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VII. IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE INSIGNIFICANT

INTRODUCTION

This section of the EIR provides information regarding impacts that were determined to be insignificant
by the Environmental Staff Advisory Committee (ESAC), during the project scoping review process,
pursuant to Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines, as amended. According to the Guidelines, “an EIR
shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project

were determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR....”

The following presents a brief summary of the effects found not to be significant, including the reasons

why they would not be significant.

LIGHT AND GLARE

The project site is currently vacant with no light sources emanating from the property. Development of
the project would introduce new sources of light and glare from the project site and add to the nighttime
lighting in the project vicinity. Specific sources of light and glare from the project site upon project
completion would be generated from outdoor lighting from homes to improve security, street lighting,
and from the interior light sources of buildings occupied at night. Other sources of light and glare would
be from headlights of vehicles on Stoney Hill Road and Canyon Back Road, vehicles that turn into and
out of the project site, and vehicles as they move within the site. The proposed project would be
contiguous with the existing Mountaingate Community, which has internal and external night and day
illumination already in place. The proposed project’s lighting system would be designed to blend with
the system already in place within the existing Mountaingate Community, and would comply with all

applicable City codes and regulations pertaining to illumination.

It should however, be noted that nighttime illumination is known to adversely impact animals in natural
areas. The proposed project’s impacts to animals including nighttime illumination, has been addressed in
this Section IVV.E, Animal Life, of this Draft EIR, which includes mitigation measures that would reduce
such impacts to less than significant levels. Based on the above information, impacts under this category

are considered less than significant and no further study is required.
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VII. Impacts Determined to be Insignificant

NATURAL RESOURCES

Project implementation would involve the use of non-renewable natural resources such as petroleum
resources, for gasoline/diesel fuel, and electricity, during and after construction. At the present time, and
in the foreseeable future, petroleum resources are readily available commercially and the project is not
anticipated to result in a significant impact on these resources. Further, the Uniform Building Code
(UBC) requires all new buildings to meet energy efficiency standards. The proposed project would
comply with all applicable City codes and regulations regarding energy conservation, including the

requirements of the UBC. Consequently, impacts under this category are considered less than significant.

RISK OF UPSET

The proposed project, as a residential development, does not have the potential to create health hazards,
because it does not include uses that would require the use, storage and transport of hazardous material,
waste or similar material. No manufacturing or industrial processes which utilize or produce dangerous
substances are associated with the project. Surrounding land uses consist primarily of open space, a golf
course, residential uses, and a closed landfill known as the Mission Canyon 8 Landfill. Potential
environmental impacts associated with the proximity of the closed landfill to the proposed project have
been analyzed under Section IV.R, Safety, of this Draft EIR, which concluded that there would be no
adverse impacts relating to safety. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor any of the surrounding
land uses to the project site is considered to represent a potential health hazard. Further, impacts
associated with the proposed project’s location in a designated mountain fire district have been
addressed under Section I1V.0.1, Fire, of this Draft EIR, which includes mitigation measures that would
reduce any impacts relating to fire hazards to less than significant levels. As a result, impacts under this

category are considered to be less than significant.

POPULATION/HOUSING/EMPLOYMENT

The proposed project entails the construction and operation of 29 single-family homes. According to 2000
data from the United States Census Bureau, the City of Los Angeles currently averages 2.83 persons per
household. Using this data, the proposed project would result in the generation of approximately 82

persons.

According to the General Plan Update program estimates there were 54,880 persons residing in the area
comprising the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan District in 1990. Buildout of the existing
Community Plan would result in 161,358 persons residing in the area. Under the Community Plan
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VII. Impacts Determined to be Insignificant

Update, theoretical capacity would be 97,467 persons with approximately 64,619 persons actually
expected in the area by 2010. Also, the total number of dwelling units in the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
Community Plan District in 1990 was approximately 25,987. Buildout of the existing plan would result in
63,525 dwelling units in the area. Under the Community Plan Update, theoretical capacity would be
41,272 dwelling units with approximately 30,051 dwelling units actually expected in the year 2010. The
project’s addition of 29 dwelling units and approximately 82 persons would be consistent with these
forecasts and planned growth for the area. The proposed project’s housing and population generation
would, therefore, not result in an increase in population over expected levels, or that which has been
officially planned for the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan area. The project is, therefore
consistent with the officially planned demographic estimates for the Community Plan area.

As the proposed project is not a non-residential, there would be no direct impacts to employment. It
should be noted, however, that the proposed project would result in a temporary increase in
construction-related job opportunities in the local area. Potential employees are expected to be pooled
from the existing labor force in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. Based on the above, potential impacts
to population, housing, and employment resulting from the proposed project are considered to be less
than significant.

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND ACCESS

Local access to the project site is along the southern extensions of Canyonback Road and Stoney Hill
Road, via Mountaingate Road. Regional access to the site vicinity is provided by the San Diego Freeway,
located east of the site and running north-south in the project locale. The Ventura Freeway (US-101) also
is located nearby within the project vicinity, north of the site and running east-west in the San Fernando
Valley. Another major access route is Sepulveda Boulevard, which is a major north-south roadway.

As part of project implementation, access to the 29 single-family homes would be from Canyonback and
Stoney Hill Roads. The development would involve the continuation of Stoney Hill Road from its current
terminus with 22 residential lots along the Stoney Hill Ridge joining a fire road at the southern end. The
remaining seven residential lots would be located on Canyonback Road along Canyonback Ridge. The
proposed project would include a gate at the entrance to the seven residential lots on Canyonback Road.
A secondary emergency and fire access road would be accessible from Stoney Hill Road. This secondary
emergency access road leads from the end of the existing Stoney Hill Road and connects to an existing
roadway on top of Mission Canyon 8. As part of the project, this roadway would be widened and
improved in coordination with LAFD’s emergency roadway access requirements of 20 feet minimum
roadway width and 15 percent grade. This roadway leads down the mountain and connects to
Sepulveda Boulevard. Based on the proposed access improvements as part of the project, no adverse
impacts to right-of-way and access are anticipated to result from the proposed project. Further,
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VII. Impacts Determined to be Insignificant

additional analysis, which include mitigation measures relating to access and right of way, have been
addressed under Section IV.N, Transportation and Circulation, and Section IVV.O.1, Fire, of this EIR.
Based on the above information, impacts under this category are considered to be less than significant.

SOLID WASTE

Solid waste disposal is an issue of regional and statewide significance. California generates over 40
million tons of municipal solid waste each year. While the number of California residents is growing
each year, available landfill capacity is declining. The traditional method of landfill disposal is becoming
increasingly problematic, as landfills approach or reach their capacity and the ability to find and develop
new landfill sites is problematic. To respond to these concerns, Assembly Bill (AB 939) was enacted by
the state legislature to add Section 40050 et seq. to the State Public Resources Code. This legislation,
otherwise known as California Integrated Waste Management Act, mandates that all local and county
governments adopt a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SREE) to identify means of reducing the
amount of solid waste reaching landfills. The law requires that landfill disposal be reduced 25 percent by
the year 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. Subsequent to the Integrated Waste Management Act,
additional legislation was passed to assist local jurisdictions in accomplishing the goals of AB 939. The
California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (Sections 42900-42911 of the Public
Resources Code) directs the CIWMB to draft a “model ordinance” that requires adequate areas for
collecting and loading recyclable materials in development projects. The model ordinance requires that
any new development project! for which an application is submitted on or after September 1, 1994 to
include “adequate, accessible, and convenient areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials.”

The City of Los Angeles currently generates approximately 1.5 million tons per year of residential solid
waste. Of this amount, approximately 46 — 49 percent of the solid waste is diverted, which is below the
mandated 50 percent.? It should be noted that these percentages are preliminary and have not yet been
board approved. Based on the residential solid waste generation rate provided in the City’s initial study,
the proposed 29 single-family residences could be expected to generate approximately 355 pounds per
day or 2,483 pounds per week. When compared to the City’s threshold of five tons per week or 10,000
pounds per week, the proposed project would fall short of resulting in a significant impact. In order to
ensure that the 50 percent solid waste diversion rate is attained, standard city solid waste reduction
regulations would be imposed on the project that mandates the residences to recycle solid waste.

1 The ordinance defines a development project as “a project for which a building permit is required for a
commercial, industrial, or institutional building, marina, or residential building having five or more living units,
where solid waste is collected and loaded and any residential project where solid waste is collected and loaded
in a location serving five or more living units.”

2 Taken from the California Integrated Waste Management Board website at: www.ciwmb.ca.gov
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