existing historic structure in lieu of the maximum of one kitchen allowed per dwelling unit in 
the RE40-1-H. Listed as HCM No.563 in 1992, the existing historic structure was listed as 
a significant Lloyd Wright-designed building. As a listed Historic-Cultural Monument, this 
designation provides protections against demolition and requires preservation on site. 
Adherence to the provisions of the zoning ordinance would create a hardship and be 
inconsistent with the intent of the regulations as new dwellings require a kitchen and the 
existing historic home cannot be physically altered so as to remove the kitchen. 
Additionally, per Chapter 2.5 of the Conservation Element for Resource Conservation and 
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Management of the General Plan, objective is to protect important cultural and historical 
sites and resources for historical, cultural, research and community educational purposes. 
Preserving the existing home intact, while granting a variance to permit a second kitchen in 
the new home, furthers this objective by protecting the resource while still allowing the site 
to be modernized and expanded upon with a new home. 

 
2. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as size, 

shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 

property in the same zone and vicinity. 

The property on which the project is proposed has an existing structure to be used as an 

accessory living quarter. Listed as HCM No.563 in 1992, the existing historic structure was 

listed as a significant Lloyd Wright-designed building. As such, the existing home is to be 

preserved intact and is not proposed to be significantly altered. As a result, the 

existing kitchen in the historic home will stay in place. However, the addition of the new 

primary dwelling also requires a kitchen and, therefore, requires a variance to allow more 

than one kitchen on the property. Additionally, the property itself has significant 

topography and is entirely surrounded by City owned parkland – Runyon Canyon. The 

existing lot cannot be modified or expanded due to this physical constraint. The special 

circumstance of an existing HCM on the property to be preserved with a new home 

constructed adjacent does not apply to other properties in the same zone and vicinity. 

3. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right or use generally possessed by other property in the same zone and 

vicinity but which, because of the special circumstances and practical difficulties or 

unnecessary hardships, is denied to the property in question. 

The property on which the project is proposed has an existing structure to be used as an 

accessory living quarter. Listed as HCM No.563 in 1992, the existing historic structure was 

listed as a significant Lloyd Wright-designed building. As such, the existing home is to be 

preserved intact and is not proposed to be significantly altered. However, the 

property owner wishes to construct a new primary dwelling unit on the property. Prohibiting 

a kitchen in the new dwelling unit would be a burden and hardship to the residents as a 

kitchen is a typical and necessary component of dwelling units, and all dwelling units in the 

vicinity contain kitchens. Denying a kitchen for the new dwelling would create practical 

difficulties in the use of the property. 

4. The granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare, 

or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the 

property is locate. 

Granting a variance to allow the kitchen for the new primary dwelling would not be 

detrimental to the public nor would it injure the property of this zone. 

5. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 

The proposed use on the subject property is the same as the existing use and no substantial 

changes are proposed. The use is consistent with the community plan and does not 

adversely affect any element of the General Plan. Additionally, per the Conservation 

Element of the General Plan, the objective is to protect important cultural and historical sites 

and resources for historical, cultural, research and community educational purposes. 
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Entitlement Findings for the Zoning Administrator’s Determinations, 12.24.X.26 & 28 of 
the LAMC 

6. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or 
will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

 
The subject property is an irregular-shaped, upslope property comprised of one lot 
consisting of approximately 197,435 square-feet with a frontage along Runyon Canyon 
Road. The site consists of an existing 2,018 square-foot single-family dwelling, built in 
1948. 

The subject property is zoned RE40-1-H and is located within the Hollywood Community 
Plan. The Community Plan Area Map designates the subject property for Minimum 
Residential land uses. The subject property is located within the boundaries of the 
Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan Outer Corridor. The subject property is located 
within a Hillside Area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, a Landslide Hillside Area, 
and is located within the Hollywood Fault zone. The subject property is also within the 
Santa Monica Mountains zone. 

The applicant is requesting a Zoning Administrator’s Determination to permit three 
retaining walls instead of two retaining walls of up to 10 feet in height pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.21 C.8(a). The proposed walls provide stability to the nature of the project’s 
steep slope and topography. More so, because the slope is so steep, the walls are not 
seen from the public right-of-way or obstructing any views. This provision will provide the 
necessary protections for the historically significant existing building on site and, therefore, 
comply with General Plan policy for preservation. 

 
The applicant is requesting a Zoning Administrator’s Determination to allow 28,012 cubic 
yards of grading to occur on-site. The site is allowed a maximum grading amount of 6,600 
cubic yards by-right per LAMC 12.21.C.10(f). This request provides the ability to maintain 
and preserve the existing house which is a designated Historic-Cultural Monument. 

The proposed project improves the housing supply and will raise property values in the 
vicinity. 

7. The project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

 
The subject property is an irregular-shaped, upslope property comprised of one lot 
consisting of approximately 197,435 square-feet with a frontage along Runyon Canyon 
Road. The site consists of an existing 2,018 square-foot single-family dwelling, built in 
1948 and designated as a Historic-Cultural Monument in 1992 due to the Lloyd 
Wright-designed architecture. 

 
Surrounding properties are characterized by hillside topography and unimproved streets 
without a concrete curb and gutter. Adjoining and neighboring properties to the west, and 
south of the subject property are zoned RE40-1-H , properties to the north and east are 
zoned RE15-1-H, and developed with single-family residences. 
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As conditioned by this grant, the construction will not adversely impact the adjacent 
properties in regard to light, air, privacy or emergency access and, as designed, will result 
in development compatible and consistent with surrounding uses. As discussed above, 
the subject property is located in a hillside area that slopes upward from Runyon Canyon 
Road. Residential properties to the north, south, east, and west are also hillside properties, 
many of which require the construction of retaining walls to resist the lateral pressure due 
to changes in elevation. 

Furthermore, the proposed project is subject to review by responsible City agencies, 
including the Department of Building and Safety to assure compliance with statutory 
requirements. Therefore, the project will not further degrade any adjacent properties, the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety. 

 
8. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 

General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan. 

The General Plan is the City’s roadmap for future growth and development. The General 
Plan Elements establish goals, policies, purposes, and programs that provide for the 
regulatory environment in managing the City, and for addressing environmental concerns 
and problems. The majority of the policies derived from these elements are implemented 
in the form of Municipal Code requirements. The General Plan is comprised of the 
Framework Element, seven state-mandated elements, and four additional elements. 

The Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan divides the City into 35 Community 
Plans. The subject property is zoned RE40-1-H and is located within the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The Community Plan Area Map designates the subject property for 
Minimum Residential land uses corresponding to the RE40 zones. The subject property’s 
zoning is thus consistent with the General Plan’s land use designation for the site. The 
subject property is located within the boundaries of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway 
Specific Plan. 

Approval of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination request is consistent with the vision 
of the Hollywood Community Plan and Chapter 2.5 of the Conservation Element for 
Resource Conservation and Management of the General Plan, which states the following: 

Goal 1: To promote an arrangement of land use, circulation, and services which will 
encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, safety, 
welfare, and convenience of the Community, within the larger framework of the City; 
guide the development, betterment, and change of the Community to meet existing 
and anticipated needs and conditions; balance growth and stability; reflect economic 
potentials and limits, land development and other trends; and protect investment to 
the extent reasonable and feasible. 

 
Objective 1-3: Further the development of Hollywood as a major center for 
population, employment, retail services, and entertainment; designate lands as 
appropriate locations for the various private and public facilities, and to make the 
housing required to satisfy varying needs and desires of all economic segments. 

Additionally, per the Conservation Element of the General Plan, the objective is to protect 
important cultural and historical sites and resources for historical, cultural, research and 
community educational purposes. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan intends to promote and encourage varying forms of 
development that will further Hollywood as a major center. The Community Plan Objective 
1-3 intends to “to make the housing required to satisfy varying needs and desires of all 
economic segments.” As discussed above, the proposed construction is compatible with 
adjacent properties and will benefit the surrounding community by adding value to the 
vicinity. In addition, the proposed project is consistent with similar applications approved 
in other hillside communities. As conditioned, the proposed project furthers the goals, 
objectives, and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

9. The request is in conformity with the public necessity, convenience, general 
welfare, and good zoning practice and that the action will be in substantial 
conformance with the various elements and objectives of the General Plan. 

 
The Hollywood Community Plan designates the subject property for Minimum Residential 
land uses with corresponding zones of RE40. Construction of a single-family home on a 
lot zoned for such use can be considered to be in conformity with the public necessity, 
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice. 

 
10. Grading 12.24.X.28. Grading in excess of the maximum "by-right" Grading quantities 

listed in Subparagraph (1) of Paragraph (f) of Subdivision 10. of Subsection C. of 
Section 12.21 of this Code, but in no event shall the quantities exceed the true value 
of 500 cubic yards plus the numeric value equal to 5% of the total Lot size in cubic 
yards. 

a. In what way is the grading for the proposed project done in accordance with 
the Department of City Planning - Planning Guidelines, Landform Grading 
Manual (adopted by the City Council in June 1983; available under Forms & 
Processes at http://planning.lacity.org); explain how the grading will be 
used to reflect original landform and result in minimal disturbance to natural 
terrain. 

 
The proposed grading for the project include cut and fill of roughly 14, 006 cubic 
yards of earth. These quantities are associated with the excavation of 
subterranean levels to have the least impact on the topography of the site and to 
maintain compliance with building height regulations. 

b. The increase in the maximum quantity of earth to be imported or exported 
from the site will not lead to the significant alteration of the existing natural 
terrain. 

 
The project does not propose import or export of any earth, but proposes to retain 
all cut and fill amounts onsite. The utilization of these quantities of earthwork will 
not lead to any significant alterations to the existing natural terrain. 

c. The method to be used to haul earth, and explain the reasons that manner 
will not significantly affect the existing conditions of the Street 
improvements and traffic of the Streets along the haul route. 

 
No earth is proposed to be hauled to or from the project site and will, therefore, 
not significantly impact the existing conditions of street improvements or traffic. 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/lapz/0-0-0-5183#JD_12.21
http://planning.lacity.org/
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d. The potentially significant impacts to the public health, safety and welfare 
of the surrounding community, associated with the import or export of 
earth, will be mitigated to the fullest extent feasible. 

 
The proposed single-family dwelling will be constructed on a lot consisting of a 
single-family dwelling. The proposed cut and fill quantities exceed the allotted 
amount per code, but all earthwork will remain onsite with no export or import 
quantities proposed. Therefore, there will be no associated impacts on the 
surrounding community related to the import or export of earth. 

Entitlement Findings for Specific Plan Exception 
 

11. That the strict application of the regulations of the specific plan to the subject 

property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent 

with the general purpose and intent of the specific plan. 

The project requests a Specific Plan Exception to allow construction within 50 feet of a 

prominent ridgeline under Mulholland Specific Plan Section 5.B.1. Practical difficulties will 

result from the strict application of this standard of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific 

Plan due to the nature and location of the property. The entire residentially-zoned property 

is surrounded by City owned open space (Runyon Canyon Park) and the location of the 

residential property is sited on the ridge. This is an extremely unique situation as the 

property site is an “island” of privately owned land that is completely surrounded by a City 

of Los Angeles public park, and the home on the site was constructed in 1945, well before 

the establishment of the Runyon Canyon Park. Strict adherence to prevent construction 

within 50 feet of a prominent ridge would impinge on the property rights of a privately 

owned property. The proposed 5,700 square-foot main residence is well under the allowed 

RFA per zoning of the property and intends the retention of the existing structure to be 

used as an accessory living quarter. Listed as HCM No.563 in 1992, the existing historic 

structure was listed as a significant Lloyd Wright-designed building. As a listed 

Historic-Cultural Monument, this designation provides protections against demolition and 

requires preservation on site. Requiring the strict application of these regulations would 

result in practical difficulties inconsistent with the intent of the Specific Plan as it would 

prevent the construction of the new house. Therefore, providing an exception to the 

prominent ridge construction in this instance will continue to meet the general purpose and 

intent of the plan. 

12. That there are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to the subject 

property involved or to the intended use or development of the subject property that 

do not apply generally to other property in the specific plan area. 

Exceptional circumstances are possessed on the subject property because of its unique 

topography and existing conditions including the existing historic structure that was listed 

as a significant Lloyd Wright-designed building. As a listed Historic-Cultural 

Monument, this designation provides protections against demolition and requires 

preservation on site. The project site is located within, and surrounded by, an open space 

zone (Runyon Canyon Park) and along a prominent ridge of the Santa Monica Mountains 

which creates additional considerations when seeking compliance with the guidelines of 

the specific plan. This is an extremely unique situation as the property site is an “island” of 

privately owned land that is completely surrounded by a City of Los Angeles public park, 

and the home on the site was constructed in 1945, well before the establishment of the 

Runyon Canyon Park. To require the applicant to build further than 50 feet from the 

prominent ridge would place the development outside the property boundaries and within 
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designated open space, Runyon Canyon. Furthermore, the Specific Plan also requires a 
setback of 200 feet from parkland and nature preserves providing very minimal space for 
buildable area. Additionally, to construct a new residence creates an exceptional 
circumstance for the subject property to demonstrate compliance with the prominent ridge 
construction requirement. 

 
13. That an exception from the specific plan is necessary for the preservation and 

enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally possessed by other 
property within the specific plan area in the same zone and vicinity but which, 
because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships 
is denied to the property in question. 

The project site is located within, and surrounded by, an open space zone and along a 
prominent ridge of the Santa Monica Mountains. This is an extremely unique situation as 
the property site is an “island” of privately owned land that is completely surrounded by a 
City of Los Angeles public park – Runyon Canyon. To require the applicant to build away 
from the prominent ridge would place the development outside the property boundaries and 
within designated open space. As stated, due to the topography and location of the area, 
the prevention of the development on the property would impinge on the rights of the 
property owner by restricting zoning allowances otherwise afforded to others in the vicinity. 
This is an extremely unique situation as the property site is an “island” of privately owned 
land that is completely surrounded by a City of Los Angeles public park, and the home on 
the site was constructed in 1945, well before the establishment of the Runyon Canyon Park. 

14. That the granting of an exception will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements adjacent to or in the vicinity of the subject 
property. 

 
The exceptions in consideration of this project are intended to meet several goals that would 
be beneficial to public welfare and would not be injurious to the vicinity. The granting of the 
exception to allow construction on a prominent ridge would not be injurious to the public 
welfare of those located within the Mulholland Specific Plan area as the project site is located 
is a place surrounded by City-owned open space with major elements of the project non-
visible to the Mulholland Scenic Parkway. The surrounding public open space would remain 
accessible to the public. Additionally, per the Conservation Element of the General Plan, the 
objective is to protect important cultural and historical sites and resources for historical, 
cultural, research and community educational purposes, which meets another goal to further 
public welfare. 

 
15. That the granting of an exception will be consistent with the principles, intent and 

goals of the specific plan and any applicable element of the general plan. 
 

The allowance of construction near a prominent ridge is consistent with the purposes of the 
Hollywood Community Plan as it intends to promote and encourage varying forms of 
development that will further Hollywood as a major center while also making the housing 
required to satisfy varying needs and desires of all economic segments and enables the 
preservation of a designated historic resource. The project is consistent with the principles 
of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan, and has been designed such that the 
proposed single-family residence would be built into the hillside and the residence itself sits 
below the disturbed ridgeline on the western side of the property and is not visible from 
Mulholland Drive. The only visible elevation would be the western elevation, which would be 
visible from limited vantage points on a public hiking trail looking to the north and 
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east specifically. The proposed siting, materials, and colors are compatible with the existing 
historic residence, and the Project has been designed in an aesthetic that incorporates grass 
roofs with curvilinear roof lines and an earth-toned color. Deep roof overhangs over the 
windows with low-E glass, along with minimized and shielded exterior lighting reduce the 
impacts of light and glare, and the Project would meet the requirements of the Mulholland 
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan and Hillside Ordinance standards in relation to height, 
sensitivity to topography, and bulk of structures. 

Entitlement Findings for Project Permit Compliance and Design Review 
 

16. A recommendation was made by the Mulholland Design Review Board, pursuant to 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.50: 

 
The proposed project is subject to the design review process because it is located within the 
boundaries of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan, and is not subject to any of the 
exemptions set forth in Section 11.J. of the Specific Plan. 

The Design Review Board met three times on July 1, 2020, June 15, 2022, and finally on 
July 20, 2022, where the board convened a quorum of five members. The vote was (5-0) 
recommending the case be conditionally approved as it complies with Section 16.50, 
Subsection E of the Los Angeles Municipal Code as well as the relevant design guidelines 
and development provisions of the Plan. The conditions recommended by the board were: 

 

• Reduce the number of retaining walls as it exceeds the maximum of three retaining 
walls allowed in the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Design Guidelines. 

• Per Design Guideline 2, to provide stepping of project with the site terrain. 

• Per Design Guideline 34 the project shall design the exterior surface of the 
structure such that the second floor of the building is articulated away from the 
garage. 

• Per Design Guideline 43 so that the garage does not utilize more than one double 
single garage door in the same plane that is visible from the public right- of-way. 

• That the applicant come to an agreement with the MRCA that is supported by the 
Board. 

• Design individual skylights to not exceed four (4) square feet each and be spaced 
a minimum of 2 feet apart each. 

 
17. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 

standards, and provisions of the specific plan. 

Based on a review of the plans submitted with the application, marked “Exhibit A”, APCSV-
2016-4179-SPE-DRB-SPP-MSP-ZV-ZAD, the Director of Planning makes the following 
findings in accordance with the applicable design review criteria of the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway Specific Plan, Ordinance No. 167,943, effective June 29, 1992: 

 
Section 5.A: Uses 
The project proposes the use of land for a single-family dwelling, which is a permitted use 
and as such, the project use complies with Section 5.A of the Specific Plan. The project has 
requested a variance for a second kitchen in the Accessory Structure, as otherwise 
prohibited in the RE-40 zone 

Section 5.B: Environmental Protection Measures 
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The subject property is defined as a “prominent ridge” as per the definition in Section 4 since 
a ridgeline appears through the property on the map of the Specific Plan Area: Map 
12 of 12. As such, the project is subject to Sections 5.B.1.a and 5.B.1.b, which limit grading 
and visibility on the defined Prominent Ridges in the Plan area. Furthermore, according to 
the same map and http://zimas.lacity.org the project is 200 feet from public parkland; and is 
subject to with Section 5.B.3, which limits construction and grading within 200 feet of public 
parkland. The project does not propose to remove, move, or alter any protected or native 
trees, which include Oak trees, in accordance with Section 5.B.4. Finally, should the 
applicant encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while grading for the 
project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures pursuant to 
California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et sequentia to appropriately handle these 
resources, fulfilling the intent of Section 5.B.5 that seeks to protect these resources. As 
such, the project complies with Section 5.B of the Specific Plan. 

Environmental studies were performed in preparation of this project proposal. Updated 
biological assessments, tree reports, and soils reports were submitted for review under 
CEQA. The biological assessment concluded that two sensitive vegetation communities are 
present on the project site that include California walnut trees and annual herbaceous 
woodland. These vegetation communities will be minimally impacted by the footprint of the 
proposed structure and the implementation of landscape measures set by the Specific Plan 
will further minimize the impact on these communities. Additionally, ground disturbance 
activities are recommended to be completed outside of the avian breeding season to the 
extent feasible, per the biological assessment. Further, a tree report was submitted 
providing conclusion and recommendations in the management of retained oak and walnut 
trees. Lastly, the soils report submitted to the Grading Division of the Department of Building 
and Safety was accepted with regard to proposed ground disturbance and grading 
requirements. 

 
Section 5.B.1.a Environmental Protection Measures - Grading on Prominent Ridges 
Notwithstanding Subsection C below, prominent ridges shall not be graded, altered or 
removed without the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The 
Director may approve up to 1,000 cubic yards of grading of a prominent ridge after making 
the following findings: 

i. The graded slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the 
characteristics of the Santa Monica Mountains. 

ii. The grading is compatible with the natural topography. 
iii. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that grading will 

minimize erosion. 
iv. The grading is necessary to allow the owner reasonable use of the lot. 
v. The grading will allow for a project more compatible with the purposes of the 

Specific Plan. 
 

The applicant is seeking a Zoning Administrator’s Determination to deviate from this section 
of the Specific Plan as these findings cannot be made with the current proposal of 28,012 
cubic yards of grading. 

Section 5.B.1.b: Environmental Protection Measures – Structure on a Prominent 
Ridge 
Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be constructed on the top of 
a prominent ridge. Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be 
constructed within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge without the prior written 
approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The Director may approve construction of 

http://zimas.lacity.org/
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a building and/or structure within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge, but not 
exceeding the top after making the following findings: 

The subject property is defined as a “prominent ridge” as per the definition in Section 4 since 
a ridgeline appears near through the property on the map of the Specific Plan Area: Map 12 
of 12. As such, the project is subject to with Section 5.B.1.b, which limits grading and visibility 
on the defined Prominent Ridges in the Plan area. 

i. The placement of the building and/or structure does not destroy or obstruct a 
scenic feature or resource. 

ii. The placement of the building and/or structure complements the view from 
Mulholland Drive. 

iii. The placement of the building and/or structure minimizes driveway and/or private 
street access into the right-of-way. 

iv. The placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more 
compatible with the purposes of the Specific Plan. 

 
The applicant is seeking an exception to the Specific Plan restriction on construction within 
50 feet of a prominent ridge as findings cannot be made in response to these guidelines. 

Section 5.B.3: Environmental Protection Measures – Public Parkland 
According to Map 12 of 12, the subject property is within 200 feet of public parkland and is 
therefore subject to Section 5.B.3, which limits construction and grading within 200 feet of 
public parkland. As per Section 5.B.3, the Specific Plan states that: 

No project shall be erected and no earth shall be graded within 200 feet of the boundaries 
of any public parkland without the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section 
11. The Director may approve the construction of a project or grading within 200 feet of 
public parkland after making the following findings: 

a. The project preserves the residential character along the right-of-way. 
b. The project will minimize erosion. 
c. The project preserves the natural vegetation and the existing ecological balance. 
d. The project protects identified archaeological and paleontological sites. 
e. The project minimizes driveway access into the right-of-way. 

 
The project has been reviewed by the Department of Building and Safety and an updated 
Geology and Soils Approval Letter was issued on August 2, 2023. The project will be 
constructed in accordance with all Department of Building and Safety requirements and 
conditions. As such, the project will minimize erosion and preserve the residential character 
along the right-of-way. 

As a condition of this grant, the applicant has prepared a full landscape and irrigation plan 
with low water use native species that will complement the ecological balance of the existing 
site and existing parkland to the north. The project proposes planting trees, various shrubs 
and grasses from the Preferred Plant List that will preserve the natural vegetation of the 
surrounding land as well as naturally screen the proposed project. 

 
Section 5.B.5: Environmental Protection Measures – Archeological and 
Paleontological Resources 
Should the applicant encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while grading 
for the project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et seq. to 
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appropriately handle these resources, fulfilling the intent of Section 5.B.5 that seeks to 
protect these resources. 

Section 5.C: Grading 
The project proposes 14,006 cubic yards to be cut, 14,006 of which will be used for fill, and 
zero cubic yards will be exported; zero cubic yards will be imported. In Section 5.C the Plan 
states that: 

The Director may approve grading up to two cubic yards of earth per four square feet of lot 
area per lot after making the following findings: 

a. The Department of Building and Safety or the Bureau of Engineering has determined 
that such grading is required to provide access driveways, pedestrian accessways, 
drainage facilities, slope easements, and/or dwelling foundations. 

b. All grading conforms to the standards set forth in the Landform Grading Manual, unless 
the Department of Building and Safety has determined that landform grading will 
conflict with the provisions of Divisions 29 and 70 of Article 1 of Chapter IX of the Code. 

c. The graded slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the characteristics of 
the Santa Monica Mountains. 

d. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that grading will minimize 
erosion. 

Per this Section of the Specific Plan, the applicant would be limited to 14,006 cubic yards of 
grading for the 197,435 square-foot lot; as noted above the project requires 28,012 cubic 
yards of grading. However, the applicant is seeking a Zoning Administrator’s Determination 
to allow for this amount of grading that far surpasses the by-right amount of 6,600 cubic 
yards per the LAMC. This grading is necessary for the reasonable development of the 
property for the construction of the single-family dwelling, conforms with the Landform 
Grading manual, and as conditioned in this determination letter the design of the home will 
be compatible with the Santa Monica Mountains. Furthermore, the applicant is subject to 
the stricter grading limits in the LAMC, and is required to obtain grading permits and follow 
all practices imposed on them during the process of grading from the Building and Safety 
Grading Division. As such, the project complies with Section 
5.C of the Specific Plan. 

 
Section 5.D: Building Standards 
The project is visible from Mulholland Drive. As per Section 5.D.1 of the Specific Plan: 

 
The Director may approve a project's penetration into the viewshed after making the 
following findings: 

a. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that the height of the project 
does not exceed the height limit allowed in paragraphs a, b or c of subdivision 2. 

b. The project is designed to complement the view from Mulholland Drive. 
 

The project is on a visible, upslope lot and is more than 500 feet from the Mulholland right- 
of-way. As such, the project’s height is limited to 30 feet. As proposed, the project has a 
maximum envelope height of 29 feet, seven inches. The project complies with Sections 
5.D.1.and 5.D.2.c and the LAMC Section 12.21 C.10. 

 
The Project has been designed such that the proposed single-family residence would be 
built into the hillside and the residence itself sits below the disturbed ridgeline on the western 
side of the property, and is not visible from Mulholland Drive. The only visible elevation 
would be the western elevation, which would be visible from limited vantage points on a 
public hiking trail looking to the north and east specifically. As the Revised 
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Project’s basement is completely submerged and does not daylight, less of the western 
elevation of the residential structure would be visible for the Revised Project when compared 
to the Original Project. The proposed siting, materials, and colors are compatible with the 
existing historic residence, and the Project has been designed in an aesthetic that 
incorporates grass roofs with curvilinear roof lines and an earth-toned color. Deep roof 
overhangs over the windows with low-E glass, along with minimized and shielded exterior 
lighting reduce the impacts of light and glare, and the Project would meet the requirements 
of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan and Hillside Ordinance standards in relation 
to height, sensitivity to topography, and bulk of structures. 

Section 11.I.3: Design Review Criteria 
Based on a review of the project proposal, and in consideration of the recommendation of 
the Design Review Board, the proposed single-family residence, as modified by the 
conditions herein, is compatible with the surrounding homes and the parkway environment 
in terms of design, massing, materials, and color and as such complies with Section 11.I.3 
of the Plan. 

Design Guideline 2: Sloping site profile. 
As per Condition of Approval Number 11, the project shall utilize a stepped-profile in which 
no portion of the building exceeds 29 feet, seven inches in height as measured from adjacent 
grade to the top of the roof or parapet wall directly above. As such, the project complies with 
Design Guideline 2 which states that where a building is situated on a site with a slope 
greater than 25 percent, the building should utilize a stepped-profile in which no portion of 
the building exceeds 25 feet in height, as measured from adjacent natural grade to the top 
of the roof or parapet wall directly above. The roof should be designed to follow the 
predominant slope of the land. 

Design Guideline 5: Site Permeability 
As per Condition of Approval No. 10, the applicant will ensure that all hardscape material 
will be permeable. This is in conformance with Design Guideline 5 which states that project 
design should incorporate features such as fire-resistant wooden decks, driveway pavers, 
grass-crete, and other permeable surfaces in order to maximize the amount of water that 
can percolate into the soil on-site and minimize overland runoff onto adjoining properties, 
streets, and watercourses. 

Design Guideline 13: Wildlife 
Guideline 13 encourages preserving wildlife habitats, movement, and the ecology of the 
Scenic Parkway. As noted in Condition of Approval No. 15, should an agreement between 
the Applicant and both the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and/or Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority be reached, issues such as fence heights, portions 
of the lot which shall not have development, will be secured. As a result of this agreement, 
wildlife habitats would be better preserved. If agreed upon, the project would comply with 
Guideline 13. Furthermore, that applicant has stated to MRCA staff that they will address 
concerns regarding wildlife movement and habitat related to the subject proposed project 
by volunteering a condition of project approval requiring recordation of Conservation 
Easements over portions of the subject property. As such, the project preserves the natural 
vegetation and the existing ecological balance and will not negatively affect the adjacent 
public parkland and will promote wildlife movement and habitat. 

Design Guideline 35: Roof Form 
As per Condition of Approval Number 13, the roof will not be an entirely flat surface, and a 
secondary curved roof form will be utilized, in compliance with Design Guideline 35. 
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Design Guideline 40: Exterior Lighting 
As per Condition of Approval Number 14, the project will use downfacing and shielded lights 
per the landscape plan provided, in conformance with Design Guideline 40, which states 
that lighting should be downward facing and shielded to screen the light source. 

Design Guideline 43: Garages. 
As per Condition of Approval Number 12, the project should avoid utilizing more than one 
double or two single garage doors in the same plane visible from the public right-of-way. 
More than one double or two single garage doors in the same plane visible from the public 
right-of-way. The project proposes a standard two-car garage on the north elevation. As 
such, the project complies with Design Guideline 34. 

Design Guideline 50: Neighborhood Compatibility 
As per Condition of Approval No. 1, the size of the project including the square footage and 
height is compatible with the other neighboring homes. The project proposes 5,700 square 
feet and an 0.07% Floor Area Ratio. Nearby homes have an average of 4,125 square feet 
and an FAR of 16.25%. Additionally, estate properties were analyzed with three properties 
in the area measuring an average of 8,943 square feet and a 3.1% FAR. 

Although the structure size is larger than some homes nearby, the lot size of the subject site 
is significantly larger than most lots in the vicinity, and therefore the proposed Floor Area 
Ratio is compatible with the neighborhood. 

 
Finally, the project’s finish materials of wood and plaster are also found in nearby homes. 
As such, the project’s size and design fit with the neighborhood compatibility, in compliance 
with Design Guideline 50. 

 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR), consisting of the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, is intended 
to serve as an informational document for public agency decision-makers and the general public 
regarding the objectives and environmental impacts of the 3003 Runyon Canyon Project (Project), 
located at 3003 Runyon Canyon Road (Site or Project Site). The Project proposes the 
construction of a single-family residential structure along the western side of a prominent ridge on 
an approximately 4.5-acre site. The EIR analyzed the Project originally proposed (referred to as 
the “Original Project”) that included the construction of a single-family residence with a basement, 
first floor and second floor, with a total floor area of 6,982 square feet not including the 4,878-
square-foot basement (per Department of Building and Safety standards). The Original Project 
also included approximately 2,475 square feet of mechanical/electrical area, approximately 7,769 
square feet of covered patio area, and an attached four-car garage. In response to comments 
received from the Mulholland Design Review Board, the Project was revised (referred to as the 
“Revised Project”). The Revised Project proposes the construction of a new single-family 
residence to include a basement, first floor and second floor, with a total floor area of 5,500 square 
feet not including the 3,000- square-foot basement. The Revised Project would also include an 
attached two-car garage totaling 600 square feet (of which 400 square feet is exempt and 200 
square feet is mechanical area). The total Residential Floor Area of the Revised Project is 5,700 
square feet with a maximum height of 29 feet. The 5,700 square foot calculation includes all 
covered patios and roof overhangs greater than five feet, mechanical rooms, and electrical rooms. 
In addition, the Revised Project’s basement is entirely submerged and does not daylight. There 
is a separate existing historical structure, the Headley-Handley House, that would remain intact 
in both the 
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Original Project and the Revised Project and is located on the opposing eastern facing side of the 
modified prominent ridge. 

For purposes of these Findings, the term “Project” is used for statements that are equally 
attributable to the Original Project and the Revised Project. Where a statement applies specifically 
only to the Original Project or the Revised Project, the more specific terminology is used. As set 
forth below, the EIR fully evaluates all of the environmental impacts of the Original Project, and 
therefore fully evaluates the environmental impacts of the smaller Revised Project. 

The City of Los Angeles (City), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental impacts of 
implementation of the Project by preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (Case Number 
ENV-2016-4180-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2018041016). The EIR was prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq. and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(CEQA Guidelines). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to the conclusions 
of the EIR. 

CEQA Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if 
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” The procedures required by CEQA 
“are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of 
proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid 
or substantially lessen such significant effects.” CEQA Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the 
event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives 
or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more 
significant effects thereof.” 

The mandate and principles announced in CEQA Section 21002 are implemented, in part, through 
the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are 
required. (See CEQA Section 21081[a]; CEQA Guidelines Section 15091[a].) For each significant 
environmental impact identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue 
a written finding, based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record, reaching one or more 
of the three possible findings, as follows: 

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant impacts as identified in the EIR. 

2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been, or can or should 
be, adopted by that other agency. 

3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR. 

 
The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Final EIR) for the Project, as fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines does not require findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as 
merely “potentially significant”, these findings nevertheless fully account for all such effects 
identified in the Final EIR for the purpose of better understanding the full environmental scope of 
the Project. For each environmental issue analyzed in the EIR, the following information is 
provided: 

 
The findings provided below include the following: 
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• Description of Significant Effects - A description of the environmental effects identified in 
the EIR. 

• Project Design Features - A list of the project design features or actions that are included 
as part of the Project. 

• Mitigation Measures - A list of the mitigation measures that are required as part of the 
Project to reduce identified significant impacts. 

• Finding - One or more of the three possible findings set forth above for each of the 
significant impacts. 

• Rationale for Finding - A summary of the rationale for the finding(s). 

• Reference - A reference of the specific section of the EIR which includes the evidence 
and discussion of the identified impact. 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened 
either through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible environmentally superior 
alternatives, a public agency, after adopting proper findings based on substantial evidence, may 
nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding 
considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s benefits 
rendered acceptable its unavoidable adverse environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15093, 15043[b]; see also CEQA Section 21081[b].) 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS. 
 

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project includes 
(but is not limited to) the following documents: 

 
Initial Study. The Project was reviewed by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
(serving as Lead Agency) in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA (PRC 21000 et seq.). 
The City prepared an Initial Study in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(a). 

 
Notice of Preparation. Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City 
then circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to State, regional and local agencies, and members 
of the public for a 30-day period commencing on April 3, 2018, and ending on May 3, 2018. The 
NOP also provided notice of a Public Scoping Meeting held on April 17, 2018. The purpose of the 
NOP and Public Scoping Meeting was to formally inform the public that the City was preparing a 
Draft EIR for the Project, and to solicit input regarding the scope and content of the environmental 
information to be included in the Draft EIR. Written comment letters responding to the NOP and 
the Scoping Meeting were submitted to the City by various public agencies, interested 
organizations and individuals. The Initial Study, NOP, and NOP comment letters are included in 
Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C, respectively of the Draft EIR. 

 
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the Project. It also analyzed 
the effects of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, including a “No Project” alternative. 
The Draft EIR for the Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2018041016), incorporated herein by 
reference in full, was prepared pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The Draft EIR was 
circulated for a 47-day public comment period beginning on August 22, 2019, and ending on 
October 7, 2019. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed on August 22, 2019, to all property 
owners within 500 feet of the Project Site and interested parties, which informed them of where 
they could view the document and how to comment. The Draft EIR was available to the public at 
the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, and the following local libraries: Los Angeles 
Central Library and the John C. Fremont Branch Library. A copy of the document was also posted 
online at https://planning.lacity.org. Notices were filed with the County Clerk on August 22, 2019. 
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Notice of Completion. A Notice of Completion was sent with the Draft EIR to the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse for distribution to State Agencies on August 
19, 2019, and notice was provided in the Los Angeles Times on August 22, 2019. 

 
Final EIR. The City released a Final EIR for the Project on March 18, 2022, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR constitutes the second part of the EIR for the 
Project, is intended to be a companion to the Draft EIR, and intended to serve as an informational 
document for public agency decision-makers and the general public regarding objectives and 
components of the Project. The Final EIR also incorporates the Draft EIR by reference. The Final 
EIR addresses the environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project, identifies 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or eliminate these 
impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR during the 
public review period. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as Lead 
Agency, reviewed all comments received during the review period for the Draft EIR and responded 
to each comment in Section 2, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR. On March 16, 2022, 
responses were sent to all public agencies that made comments on the Draft EIR at least 10 days 
prior to certification of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). Notices regarding 
availability of the Final EIR were also sent to property owners and occupants within a 500-foot 
radius of the Project Site, as well as anyone who commented on the Draft EIR, and interested 
parties. 

Public Hearing. A noticed public hearing for the Project was held by the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway Specific Plan Design Review Board on June 15, 2022, with a continued public hearing 
occurring on July 20, 2022. 

III. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS. 

 
For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project includes, 
but is not limited to, the following documents and other materials that constitute the administrative 
record upon which the City approved the Project. The following information is incorporated by 
reference and made part of the record supporting these Findings of Fact: 

• All Project plans and application materials including supportive technical reports; 

• The Draft EIR and Appendices, Final EIR and Appendices, and all documents relied upon or 
incorporated therein by reference; 

• The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) prepared for the Project; 

• The City of Los Angeles General Plan and related EIR; 

• The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)’s 2020-2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and related EIR (SCH No. 
2019011061)); 

• Municipal Code of the City of Los Angeles, including but not limited to the Zoning Ordinance 
and Subdivision Ordinance; 

• All records of decision, resolutions, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters, minutes 
of meetings, summaries, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or prepared 
by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to the Project; 
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• Any documents expressly cited in these Findings of Fact, in addition to those cited above; 
and 

• Any and all other materials required for the record of proceedings by PRC Section 
21167.6(e). 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the documents 
and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City has based its 
decision are located in and may be obtained from the Department of City Planning, as the 
custodian of such documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings, 
located at the City of Los Angeles, Figueroa Plaza, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. 

 
In addition, copies of the Draft EIR and Final EIR are available on the Department of City 
Planning’s website at https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir (to locate the 
documents, search for either the environmental case number or project title in the Search Box). 
The Draft and Final EIR are also available at the following two Library Branches: 

 
• Los Angeles Central Library—630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071 
• John C. Fremont Branch Library—6121 Melrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 

90038 

IV. REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

The Project, located at 3003 North Runyon Canyon Road within the Runyon Canyon Park area 
of Los Angeles, proposes the construction of a single-family residential structure along the 
western side of a modified1 prominent ridge on the Project Site. The Revised Project proposes 
the construction of a new single-family residential structure to include a basement, first floor area, 
and second floor area totaling 5,500 square feet in floor area not including the 3,000- square-foot 
basement, which is excluded from floor area calculations by the Department of Building and 
Safety. The Revised Project would also include an attached two-car garage totaling 600 square 
feet (of which 400 square feet is exempt and 200 square feet is mechanical area). The total 
Residential Floor Area of the new structure is 5,700 square feet with a maximum height of 29 
feet. The 5,700 square foot calculation includes all covered patios and roof overhangs greater 
than five feet, mechanical rooms, and electrical rooms in the Revised Project. In addition, the 
Revised Project’s basement is entirely submerged and does not daylight. The existing historical 
structure (the Headley/Handley House) would remain intact and is located on the opposing 
eastern facing side of the modified prominent ridge. As part of the Project, the Headley/Handley 
House would be reclassified as an Accessory Living Quarters. There is an existing pool and patio 
area associated with the existing structure, which would remain as part of the Project. In addition, 
a new pool would be constructed adjacent to the proposed residence, and the Project would also 
include an outdoor direct vent gas (propane) operated fireplace that would be enclosed with glass. 
The new building would become the primary residence on the Project Site and the historic 
residence would act as a guest house for the owner. Finally, the Project would include the 
construction of three retaining walls (designed for slopes with a ratio of 1.5:1), which would be 
constructed along the hillside at the mid-point of the northwest portion of the parcel. The height 
of the retaining walls would be a maximum of 10 

 
 
 

 

1 The original ridgeline was significantly modified by the architect of the Headley/Handley house in 
the 1930s/1940s; as a result, the current ridgeline has been modified significantly from its original 
state. 

https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir
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feet, and the height would be lower than the current driveway along the northwest portion of the 
Project Site.2 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT OR LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION 

 
Impacts of the Project that were determined to have no impact or be less than significant in the 
EIR (including having a less than significant impact as a result of implementation of project design 
features and regulatory compliance measures) and that require no mitigation are identified below. 
The City has reviewed the record and agrees with the conclusion that the following environmental 
issues would not be significantly affected by the Revised Project and therefore, no additional 
findings are needed. The following information does not repeat the full discussions of 
environmental impacts contained in the EIR. The City ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the 
analysis, explanation, findings, responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR. 

1. Aesthetics 

Impacts with respect to aesthetics are addressed in the Initial Study, Section IV.A (Aesthetics) of 
the Draft EIR and pages 3-33 through 3-41 of the Final EIR. As discussed, the Project has been 
designed such that the proposed single-family residence would be built into the hillside and the 
residence itself sits below the disturbed ridgeline on the western side of the property, and is not 
visible from Mulholland Drive. The only visible elevation would be the western elevation, which 
would be visible from limited vantage points on a public hiking trail looking to the north and east 
specifically. As the Revised Project’s basement is completely submerged and does not daylight, 
less of the western elevation of the residential structure would be visible for the Revised Project 
when compared to the Original Project. The proposed siting, materials, and colors are compatible 
with the existing historic residence, and the Project has been designed in an aesthetic that 
incorporates grass roofs with curvilinear roof lines and an earth-toned color. Deep roof overhangs 
over the windows with low-E glass, along with minimized and shielded exterior lighting reduce the 
impacts of light and glare, and the Project would meet the requirements of the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway Specific Plan and Hillside Ordinance standards in relation to height, sensitivity to 
topography, and bulk of structures. Therefore, Project impacts with respect to aesthetics would 
be less than significant. The following project features have been incorporated into the project 
plans and design. 

Project Design Feature 
AES-PDF-1 The Project has been designed to be built into the hillside, and would include the 

following design elements: 

• Siting within the bluff (physically buried) so that the only face of the 

residence that is visible is on the western elevation; 

• Rooflines designed to blend in with the natural topography; 

• Five to ten-foot roof overhangs over the windows and patios; and 

• Use of low-E glass windows. 

2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The EIR discussed impacts with respect to agricultural and forestry resources on pages VI-5 
and VI-6 of the Draft EIR (in Section IV, Other CEQA Considerations). The Project Site does not 

 

2 If the Department of Building and Safety requires slopes with a ratio of 2:1 (i.e., less steep), only 
two retaining walls would be required and the third retaining wall near the driveway would be 
eliminated. 
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contain any agricultural or forest land and is zoned RE for Residential Estate. Therefore, the 
Project would not result in the loss of agricultural or forest land, and no impact would occur. 

3. Air Quality 

As discussed in Section IV.B (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR and pages 3-42 through 3-44 of the 
Final EIR, the Original Project would not result in any emissions during either construction or 
operation that exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) thresholds 
of significance, conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, violate 
any air quality standard, result a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants, 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. The Revised Project would result in a smaller single- 
family residence than the Original Project. Therefore, both the Original Project and the Revised 
Project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to air quality. 

4. Biological Resources 

Impacts with respect to biological resources are addressed in the Initial Study, Section IV.C 
(Biological Resources), pages VI-10 through VI-11 (in Section VI, Other CEQA Considerations), 
and in Appendices E1 and E2 of the Draft EIR and pages 3-44 through 3-46 and Appendices H, 
J, and M1, M2, and M3 of the Final EIR. As discussed, the Project would not impact any candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status plants or wildlife species, either directly or indirectly. It would also not 
have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, 
effect wetlands, or conflict with conservation plans. As discussed in a memorandum prepared by 
Glenn Lukos Associates, dated December 1, 2020 and included in Appendix J of the Final EIR, 
the Project is not expected to have a substantial adverse impact on wildlife movement, including 
mountain lions, as the new development will generally occupy the same development footprint 
that an existing structure and landscaping currently occupies. The existing fencing does not 
surround the property and will not be expanded or modified by the Project, thus allowing the same 
access for wildlife use and movement that it currently provides. Additionally, the Project does not 
include the removal of any protected trees or shrubs, and Project impacts would be less than 
significant. The following project features have been incorporated into the project plans and 
design. 

Project Design Features 
BIO-PDF-1  Although no impacts to protected trees are anticipated as a result of the Project, 

the walnut tree within 100 feet of the Project grading limits shall be flagged. 
Flagging shall be installed under the supervision by the Project Biologist prior to 
the start of grading and be maintained until completion of construction activity to 
ensure that the walnut tree is not impacted by any construction activities. 

BIO-PDF-2  Exterior construction work will be prohibited after dusk. 

BIO-PDF-3  Landscaping provided as part of the Project will be limited to native plantings. 

5. Cultural Resources 

Impacts with respect to cultural resources are addressed in the Initial Study, Section IV.D (Cultural 
Resources) and Appendix F1 of the Draft EIR and pages 3-46 through 3-48 of the Final EIR. The 
Project Site is currently developed with the Headley/Handley House, a City of Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM), which would remain intact. The analysis contained in Draft 
EIR Section IV.D concluded that the Project has been designed to minimize potential impacts on 
the historic resource, and therefore Project impacts with respect to historical resources would be 
less than significant. The analysis contained in Draft EIR Section 
IV.D also concluded that compliance with existing regulatory compliance measures would ensure 
that impacts with respect to archaeological resources and human remains are less than 
significant. The following project features have been incorporated into the project: 
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Project Design Features 

CUL-PDF-1  The siting and design of the proposed new residence will be in a manner that 
preserves the integrity of the setting of the Headley/Handley House. 

 
CUL-PDF-2 Prior to the start of Project construction, the prime contractor and any 

subcontractor(s) will be advised of the legal and/or regulatory implications of 
knowingly destroying cultural resources or removing artifacts, human remains, 
bottles, and other cultural materials from the Project Site. In addition, in the event 
that buried archaeological resources are exposed during Project construction, 
work within 50 feet of the find will stop until a professional archaeologist, meeting 
the standards of the Secretary of the Interior, can identify and evaluate the 
significance of the discovery and develop recommendations for treatment, in 
conformance with California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. However, 
construction activities could continue in other areas of the Project Site. 
Recommendations could include preparation of a Treatment Plan, which could 
require recordation, collection and analysis of the discovery; preparation of a 
technical report; and curation of the collection and supporting documentation in 
an appropriate depository. Any Native American remains shall be treated in 
accordance with state law. 

CUL-PDF-3  Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Applicant will retain a qualified 
historic preservation professional (“professional”), meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural history or 
historic architecture, to review construction and landscape plans related to the 
alterations to the Headley/Handley House and its setting. The plans will be 
reviewed by this professional for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards). If the 
construction and landscape plans do not comply with the Standards, the 
professional will make recommendations for changes to the plans to comply with 
the Standards. The review will be summarized in a memorandum, and submitted 
to the Office of Historic Resources (OHR) for concurrence. Building permits may 
be issued after the OHR has concurred that the plans comply with the Standards. 
Once the plans have been approved by the professional and OHR, the Applicant 
will transmit a copy to the Department of City Planning for the case file. 

After the memorandum has been approved by the OHR, the professional 
meeting the qualifications described above will monitor the construction of the 
project as it relates to the Headley/Handley House. The professional will meet 
with the contractor on site before construction begins to review the requirements 
of this PDF and provide guidance on appropriate treatments to protect the 
historic property from damage during construction. The professional will monitor 
construction during any demolition and grading activities that have the potential 
to affect the historic property and will meet with the contractor at regular intervals 
during construction. The intervals will include 10 percent, 30 percent, 50 percent, 
90 percent, and 100 percent construction. Within five days after each of these 
meetings, the professional will prepare a memorandum summarizing the 
findings, making recommendations as necessary to ensure compliance with the 
Standards, and documenting construction with digital photographs. The 
memorandum will be submitted to OHR for concurrence. In the event OHR does 
not concur, all activities should cease until conformance with the Standards is 
resolved and concurrence is obtained. Once the plans 



APCSV-2016-4179-SPE-DRB-SPP-MSP-ZV-ZAD                            F-21  

have been approved by the professional and OHR, the Applicant will transmit a 
copy to the Department of City Planning for the case file. 

6. Energy 

The EIR discussed impacts with respect to energy in Section IV.E (Energy) of the Draft EIR and 
pages 3-48 through 3-50 of the Final EIR. As discussed in this analysis, the Project would not 
cause wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy during construction or 
operation, and the Project’s energy requirements would not significantly affect local or regional 
supplies or capacity. Therefore, Project impacts with respect to energy would be less than 
significant. 

7. Geology and Soils 

Impacts with respect to geology and soils are addressed in the Initial Study, Section IV.F (Geology 
and Soils) and pages VI-12 through VI-13 (in Section VI, Other CEQA Considerations) of the Draft 
EIR and page 3-50 of the Final EIR. The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Fault Zone, 
but is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Hazard Study Zone. The Project would not 
directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects relating to seismic activities or 
landslides. In addition, the Project would be constructed in conformance with existing building 
codes, and would not result in significant soil erosion, instability of geological units or soils, create 
risks from expansive soil, or install septic tanks, and therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impacts with respect to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are addressed in Section IV.G 
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR. Given the Project’s consistency with State and 
City GHG emission reduction goals and objectives, the Project would not generate significant 
amounts of GHG emissions or conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Therefore, Project impacts with respect to 
GHG emissions would be less than significant. In addition, the following project features have 
been incorporated into the project design: 

 
Project Design Feature 

GHG-PDF-1 The design of the Project shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
sustainability features: 

• Inclusion of green roofs that are planted with grass. 

• Water-efficient plantings with drought-tolerant species. 

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Draft EIR discussed impacts with respect to hazards in Section IV.H (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials) and pages VI-13 through VI-16 (in Section IV, Other CEQA Considerations) and 
determined that the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment 
involving hazardous materials, result in safety hazards or noise related to airport areas, or impair 
implementation of an emergency plan. While the Project Site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), the Project would continue to follow fuel modification requirements and 
would include an automatic fire sprinkler system and a new fire hydrant. Therefore, the Project 
would not exacerbate any conditions that contribute to the existing wildland fire hazard 
classification and this impact would be less than significant. 

10. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impacts with respect to hydrology and water quality are addressed in Section IV.I (Hydrology and 
Water Quality) and pages VI-16 through VI-19 (in Section VI, Other CEQA Considerations) of the 
Draft EIR and pages 3-51 through 3-53 of the Final EIR. The analysis determined that the 
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Project would comply with all applicable regulations pertaining to water quality and would not 
significantly increase stormwater runoff volume as compared to existing conditions, decrease 
groundwater supplies, substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, or conflict with 
a water management plans. Therefore, Project impacts with respect to hydrology and water 
quality would be less than significant. 

11. Land Use and Planning 

Impacts with respect to land use and planning are addressed in Section IV.J (Land Use and 
Planning) and page VI-19 (in Section VI, Other CEQA Considerations) of the Draft EIR and pages 
3-54 through 3-55 of the Final EIR. As discussed, the Project is not of the scale or nature that 
could physically divide an established community, given that the Project proposes construction of 
a single-family residence within an existing legal lot, which would not require any kind of physical 
encroachment into other private or public properties, and which would not affect the ability of 
hikers to access Runyon Canyon Park. Further, the Project would not conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect, and Project impacts with respect to land use would be less than significant. 

12. Noise 

Impacts with respect to noise are addressed in Section IV.K (Noise) and page VI-20 (in Section 
VI, Other CEQA Considerations) of the Draft EIR and pages 3-55 through 3-57 of the Final EIR. 
During both construction and operation, the Project would not generate noise levels that exceed 
the standards set forth in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), nor would the Project generate 
vibration that exceeds thresholds set by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) or expose 
people to excessive noise levels near an airport. Therefore, Project impacts with respect to noise 
and vibration would be less than significant. In addition, the following project feature has been 
incorporated into the project: 

 
Project Design Feature 
NOI-PDF-1 The use of outside amplified noise will be prohibited at the Project Site. 

13. Public Services and Recreation 

Impacts with respect to public services and recreation are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 
IV.L (Public Services – Fire Protection), pages VI-21 through VI-23 of Section VI, Other CEQA 
Considerations, of the Draft EIR, and pages 3-57 through 3-58 of the Final EIR. The analysis 
contained in the EIR concluded that the Project would only minimally increase the demand for fire 
and police protection services, schools, parks, and other facilities. The LAFD currently serves the 
existing residence on the Project Site and the Applicant currently follows fuel modification 
requirements and maintains approximately 2.88 acres of fuel modification zones as required by 
the LAFD. The Project would therefore not create a need for new or physically altered facilities. 
In addition, the following project feature has been incorporated into the project: 

 
Project Design Feature 
FIR-PDF-1  A new fire hydrant is proposed as part of the Project and shall be installed as shown 

on the approved fire hydrant and access map, stamped as approved on August 9, 
2018. 

14. Transportation 

Impacts with respect to transportation are addressed in Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) and 
page VI-24 (in Section VI, Other CEQA Considerations) of the Draft EIR and page 3-58 of the 
Final EIR. During construction, the Project would implement a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan (Project Design Feature TR-PDF-1) to facilitate traffic and pedestrian movement and ensure 
that construction traffic impacts are less than significant. Further, during operation, the Project is 
estimated to generate a negligible amount of daily and peak hour trips 
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as the occupants of the existing residence would move into the new residence, and this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Project Design Features 
TR-PDF-1  Construction Traffic Management Plan. Prior to the start of construction, the 

Project Applicant shall prepare a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan 
(CTMP), including street closure information, detour plans, haul routes (if 
required), and staging plans, and submit it to LADOT for review and approval. 
The Construction Traffic Management Plan shall include a Worksite Traffic 
Control Plan, which will facilitate traffic and pedestrian movement, and minimize 
the potential conflicts between construction activities, street traffic, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians. The Construction Traffic Management Plan and Worksite Traffic 
Control Plan shall be based on the nature and timing of specific construction 
activities and other projects in the vicinity, and shall include, but not be limited 
to, the following measures: 

 

• Maintain access for land uses in the vicinity of the Project Site during 
construction; 

• Organize Project Site deliveries and the staging of all equipment and 
materials in the most efficient manner possible, and on-site where possible, to 
avoid an impact to the surrounding roadways; 

• Coordinate truck activity and deliveries to ensure trucks do not wait to 
unload or load at the Project Site and impact roadway traffic, and if needed, 
utilize an organized off-site staging area; 

• Provide advance notification of adjacent property owners and occupants of 
upcoming construction activities, including durations and daily hours of 
operation; 

• Prohibit construction worker or equipment parking on adjacent streets; 

• Provide temporary pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic controls during 
all construction activities to ensure traffic safety on public rights of way. These 
controls shall include flag people trained in pedestrian and bicycle safety; 

• Schedule construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on 
surrounding arterial streets; 

• Contain construction activity within the Project Site boundaries to the extent 
feasible; 

• Implement safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such 
measures as alternate routing and protection barriers as appropriate; 

• Limit sidewalk and lane closures to the maximum extent possible, and 
avoid peak hours to the extent possible. Where such closures are necessary, 
the Project’s Worksite Traffic Control Plan will identify the location of any 
sidewalk or lane closures and identify all traffic detours and control measures, 
signs, delineators, and work instructions to be implemented by the construction 
contractor through the duration of demolition and construction activity; 

• Schedule construction-related deliveries, haul trips, etc., so as to occur 
outside the commuter peak hours to the extent feasible; and/or 
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• Prepare a haul truck route program that specifies the construction truck 
routes to and from the Project Site. 

TR-PDF-2   All construction material deliveries will occur during off-peak hours. 

15. Tribal Cultural Resources 

The EIR discussed impacts with respect to tribal cultural resources in Section IV.N (Tribal Cultural 
Resources). The Project Site has a low sensitivity for containing tribal cultural resources due to 
the steep hillside topography and previous development and surface disturbances, but should 
any resources be inadvertently discovered, the Project would comply with the City’s standard 
condition of approval for the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources. Therefore, Project 
impacts with respect to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 

16. Utilities and Service Systems 

Impacts with respect to utilities are addressed on pages VI-24 through VI-27 (in Section VI, Other 
CEQA Considerations) of the Draft EIR and page 3-65 of the Final EIR. As discussed, the Project 
would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities related 
to water, wastewater, storm water, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. Further, there is sufficient 
landfill capacity to accommodate the solid waste generated by the Project. Overall, Project 
impacts with respect to utilities and service systems would be less than significant. 

17. Wildfire 

Impacts with respect to wildfire are addressed in Section IV.O (Wildfire) of the Draft EIR and page 
3-58 of the Final EIR. The Project’s design, proposed fire hydrant, existing and future fuel 
modification activities, and compliance with existing regulations regarding development in a 
VHFHSZ would reduce the flammability of the Project and also facilitate quick containment in the 
event of a structure fire, so that it would not spread quickly into the surrounding brush area. As 
such, the Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks, and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER 
MITIGATION 

 
The EIR determined that the Project has potentially significant environmental impacts in the areas 
discussed below. The EIR identified feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce 
the environmental impacts in these areas to a level of less than significant. Based on the 
information and analysis set forth in the EIR, the Revised Project would not have any significant 
environmental impacts in these areas, as long as all identified feasible mitigation measures are 
incorporated into the Project. The City again ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the full analysis, 
explanation, findings, responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR. 

Biological Resources – Nesting Birds 
(A) Impact Summary 

Impacts to migratory nesting birds are prohibited under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).3 
Nesting activity typically occurs from February 15 to August 31 (January 15 to August 31 for 
raptors). Disturbing or destroying active nests is a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 

 

3 The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird 
listed in 50 C.F.R. Part 10, including feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as 
allowed by implementing regulations (50 C.F.R.21). In addition, sections 3505, 3503.5, and 3800 
of the California Department of Fish and Game Code prohibit the take, possession, or destruction 
of birds, their nests or eggs. 
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U.S.C. 703 et seq.). In addition, nests and eggs are protected under Fish and Game Code Section 
3503, and the removal of vegetation during the breeding season is considered a significant impact 
due to potential effects on active nests. Compliance with existing regulatory requirements would 
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level by avoiding vegetation 
removal during nesting season. If construction activities must occur during the nesting season 
and nests are present, the removal of these trees will comply with the MBTA, which regulates 
vegetation removal during the nesting season to ensure that significant impacts to migratory birds 
would not occur. To the extent that vegetation removal activities must occur during the nesting 
season, a biological monitor will be present during the removal activities to ensure that no active 
nests would be impacted. If any active nests are detected, the area would be flagged with a buffer, 
and the area would be avoided until the nesting cycle has been completed. 

 
(B) Project Design Features 

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to nesting birds. 
 

(C) Mitigation Measure 

BIO-MM-1  The following requirements under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 3503.5, 3503, and 3513 are to be implemented to ensure that nesting 
birds are not harmed during Project construction. It should be noted that raptor 
species are not expected to nest within the Development Area due to a lack of 
suitable habitat: 

 
1. If feasible, the removal of vegetation should occur outside of the nesting 

season, generally recognized as March 15 to August 31 (potentially earlier for 
raptors). If vegetation removal must occur during the nesting season, then a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey prior to any vegetation 
removal. If active nests are identified, the biologist shall flag vegetation 
containing active nests. The biologist shall establish appropriate buffers 
around active nests to be avoided until the nests are no longer active and the 
young have fledged. Buffers will be based on the species identified, but 
generally will consist of 50 feet for non-raptors and 300 feet for raptors. 

2. If for some reason it is not possible to remove all vegetation during the non- 
nesting season, then vegetation to be removed during the nesting season must 
be surveyed by a qualified biologist no more than three days prior to removal. 
If no nesting birds are found, the vegetation can be removed. If nesting birds 
are detected, then removal must be postponed until the fledglings have 
vacated the nest or the biologist has determined that the nest has failed. 
Furthermore, the biologist shall establish an appropriate buffer zone where 
construction activity may not occur until the fledglings have vacated the nest or 
the biologist has determined that the nest has failed. 

(D) Finding 

Per Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, 
or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

(E) Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-1 would ensure that a qualified biologist conducts pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work, if work occurs during 
the nesting season. If active nests are identified, then the biologist would flag the 
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vegetation/area containing the nests, and establish a buffer around the nest, which would be 
avoided until the nests are no longer active. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-MM-1, potential impacts to nesting and migratory birds would be less than significant. 

(F) Reference 

For a complete discussion of Project impacts related to biological resources, please see Section 
IV.C (Biological Resources) and pages VI-10 through VI-11 (in Section VI, Other CEQA 
Considerations of the Draft EIR) and pages 3-44 through 3-46 of the Final EIR. 

 
1. Geology and Soils – Paleontological Resources 

 
(A) Impact Summary 

The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the 
City of Los Angeles, and a portion of the Project Site has been disturbed by past development 
activities. However, the Project includes subgrade preparation and excavation for the proposed 
single-family structure. According to a records search prepared by the Los Angeles County 
Museum of Natural History (included in Appendix F-3 of the Draft EIR), there are no vertebrate 
fossil localities that lie directly within the Project Site boundaries. According to the Museum of 
Natural History, the southern portion of the Project area has exposures of plutonic igneous rocks 
that will not contain any recognizable fossils, while the northern portion of the Project area has 
exposures of a marine late Cretaceous rock unit that has been called the Chico Formation, the 
Tuna Canyon Formation, or even an unnamed rock unit. It is the opinion of the Museum of Natural 
History that excavations in the igneous rocks exposed in the southern portion of the Project area 
will not encounter any recognizable fossils, while excavations in the marine late Cretaceous rocks 
in the northern portion of the Project area may encounter vertebrate fossils. 

(B) Project Design Features 

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to paleontological resources. 

(C) Mitigation Measure 

GEO-MM-1 During the construction phase and prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
Applicant shall retain an independent Construction Monitor, who shall be 
responsible for coordinating with a certified paleontologist to implement and 
enforce the following: 
1. If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 

development, the Construction Monitor, in accordance with GEO-MM-1 shall 
coordinate with the services of a paleontologist, and all further development 

2. activity shall halt and the following shall be undertaken: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology-USC, UCLA, California State University Los 
Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum-who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact. 

b. In the event of a discovery, or when requested by the Project 
paleontologist, the contractor shall divert, direct, or temporarily halt ground 
disturbing activities in an area in order to evaluate potentially significant 
paleontological resources. The paleontologist shall determine the location, 
the time frame, and the extent to which any monitoring of 
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(D) Finding 

earthmoving activities shall be required. The found deposits would be 
treated in accordance with federal, State, and local guidelines, including 
those set forth in California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. The 
Construction Monitor shall also prepare and submit documentation of the 
Applicant’s compliance with Mitigation Measure GEO-MM-1 during 
construction every 30 days in a form satisfactory to the Department of City 
Planning. The documentation must be signed by the Applicant and 
Construction Monitor and be included as part of the Applicant’s Compliance 
Report. The Construction Monitor shall be obligated to report to the 
Enforcement Agency any non-compliance with the mitigation measure 
within two businesses days if the Applicant does not correct the non-
compliance within a reasonable time of notification to the Applicant by the 
Construction Monitor or if the non-compliance is repeated. Such non-
compliance shall be appropriately addressed by the Enforcement Agency. 

3. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), 
if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource. 

4. The Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report. 

5. At the conclusion of monitoring activities, the Project paleontologist shall 
prepare a signed statement indicating the first and last dates monitoring 
activities took place, and submit it to the Department of City Planning, for 
retention in the administrative file for Case No. ENV-2016-4180-EIR. Copies of 
the paleontological survey, study, or report shall also be submitted to the Los 
Angeles County Natural History Museum. 

6. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Applicant shall submit a letter 
to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports, have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

Per Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, 
or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

 
(E) Rationale for Finding 

Impacts with respect to paleontological resources would be potentially significant and Mitigation 
Measure GEO-MM-1 shall be enforced during the construction phase of the Project. The 
Construction Monitor shall be responsible for implementing Mitigation Measure GEO-MM-1 and 
shall be obligated to provide certification to the appropriate monitoring agency and the appropriate 
enforcement agency that construction monitoring and coordination with a certified paleontologist 
has been implemented. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-MM-1 would ensure that 
impacts related to paleontological resources are less than significant. 

 
(F) Reference 

For a complete discussion of Project impacts related to geology and soils, please see Section 
IV.F (Geology and Soils) and pages VI-12 through VI-13 (in Section VI, Other CEQA 
Considerations) of the Draft EIR and page 3-50 of the Final EIR. 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE 
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The EIR determined that the Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. 
 

VIII. ALTERNATIVES 
 

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that could 
substantially reduce or avoid the significant impacts of a project while also meeting the project’s 
basic objectives. An EIR must identify ways to substantially reduce or avoid the significant effects 
that a project may have on the environment (PRC Section 21002.1). Accordingly, the discussion 
of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to a project or its location which are capable of avoiding 
or substantially reducing any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. The 
Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of three alternatives to the Project in detail, which include 
the (1) No Project/No Build Alternative; (2) Reduced Project Alternative; and (3) Alternate 
Placement Alternative. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project 
include a “No Project” alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating or significantly reducing 
the significant adverse impacts of the Project. Therefore, the Project alternatives focused on 
reducing the Project’s impacts (the Project does not result in any significant and unavoidable 
impacts). These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully 
described in Section V of the Draft EIR. 

1. Summary of Findings 

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15096(g)(2), that no feasible alternative or mitigation measure will substantially lessen any 
significant effect of the project, reduce the significant unavoidable impacts of the project to a level 
that is less than significant, or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment. 

2. Project Objectives 

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project description shall contain a 
“Statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project.” In addition, Section 15124(b) of the 
CEQA Guidelines further states that “the statement of objectives should include the underlying 
purpose of the project.” 

As set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, the objectives of the Project are as follows: 
 

• To build a new, modern single-family residence while preserving the existing historical 
structure (the Headley/Handley House) on the Project Site. 

• To create a sympathetic home design compatible with the existing house. 

• To design a new residence that conforms to the topography, climate, and environment, 
and is reflective of the Project’s location within Runyon Canyon Park. 

• To design a new residence that minimizes potential view impacts from within Runyon 
Canyon and from key viewpoints including Hollywood Bowl outlook. 

3. Alternatives Analyzed 

In order to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives, Section V (Alternatives) of the Draft EIR 
includes an analysis of the following three alternatives to the Project: 

 

• Alternative A: No Project/No Build Alternative 

• Alternative B: Reduced Project Alternative 

• Alternative C: Alternate Placement Alternative 
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(A) Alternative A: No Project/No Build Alternative 

Alternative A, the No Project/No Build Alternative assumes that the Project Site would remain in 
its current condition as developed with the Headley/Handley House. Although no new 
development would occur on the Project Site under Alternative A, this alternative assumes the 
development of the related projects in the area of the Project Site. No discretionary actions would 
be required by local, state, or federal agencies for this alternative. Therefore, the physical 
conditions of the Project Site would generally remain as they are today, and no new construction 
would occur. 

(i) Impact Summary 
As Alternative A results in no new development, it would result in no impacts relative to any topic 
studied in the EIR. Impacts would be reduced as compared to the Revised Project. 

 
(ii) Finding 

The City finds, pursuant to PCR Section 21801(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives 
identified in the environmental impact report. 

(iii) Rationale for Finding 
Alternative A would not meet any of the Project objectives, as it does not create additional 
development or housing capacity on the Project Site. Therefore, this Alternative is infeasible and 
less desirable than the Revised Project and is rejected. 

 
(iv) Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative A, please see Section V 
(Alternatives) of the Draft EIR. 

 
(B) Alternative B: Reduced Project Alternative 

Alternative B, the Reduced Project Alternative assumes development of the Project Site with a 
single-family residential dwelling that would be 30 percent smaller than the Original Project as 
first detailed in the Draft EIR Project Description. Alternative B would, however, be larger than the 
Revised Project. As shown in the table below, when including all mechanical areas and covered 
patios (but excluding the basement), Alternative B would consist of a single-family residential 
dwelling with approximately 12,441 square feet of floor area, compared to 17,226 square feet for 
the Original Project, and 5,700 square feet with the Revised Project. Alternative B would be 
located in the same location on the Project Site as the Project, and each level of the residence 
would be proportionately reduced when compared to the Original Project. 
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Floor Area Comparison Table 

 Proposed Project 
(Final EIR Project) 

Alternative B Revised Project 

New Residence    

Basement (Exempt) 4,878 sf 3,645 sf 3,000 sf 

First Floor (Ground) 3,413 sf 2,223 sf 3,000 sf 

Second Floor 3,046 sf 2,941 sf 2,500 sf 

Garage 923 sf 506 sf 600 sf 

Mechanical/Electrical Area 2,475 sf 1,733 sf 200 sf e 

Covered Patios 7,769 sf 5,438 sf - f 

Total Residential Floor Area 17,226 sf b 12,441 sf d 5,700 sf h 

Existing Residence   

Accessory Living Quarters 2,018 sf 2,018 sf 2,018 sf 

sf = square feet 
 
Notes: 
Proposed Project (Final EIR Project): 
a Total livable space includes the basement, first floor, and second floor, but does not include the 
garage, mechanical/electrical area, and covered patios. 
b Total residential floor area per the Baseline Hillside Ordinance includes the first (ground) floor, 
second floor, and 523 square feet of the garage (400 square feet of the garage is exempt). 

 
Alternative B: 
c Total livable space includes the basement, first floor, and second floor, but does not include the 
garage, mechanical/electrical area, and covered patios. 
d Total residential floor area per the Baseline Hillside Ordinance includes the first (ground) floor, 
second floor, and 106 square feet of the garage (400 square feet of the garage is exempt). 

 
Revised Project: 
e The garage contains 200 square feet of mechanical area. The mechanical/electrical areas in the 
home are included in the square footage for each level of the home. 
f The covered patios are included in the square footage for each level of the home. 
g Total livable space includes the basement, first floor, and second floor. For the Revised Project, 
these numbers include mechanical/electrical areas and covered patio areas. 
h Total residential floor area per the Baseline Hillside Ordinance includes the first (ground) floor 
and second floor (400 square feet of the garage is exempt and the other 200 square feet is 
mechanical area). 

(i) Impact Summary 
As demonstrated in Section V of the Draft EIR, the majority of Alternative B’s impacts would be 
the same as the impacts of the Project. This is because both the Project and Alternative B include 
the construction of a single-family residence in the same location on the Project Site. Impacts 
related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, energy demand, and erosion would be slightly 
reduced for Alternative B compared to the Original Project based on the reduced size of the 
proposed residence, but slightly higher than the Revised Project, which is further reduced in size. 
These impacts would be less than significant for both the Project and Alternative B. All other 
impacts would be the same for Alternative B as for the Project. 

 

(ii) Finding 
The City finds, pursuant to PCR Section 21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives 
identified in the environmental impact report. 
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(iii) Rationale for Finding 
As Alternative B would also develop a single-family residence on the Project Site, Alternative B 
would meet all of the Project objectives. As described previously, the Original Project was 
redesigned based on comments received from the Mulholland Design Review Board, and the 
Revised Project represents a greater reduction in size from the Original Project than Alternative 
B. In addition, the design of the Revised Project now includes a fully submerged basement, which 
means that less of the western elevation of the residence would be visible from within Runyon 
Canyon Park as compared to the Original Project or Alternative B. Therefore, although this 
Alternative is preferable to the Original Project, it is less desirable than the Revised Project, and 
is rejected. 

(iv) Reference 
For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative B, please see Section V 
(Alternatives) of the Draft EIR. 

 

(C) Alternative C: Alternate Placement Alternative 

Alternative C, the Alternate Placement Alternative assumes development of the Project Site with 
the same size house as the Project, but at a different location on the Project Site. Specifically, 
Alternative C would place the residence down slope from the proposed Project location, 50 feet 
below the ridgeline, thereby not requiring a Specific Plan Exception for a new single-family 
residence within 50 feet of a prominent ridge, as specified in the Mulholland Scenic Parkway 
Specific Plan. In order to access a residence in this alternate location, a separate partial elevated 
driveway and partial graded driveway of approximately 300 feet long would be required. In 
addition, a residence in this location would require minimum 10-foot retaining walls below and 
above the elevated driveway, and would also require a 10 to 20-foot retaining wall above the 
highest rooftop of the residence in order to hold back the ridgeline above the residence. As such, 
Alternative C would require additional grading and excavation when compared to the Project. 

 

(i) Impact Summary 
Alternative C’s location on the Project Site would result in additional view and aesthetic impacts 
when compared to the Project (including a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to 
visual character), as Alternative C would be viewable from additional vantage points on the hiking 
trail, and Alternative C’s elevated driveway and retaining walls would be visible. In addition, 
Alternative C would require additional grading and excavation when compared to the Project, 
which would result in greater impacts with respect to air quality during construction, biological 
resources, archaeological and paleontological resources, and erosion. However, as Alternative C 
would not require a Specific Plan Exception, as it would not be within 50 feet of a prominent ridge, 
the land use impacts of Alternative C would be reduced when compared to the Project. 

(ii) Finding 
The City finds, pursuant to PCR Section 21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives 
identified in the environmental impact report. 

 

(iii) Rationale for Finding 
Alternative C would meet all of the Project objectives, although to a lesser degree than the Project 
due to the different location on the Project Site. Based on Alternative C’s location on the Project 
Site, Alternative C would not conform to the topography of the Site to the same extent as the 
Project, nor would Alternative C minimize potential view impacts to the same extent as the 
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Project. Alternative C would also result in additional view and aesthetic impacts when compared 
to the Project, as Alternative C would be viewable from additional vantage points on the hiking 
trail, and Alternative C’s elevated driveway and retaining walls would be visible. Finally, Alternative 
C would require additional grading and excavation when compared to the Project. Therefore, this 
Alternative is infeasible and less desirable than the Project, and is rejected. 

 

(iv) Reference 
For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative C, please see Section V 
(Alternatives) of the Draft EIR. 

 

4. Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible 

As set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that 
were considered for analysis, but rejected as infeasible, and briefly explain the reasons for their 
rejection. According to the CEQA Guidelines, among the factors that may be used to eliminate an 
alternative from detailed consideration are the alternative’s failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives, the alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. The alternative to the Project that has been considered and rejected as 
infeasible includes an “Alternate Project Site” Alternative. This alternative considered 
development of the Project on an alternate site within the Project Site area. However, this 
alternative was rejected for further analysis, because the Project Applicant does not own or have 
control over any other developable property in the Project Site area and cannot “reasonably 
acquire, control or otherwise have access to [an] alternative site” (refer to Section 15126.6[f][1] of 
the CEQA Guidelines). Further, the Project Applicant currently lives in the existing residence on 
the Project Site. Thus, in accordance with Section 15126.6(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
development of the Project on an alternate site was deemed infeasible, and was rejected from 
further consideration. 

 

5. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives to a 
project shall identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative among the alternatives evaluated in 
an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines also state that should it be determined that the No Project 
Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the EIR shall identify another 
Environmentally Superior Alternative among the remaining alternatives. 

In the EIR, Alternative A: No Project is considered the overall environmentally superior alternative 
as it would avoid all of the impacts that would occur under the Project. It should be noted, however, 
that although most impacts would be avoided, beneficial aspects of the project such as upgrading 
the property with a new single-family residence would not occur. 

 
Of the other alternatives analyzed in this Draft EIR, Alternative B, the Reduced Project Alternative 
would not result in any increased impacts and would therefore be considered the “Environmentally 
Superior Alternative.” However, as demonstrated by the analysis provided in Section V of the 
Draft EIR, the majority of Alternative B’s impacts would be similar as the impacts of the Project. 
This is because both the Project and Alternative B would include the construction of a single-
family residence in the same location on the Project Site. Impacts related to air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, energy demand, and erosion would be slightly reduced for Alternative 
B compared to the Project based on the reduced size of the proposed residence, although these 
impacts would be less than significant for both the Project and Alternative B. All other impacts 
would be the same for Alternative B as for the Project. Therefore, Alternative B is considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
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As described previously, the Project was redesigned based on comments received from the 
Mulholland Design Review Board. The Revised Project proposes the construction of a new single-
family residential dwelling totaling 5,700 square feet in residential floor area, not including the 
basement. The Revised Project would also include an attached two-car garage, similar to 
Alternative B and compared to the four-car garage in the Original Project. The total Residential 
Floor Area of the Revised Project is 5,700 square feet with a maximum height of 29 feet. The 
5,700 square foot calculation includes all covered patios and roof overhangs greater than five 
feet, mechanical rooms, and electrical rooms in the Revised Project. In addition, the Revised 
Project’s basement is entirely submerged and does not daylight, compared to the Original Project 
and Alternative B, which both had extensive glass windows on the western elevation of their 
basements, increasing their light and glare impacts. 

As shown in the table above, the Revised Project is considerably smaller than the Original Project 
and also smaller than Alternative B. Based on the reduced size of the Revised Project, the 
Revised Project would result in slightly reduced impacts with respect to air quality, greenhouse 
gas emissions, energy demand, and erosion when compared to both Alternative B and the 
Original Project. In addition, the design of the Revised Project, with the basement fully submerged, 
means that less of the western elevation of the residence would be visible from within Runyon 
Canyon Park. Therefore, the Revised Project would meet all of the Project objectives, and would 
meet the following two objectives to a greater degree than both the Original Project and Alternative 
B: 

 

• To design a new residence that conforms to the topography, climate, and environment, 

and is reflective of the Project’s location within Runyon Canyon Park. 

• To design a new residence that minimizes potential view impacts from within Runyon 

Canyon and from key viewpoints including Hollywood Bowl outlook. 

For these reasons, the Revised Project is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative, 
and both the Original Project and Alternative B are rejected in favor of the Revised Project. 

IX. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an EIR should evaluate any significant 
irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the Proposed Project be 
implemented. The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume 
limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during 
construction of the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. The 
development of the Project would require a commitment of resources that would include: (1) 
building materials and associated solid waste disposal effects on landfills; (2) water; and (3) 
energy resources (e.g., fossil fuels) for electricity, natural gas, and transportation. The Project Site 
contains no energy resources that would be precluded from future use through Project 
implementation. For the reasons set forth in Section VI of the Draft EIR, the Project’s irreversible 
changes to the environment related to the consumption of nonrenewable resources would not be 
significant, and the limited use of nonrenewable resources is justified. 

 

(1) Building Materials and Solid Waste 

Construction of the Project would require consumption of resources that do not replenish 
themselves or which may renew so slowly as to be considered non-renewable. These resources 
would include certain types of lumber and other forest products, aggregate materials used in 
concrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel and stone), metals (e.g., steel, copper and lead), and 
petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics). As discussed in Section VI of the Draft EIR, 
during construction of the Project, a minimum of 50 percent of construction and demolition 
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debris would be diverted from landfills. Further, the additional increase in solid waste resulting 
from the completed Project would be minimal given that the Project is a single-family residence. 
In addition, the Project will participate in City programs that adhere to State and local solid waste 
policies and objectives that further goals to divert waste from landfill disposal. 
Based on the above, Project construction and operation would require the irreversible 
commitment of limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources, which would limit the 
availability of these resources and the Project Site for future generations or for other uses. 
However, the consumption of such resources would not be considered substantial given the small 
scale of the Project. In addition, none of the materials required to construct the Project would be 
rare or in highly limited supply. Further, such resources would not be used in a wasteful manner. 
Therefore, although irreversible environmental changes would result from the Project, such 
changes are concluded to be less than significant, and the limited use of nonrenewable resources 
that would be required by Project construction and operation is justified. 

 

(2) Water 

The Project’s demand for water is addressed in Section VI of the Draft EIR. As evaluated therein, 

the Project is solely a single-family residential structure and would not require expanded 

entitlements during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. In addition, any project that is consistent 

with the General Plan has been taken into account in the planned growth in water demand from 

the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). Since the Project is only a single- 

family residential structure and is on a parcel that is zoned for residential structures, the 

development would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and the LADWP would have 

sufficient water supplies available to serve the needs of the Project. Therefore, the Project’s water 

supply needs have already been accommodated within water supply projections for the region, 

and while the Project would result in some irreversible consumption of water, the Project would 

not result in a significant impact related to water supply. 

(3) Energy Consumption and Air Quality 

As discussed in Section IV.E (Energy) of the Draft EIR, the Project would not cause wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during construction or operation. The 
Project’s energy requirements would not significantly affect local and regional supplies or 
capacity. The Project’s energy usage during peak and base periods would also be consistent with 
electricity and natural gas future projections for the region. Electricity generation capacity and 
supplies of natural gas and transportation fuels would also be sufficient to meet the needs of 
Project-related construction and operations. During operation, the Project will comply with existing 
energy efficiency requirements such as CalGreen as well as include energy conservation 
measures, such as AES-PDF-1 and GHG-PDF-1. 
As discussed in Section IV.B (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR and on pages 3-42 through 3-44 of the 
Final EIR, the Project would not result in any emissions during either construction or operation 
that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, the Project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to any substantial pollutant concentrations and the Project would result in a 
less than significant impact with respect to air quality. 

(4) Environmental Hazards 

The Project’s potential use of hazardous materials is addressed in Section IV.H (Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR. As evaluated therein, other than the typical cleaning 
solvents used for janitorial purposes and chemicals used for pool maintenance, no hazardous 
materials would be used, transported, or disposed of in conjunction with the routine day-to-day 
operations of the Project. Construction could involve the use of potential hazardous materials, 
including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. However, all potentially hazardous 
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materials would be contained, stored, and used in accordance with manufacturers’ instructions 
and handled in compliance with applicable standards and regulations. There is nothing unique or 
specific about the Project or its location that would warrant any mitigation beyond general 
compliance. As such, compliance with regulations and standards would serve to protect against 
significant and irreversible environmental change that could result from the accidental release of 
hazardous materials. 

X. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
 

Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a proposed 
project could induce growth. This includes ways in which a project would foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to 
population growth, or increase in the population which may tax existing community service 
facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. 
Additionally, consideration must be given to characteristics of some projects which may 
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either 
individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily 
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

 

(1) Population 

The Project would not result in additional population generation as the residents of the existing 
single-family residence would move into the new, proposed single-family residence, with the 
existing residence reclassified as Accessory Living Quarters. Therefore, the Project would not 
result in a significant direct growth-inducing impact. 

 

(2) Employment 

The Project proposes a new single-family residence and does not propose any commercial uses 
that could generate indirect population growth as a result of employment opportunities. During 
construction, the Project would create a small number (estimated at approximately 20 workers on 
a given work day) of temporary construction-related jobs. However, the work requirements of most 
construction projects are highly specialized such that construction workers remain at a job site 
only for the time in which their specific skills are needed to complete a particular phase of the 
construction process. Thus, construction workers would not be expected to relocate to the Project 
vicinity as a direct consequence of working on the Project. Therefore, given the availability of 
construction workers, the Project would not be considered growth-inducing from a short-term 
employment perspective. 

 

(3) Utility Infrastructure Improvements 

The Project Site is currently developed with an existing residence which is served by existing 
utilities and infrastructure (with the exception of sewer, as the Project Site has a private sewer 
disposal system). In addition, the existing building on the Project Site is not currently connected 
to natural gas infrastructure, although there is an existing natural gas line at the intersection of 
Mulholland Drive and Runyon Canyon Road. While the Project may require minor local 
infrastructure upgrades to maintain and improve water and electricity lines on-site and in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project Site, such improvements would be limited to serving Project- 
related demand. In addition, construction impacts associated with the installation of natural gas 
connections are expected to be confined to trenching in order to place the lines below surface. 
Therefore, any infrastructure upgrades would not necessitate major local or regional utility 
infrastructure improvements that have not otherwise been accounted and planned for on a 
regional level. 



APCSV-2016-4179-SPE-DRB-SPP-MSP-ZV-ZAD                            F-36  

XI. ENERGY CONSERVATION 
 

As discussed in Section IV.E (Energy) of the Draft EIR, the Project would not cause wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during construction or operation. The 
Project’s energy requirements would not significantly affect local and regional supplies or 
capacity. The Project’s energy usage during peak and base periods would also be consistent with 
electricity and natural gas future projections for the region. Electricity generation capacity and 
supplies of natural gas and transportation fuels would also be sufficient to meet the needs of 
Project-related construction and operations. During operation, the Project will comply with existing 
energy efficiency requirements such as CalGreen as well as include energy conservation 
measures, such as AES-PDF-1 and GHG-PDF-1. 

XII. GENERAL FINDINGS. 
 

1. The City, acting through the Department of City Planning, is the “Lead Agency” for the 
project evaluated in the EIR. The City finds that the EIR was prepared in compliance with 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has independently reviewed and 
analyzed the EIR for the project, that the Draft EIR which was circulated for public review 
reflected its independent judgment, and that the Final EIR reflects the independent 
judgment of the City. 

2. The EIR evaluated the following potential Project and cumulative environmental impacts: 
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, 
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, land use and planning, noise, public services, transportation and traffic, tribal 
cultural resources, and wildfire, Alternatives to the Project, and other CEQA 
considerations. Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, Significant 
Irreversible Environmental Changes and Growth Inducing Impacts. The environmental 
impacts of the Project and the alternatives were identified in the EIR. 

3. The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision-makers 
and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences of the 
project. The public review periods provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, private 
organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review periods and responds to comments 
made during the public review periods. 

4. Textual refinements were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. The City staff has made every effort to notify the decision-makers and the 
interested public/agencies of each textual change in the various documents associated 
with Project review. These textual refinements arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is 
inevitable that draft documents would contain errors and would require clarifications and 
corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated to describe refinements 
suggested as part of the public participation process. 

5. The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Department of 
City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith, and reasoned 
responses to the comments. The Department of City Planning reviewed the comments 
received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments received 
nor the responses to such comments add significant new information regarding 
environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency has based its actions on full 
appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of 
these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the EIR. 

6. The Final EIR documents changes to the Draft EIR. Having reviewed the information 
contained in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, and the administrative record, as well as the 
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requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding recirculation of Draft EIRs, 
the City finds that there is no new significant impact, substantial increase in the severity of 
a previously disclosed impact, significant new information in the record of proceedings, or 
other criteria under CEQA that would require additional recirculation of the Draft EIR, or 
that would require preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR. Specifically, the City 
finds that: 

 

a. The Responses to Comments contained in the Final EIR fully considered 
and responded to comments claiming that the Project would have 
significant impacts or more severe impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR 
and include substantial evidence that none of these comments provided 
substantial evidence that the Project would result in changed 
circumstances, significant new information, considerably different 
mitigation measures, or new or more severe significant impacts than 
were discussed in the Draft EIR. 

b. The City has thoroughly reviewed the public comments received 
regarding the Project and the Final EIR as it relates to the Project to 
determine whether under the requirements of CEQA, any of the public 
comments provide substantial evidence that would require recirculation 
of the EIR prior to its adoption and has determined that recirculation of 
the EIR is not required. 

c. None of the information submitted after publication of the Final EIR, 
including testimony at the public hearings on the Project, constitutes 
significant new information or otherwise requires preparation of a 
supplemental or subsequent EIR. The City does not find this information 
and testimony to be credible evidence of a significant impact, a 
substantial increase in the severity of an impact disclosed in the Final 
EIR, or a feasible mitigation measure or alternative not included in the 
Final EIR. 

d. The mitigation measures identified for the Project were included in the 
Draft EIR and Final EIR. The final mitigation measures for the Project 
are described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP). Each of the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMP is incorporated into the 
Project. The City finds that the impacts of the Project have been 
mitigated to the extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in 
the MMP. 

8. CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a MMP or the changes to 
the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval to ensure 
compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. The mitigation 
measures included in the EIR as certified by the City and revised in the MMP as adopted 
by the City serve that function. The MMP includes all of the mitigation measures and 
Project design features adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the Project 
and has been designed to ensure compliance with such measures during implementation 
of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the MMP provides the means to ensure that the 
mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the requirements of Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby adopts the MMP. 
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9. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions of 
approval for the Project. 

10. The custodian of the documents or other materials which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City decision is based is the City of Los Angeles, Department 
of City Planning. 

11. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is in the 
record of proceedings in the matter. 

12. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety of 
the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising the Project. 

13. The EIR is a project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the Project. A project 
EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR serves as the 
primary environmental compliance document for entitlement decisions regarding the 
Project by the City and the other regulatory jurisdictions. 


