
1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MINUTES AND ANY ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

6. RESOLUTIONS

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS ON ITEMS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

7.A. ZONING CASE NO. 20-08: CONSIDER ADOPTING RESOLUTION NO. 2021-01 FOR
DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL TO MODIFY PREVIOUSLY APPROVED
ENTITLEMENTS REQUIRING SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR 1) INCREASE TO SIZE OF
RESIDENCE BY 1,100 SQUARE FEET; 2) INCREASE TO THE AMOUNT OF

  NO. 2 PORTUGUESE BEND ROAD
ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274

(310) 377-1521
FAX (310) 377-7288

   
AGENDA
Regular Planning Meeting

PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, March 16, 2021

CITY OF ROLLING HILLS
6:30 PM

 
This meeting is held pursuant to Executive Order N-29-20 issued by Governor Newsom on March
17, 2020. All Planning Commissioners will participate by teleconference. 

Public Participation: City Hall will be closed to the public until further notice. A live audio of the
Planning Commission meeting will be available on the City's website (https://www.rolling-
hills.org/PC%20Meeting%20Zoom%20Link.pdf). The meeting agenda is also available on the City's
website (https://www.rolling-hills.org/government/agenda/index.php).

Join Zoom Meeting via
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/99343882035?pwd=MWZXaG9ISWdud3NpajYwY3dFbllFZz09

Meeting ID: 993 4388 2035     Passcode: 647943

 Members of the public may submit comments in real time by emailing the City Clerk's office at
cityclerk@cityofrh.net. Your comments will become a part of the official meeting record. You must
provide your full name but do not provide any other personal information (i.e., phone numbers,
addresses, etc) that you do not want to be published.
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https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/rollinghills/ca85493de0aed7d06e269a3e720170ae0.pdf


GRADING BY 7,520 CUBIC YARDS; AND 3) CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A
NEW CABANA EXCEEDING 200 SQUARE FEET LOCATED AT 20 UPPER
BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD (LOT 101-RH), ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274
(IANNITTI).
RECOMMENDATION: Consider adopting a resolution for modification to
previously approved Zoning Case No. 918 requiring Site Plan Review for 1) increase
to size of the residence by 1,100 square feet, 2) increase to the amount of grading by
7,520 cubic yards, and 3) requiring Conditional Use Permit for a new cabana
exceeding 200 square feet.

8. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS

8.A. ZONING CASE NO. 20-07: CONSIDER ADOPTING A RESOLUTION FOR A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A PROPOSED 435 SQUARE FOOT ADDITION
EXCEEDING THE MAXIMUM 200 SQUARE FOOT ALLOWABLE STABLE SIZE
AND A VARIANCE FOR ENCROACHMENT INTO THE FRONT YARD FOR THE
PROPOSED ADDITIONS LOCATED AT 8 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD,
(84-1-RH), (HSIUNG).
RECOMMENDATION: Consider adopting a resolution for the the proposed
Conditional Use Permit for a proposed 435 square foot addition to an existing stable
and Variance for encroachment of the proposed 435 square foot addition and 290
square foot covered porches into the front yard setback.

9. NEW BUSINESS

9.A. REPORT ON FINDINGS OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) SURVEY
ADMINISTERED TO ROLLING HILLS RESIDENTS IN THE LAST QUARTER OF
2020.
RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file.

10. OLD BUSINESS
NONE.

 20 Upper Blackwater Canyon_Planning Commission Revision Memo.pdf
Cabana from across UBW.png
Coral wall behind fence.png
Driveway curb.png
Upper wall planted.png
Upper wall sheilded by plants.png
View from Pine Tree.png
Development Table - ZC 2020-08_February 16, 2021.docx
(Revised) Development Table - ZC 2020-08_March 16, 2021.docx
Staff Report ZC No. 20-02 (8 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road).pdf
2018-01.pdf
Resolution No. 1003_subdivision.pdf
ZC No. 489_Reso 93-2.pdf
20UBC PLANS.pdf

 

  

 Development Table - ZC 2020-07.docx
8 Upper Blackwater_barn.pdf
C-SITE PLAN_8UpperBlackwaterA_3.1.2021.pdf

 

  

 031621-ADUSurveyFindings.pdf
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856293/20_Upper_Blackwater_Canyon_Planning_Commission_Revision_Memo.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856285/Cabana_from_across_UBW.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856286/Coral_wall_behind_fence.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856287/Driveway_curb.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856288/Upper_wall_planted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856289/Upper_wall_sheilded_by_plants.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856290/View_from_Pine_Tree.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856299/Development_Table_-_ZC_2020-08_February_16__2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856300/_Revised__Development_Table_-_ZC_2020-08_March_16__2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856304/Staff_Report_ZC_No._20-02__8_Upper_Blackwater_Canyon_Road_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856305/2018-01.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856306/Resolution_No._1003_subdivision.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856307/ZC_No._489_Reso_93-2.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856411/20UBC_PLANS.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/rollinghills/db6afcd94080f055e8f3bf993496cea30.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856309/Development_Table_-_ZC_2020-07.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856395/8_Upper_Blackwater_barn.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856396/C-SITE_PLAN_8UpperBlackwaterA_3.1.2021.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/rollinghills/1aeca1a6fae96fb6f6f2082f649553db0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/853599/031621-ADUSurveyRHCCStaffReport.pdf


11. SCHEDULE FIELD TRIPS
 
11.A.     15 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD
11.B.     8 QUAIL RIDGE ROAD

12. ITEMS FROM STAFF
 
12.A.     ZONING CODE AMENDMENT REVISING THE 30-DAY APPEAL PERIOD.

13. ITEMS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION

14. ADJOURNMENT
 
NEXT MEETING: APRIL 20, 2021 AT 7:30 AM AT 15 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON
ROAD, ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274.

 

  

  

  

  
Notice:

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting
due to your disability, please contact the City Clerk at (310) 377-1521 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting to enable the
City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility and accommodation for your review of this agenda and
attendance at this meeting.

Documents pertaining to an agenda item received after the posting of the agenda are available for review in the City
Clerk's office or at the meeting at which the item will be considered.

All of the above resolutions and zoning case items have been determined to be categorically exempt pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines unless otherwise stated.
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Agenda Item No.: 7.A 
Mtg. Date: 03/16/2021

TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING
COMMISSION

FROM: STEPHANIE GRANT , ADMINISTRATIVE CLERK

THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: ZONING CASE NO. 20-08: CONSIDER ADOPTING RESOLUTION NO.
2021-01 FOR DISCRETIONARY APPROVAL TO MODIFY PREVIOUSLY
APPROVED ENTITLEMENTS REQUIRING SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR 1)
INCREASE TO SIZE OF RESIDENCE BY 1,100 SQUARE FEET; 2)
INCREASE TO THE AMOUNT OF GRADING BY 7,520 CUBIC YARDS;
AND 3) CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A NEW CABANA
EXCEEDING 200 SQUARE FEET LOCATED AT 20 UPPER
BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD (LOT 101-RH), ROLLING HILLS, CA
90274 (IANNITTI).

DATE: March 16, 2021

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
BACKGROUND:
LOCATION AND LOT DESCRIPTION

Zoning, Land Size and Existing Conditions
The property is zoned RAS-2 and the gross lot area is 4.39 acres. The net lot area, excluding the
roadway easement is, 3.12 acres. For development purposes, the net lot area of the lot is 135,735 square
feet. The lot is developed with 4,385 square-foot house, 552 square-foot attached garage, two
swimming pools collectively equal 1,328 square feet of water surface, two sheds that total 385 square
feet, and 2,012 square feet of legal non-conforming guest house.  
 
REQUEST AND PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Applicant Request
The applicant is requesting a Discretionary Approval Modification to previously approved Zoning Case
No. 918 requiring a Site Plan Review for 1) increase in size of the residence by 1,100 square feet, 2)
increase to the amount of grading by 7,520 cubic yards and 3) Conditional Use Permit for a new cabana
exceeding 200 square feet for a revised project located at 20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road.
 
Site Plan Review
The applicant is requesting a modified Site Plan Review to increase size of the proposed residence by
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1,100 square feet and increase the amount of grading by 7,520 cubic yards. The modified residential
project will consist of a 22,150 square-foot new residence with basement. The revised retaining wall
design, with a maximum height of 3'-0" at its highest point, no longer requires Site Plan approval.
 
Conditional Use Permit
The applicant is requesting a modified Conditional Use Permit for the construction of a new 450 square-
foot cabana; proposed size exceeds the maximum 200 SF allowable by right. The proposed cabana will
be screened with landscaping to minimize view impacts to surrounding homes. 
 
DISCUSSION:
The Planning Commission held a public meeting on site in the morning of February 16, 2021. The
Planning Commissioners viewed the silhouettes of the proposed residence, cabana, grading, garages and
overall site. The proposed project was presented later that night at the Planning Commission Meeting at
6:30 p.m. via Zoom Teleconference. The Planning Commissioners voted to continue the project to
provide the applicant additional time to revise the design of the proposed retaining wall along the rear
driveway. The Planning Commissioners directed staff to work with the applicant to submit revised plans
to mitigate the proposed wall height. The project was continued to the next Planning Commission
Meeting on March 16, 2021. The project will be reviewed at a Field Trip meeting scheduled in the
morning and presented at a Public Hearing in the evening via Teleconference on March 16, 2021. 
 
Neighbor Concerns
On March 9, 2021, Mr. Dave Breiholz who lives at 6 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road came into City
Hall to review the plans for the project. He expressed his concern regarding the proposed driveway
apron and turning radius from Portuguese Bend Road onto Upper Blackwater Canyon. Staff informed
Mr. Breiholz that there were no changes to the geometry of the driveway apron. Staff informed him that
the project was previously approved and informed him about all of the proposed changes. Mr. Breiholz
will be attending the morning Field Trip meeting and the evening Public Hearing on March 16, 2021.
 
Walls 
At the last Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commissioners brought up concerns about the
length and heights of the proposed wall located along the corral, riding ring, and driveway. The
Planning Commissioners directed the applicant to work with staff to address their concerns about the
impacts of the proposed walls. Subsequent to the meeting, the applicant relocated the proposed main
residence to the west by one foot which  resulted in a shallower slope leading down to the lower pad.
The change in the slope allowed the walls to be lowered to a maximum height of three feet at its highest
point. The Planning Commissioners also brought up their concerns about wall materials. The proposed
wall material will blend in with the surrounding environment. 
 
COMPARISON APPROVED PROJECT AND PROPOSED PROJECT
Development Table (attached)
 
Environmental Review
The project has been determined to be categorically exempt pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
 
CRITERIA FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW
17.46.050 - Required findings.
A.    The Commission shall be required to make findings in acting to approve, conditionally approve, or
deny a site plan review application.
B.    No project which requires site plan review approval shall be approved by the Commission, or by
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the City Council on appeal, unless the following findings can be made:
1.    The project complies with and is consistent with the goals and policies of the general plan and all
requirements of the zoning ordinance;
2.    The project substantially preserves the natural and undeveloped state of the lot by minimizing
building coverage. Lot coverage requirements are regarded as maximums, and the actual amount of lot
coverage permitted depends upon the existing buildable area of the lot;
3.    The project is harmonious in scale and mass with the site, the natural terrain and surrounding
residences;
4.    The project preserves and integrates into the site design, to the greatest extent possible, existing
topographic features of the site, including surrounding native vegetation, mature trees, drainage courses
and land forms (such as hillsides and knolls);
5.    Grading has been designed to follow natural contours of the site and to minimize the amount of
grading required to create the building area;
6.    Grading will not modify existing drainage channels nor redirect drainage flow, unless such flow is
redirected into an existing drainage course;
7.    The project preserves surrounding native vegetation and mature trees and supplements these
elements with drought-tolerant landscaping which is compatible with and enhances the rural character
of the community, and landscaping provides a buffer or transition area between private and public
areas;
8.    The project is sensitive and not detrimental to the convenient and safe movement of pedestrians and
vehicles; and
9.    The project conforms to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. If all of the
above findings cannot be made with regard to the proposed project, or cannot be made even with
changes to the project through project conditions imposed by City staff and/or the Planning
Commission, the site plan review application shall be denied.
 
CRITERIA FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL
17.42.50    - Basis for approval or denial of conditional use permit.
The Commission (and Council on appeal), in acting to approve a conditional use permit application,
may impose conditions as are reasonably necessary to ensure the project is consistent with the General
Plan, compatible with surrounding land use, and meets the provisions and intent of this title. In making
such a determination, the hearing body shall find that the proposed use is in general accord with the
following principles and standards:
A.    That the proposed conditional use is consistent with the General Plan;
B.    That the nature, condition and development of adjacent uses, buildings and structures have been
considered, and that the use will not adversely affect or be materially detrimental to these adjacent uses,
building or structures;
C.    That the site for the proposed conditional use is of adequate size and shape to accommodate the use
and buildings proposed;
D.    That the proposed conditional use complies with all applicable development standards of the zone
district;
E.    That the proposed use is consistent with the portions of the Los Angeles County Hazardous Waste
Management Plan relating to siting and siting criteria for hazardous waste facilities and
F.    That the proposed conditional use observes the spirit and intent of this title.
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
 
RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended the Planning Commission consider adopting a resolution for modification to
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previously approved Zoning Case No. 918 requiring Site Plan Review for 1) increase to size of the
residence by 1,100 square feet, 2) increase to the amount of grading by 7,520 cubic yards, and 3) and
requiring Conditional Use Permit for a new cabana exceeding 200 square feet.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
20 Upper Blackwater Canyon_Planning Commission Revision Memo.pdf
Cabana from across UBW.png
Coral wall behind fence.png
Driveway curb.png
Upper wall planted.png
Upper wall sheilded by plants.png
View from Pine Tree.png
Development Table - ZC 2020-08_February 16, 2021.docx
(Revised) Development Table - ZC 2020-08_March 16, 2021.docx
Staff Report ZC No. 20-02 (8 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road).pdf
2018-01.pdf
Resolution No. 1003_subdivision.pdf
ZC No. 489_Reso 93-2.pdf
20UBC PLANS.pdf
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856293/20_Upper_Blackwater_Canyon_Planning_Commission_Revision_Memo.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856285/Cabana_from_across_UBW.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856286/Coral_wall_behind_fence.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856287/Driveway_curb.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856288/Upper_wall_planted.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856289/Upper_wall_sheilded_by_plants.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856290/View_from_Pine_Tree.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856299/Development_Table_-_ZC_2020-08_February_16__2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856300/_Revised__Development_Table_-_ZC_2020-08_March_16__2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856304/Staff_Report_ZC_No._20-02__8_Upper_Blackwater_Canyon_Road_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856305/2018-01.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856306/Resolution_No._1003_subdivision.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856307/ZC_No._489_Reso_93-2.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/856411/20UBC_PLANS.pdf


Bolton Engineering Corporation 

 
25834 Narbonne Ave. Suite 210 

Lomita, CA  90717 
tel (310) 325-5580     fax (310) 325-5581 

March 10, 2021 
 
City of Rolling Hills 
Planning Commision 

 
Subject:  20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road Development Plans 
 
Members of the Planning Commission; 
 

During the February 2021 Planning Commission hearing, there were concerns raised regarding the height 
and quantity of walls for the proposed development. We listened to your concerns and have made the 
following changes to the plans. We believe that these changes will help to address the comments made 
by the Commission members while also helping the overall project. Please find a list of the changes 
below:  

 Shifted the house to the west by 1’ to allow for more slope between the walkway and the tiered 
walls and thereby reduce the wall height. 

 Lowered the grade at the exterior of the eastern side of the house by 1’ to reduce height of slope 
required and thereby reduce the wall height. 

 Reduced the walkway adjacent to the house to the very minimum required by the fire department 
(5’ clear) to allow for more slope between the walkway and the tiered walls and thereby reducing 
the wall height. 

 Tightened up the grading in between the walkway and walls. It was previously about 2.1:1 and 
now it is at exactly 2:1.  

 Raised garage elevation to match what was shown in the field with silhouette (1034.0 FF). This 
gives consistent grade along rear walkway. This causes driveway to become 1% steeper to meet 
garage elevation.  

 Result of these changes is a maximum wall height of 2.5’ for the tiered wall for 25’ then dropping 
down to 2.0’ on the northerly side for a short period and then to a 18” curb where it then connects 
to the stairway wall at a final height of 0”. The southerly side transitions to an 18” curb and then 
connect to the driveway wall. Wall + curb is now 92’ long vs the previously proposed 185’ wall. 

 The lower wall was reduced to 3.0’ for the entirety of the wall. This wall now transitions to an 18” 
curb at the stable ramp and continues as an 18” curb along the entire stable driveway. The wall 
along the corral after the stairway coming down from the main house pad is now a 2.0’ max 
height wall. This transitions to an 18” curb and remains this height along the entire corral until it 
curves into the arena wall where it then becomes a 2.5’ wall for a short portion and then reverts 
back to a 2.0’ wall after the arena stairway. (previously proposed at 3.5’) 

 Corral was reduced to 9,850 s.f. by shifting the wall out to make it only an 18” curb for the 
majority of the corral. 

 Wall along corral was previously 2.5’ max (with a portion at 3.5’ along curve at arena) and it is 
now 18” max. 

 Wall along arena was previously 2.5’ and is now reduced to 2’. 

 Overall grading quantities stays the same. Increase in cut and decrease in fill so there is now an 
export of 320 c.y. 

 Decrease in building pad size for both stable and house 
 
I will be on the Zoom call for the March Planning Commission meeting and would be happy to answer any 
questions regarding our changes. 
 
Regards, 
 
Tavisha Ales 
Bolton Engineering Corp. 
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Zoning Case No. 2020-08 (20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Rd.)  pg. 1

Development Table Zoning Case No. 2020-08 (20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road)
Modification to Site Plan 
Review, Conditional Use 
Permit

EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL

RA-S- 2 Zone Setbacks
Front: 50 ft. from front easement 
line
Side: 35 ft. from side property 
line 
Rear: 50 ft. from rear easement 
line

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
WITH GARAGE, GUEST 
HOUSE, 2 POOLS, STABLE, 2 
SHEDS

SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR 1) 
INCREASE TO SIZE OF THE 
RESIDENCE BY 1,100 
SQUARE FEET, 2) 
INCREASE TO THE 
AMOUNT OF GRADING BY 
7,520 CUBIC YARDS, 3) 
ADDITION OF NEW 5 
FOOT MAXIMUM WALLS; 
AND REQUIRING 
CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT FOR A NEW 
CABANA EXCEEDING 200 
SQUARE

Net Lot Area 135,735 SF   0 SF 135,735 SF
Residence 4,385 SF 6,690 SF 11,075 SF
Garage 552 SF 923 SF 1,475 SF
Swimming Pool/Spa 1,328 SF -464 SF 864 SF
Pool Equipment 121 --25 SF 96 SF
Guest House 2,012 SF 0 SF 2,012 SF
Cabana 0 SF 450 SF 450 SF
Stable 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Recreation Court 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Attached Covered Porches, 
Entryway, Porte Cochere, 
Breezeways

1,235 SF -760 SF 475 SF

Attached Trellis 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
2 Sheds 385 SF -385 SF 0 SF
Lightwell 0 SF 80 SF 80 SF
Service Yard 96 SF 0 SF 96 SF
Basement Area 0 SF 11,075 SF 11,075 SF
Total Structure Area 10,619 SF 9,429 SF 20,048 SF
Structural Coverage 7.82% 6.95% 14.77%
Total Structures Excluding: up to 
5 legal and up to 800 SF detached 
structures that are not higher than 
12 ft (no more than 120 SF per 
structure per deduction, except 
for trellis)

10,619 SF 9,429 SF 20,048 SF

Structural Coverage
(20% maximum)

7.82% 6.95% 14.77%

Grading (balanced on site) Unknown 41,250 CY 41,250 CY
Total Lot Coverage
(35% maximum)

26.03% 2.11% 28.14%
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Zoning Case No. 2020-08 (20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Rd.)  pg. 2

Building Pad Coverage 1 
(30%maximum)

21.36 % 19.57% 37.02%

Building Pad Coverage 2 
(30%maximum)

38.00% 0% 80.20%

Building Pad Coverage 3
(30%maximum)

14.80% 10.14% 14.93%

Disturbed Area
(40% maximum)

(58.94%) 80,000 CY (20.26%) 27,500 CY (79.20%) 107,500 CY

Stable min. 450 S.F. & Corral min. 
550 S.F. 

505 SF 2,270 SF 2,775 SF

Retaining/Garden Wall Maximum 3 ft high Max high 5 ft high Max 5 ft high
Roadway Access Existing driveway approach No change No change
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Zoning Case No. 2020-08 (20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Rd.)  pg. 1

Development Table Zoning Case No. 2020-08 (20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road)
Modification to Site Plan 
Review, Conditional Use 
Permit

EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL

RA-S- 2 Zone Setbacks
Front: 50 ft. from front easement 
line
Side: 35 ft. from side property 
line 
Rear: 50 ft. from rear easement 
line

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
WITH GARAGE, GUEST 
HOUSE, 2 POOLS, STABLE, 2 
SHEDS

SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR 1) 
INCREASE TO SIZE OF THE 
RESIDENCE BY 1,100 
SQUARE FEET, 2) 
INCREASE TO THE 
AMOUNT OF GRADING BY 
7,520 CUBIC YARDS, 3) 
ADDITION OF NEW 5 
FOOT MAXIMUM WALLS; 
AND REQUIRING 
CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT FOR A NEW 
CABANA EXCEEDING 200 
SQUARE

Net Lot Area 135,735 SF   0 SF 135,735 SF
Residence 4,385 SF 6,690 SF 11,075 SF
Garage 552 SF 923 SF 1,475 SF
Swimming Pool/Spa 1,328 SF -464 SF 864 SF
Pool Equipment 121 SF --25 SF 96 SF
Guest House 2,012 SF 0 SF 2,012 SF
Cabana 0 SF 450 SF 450 SF
Stable 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Recreation Court 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Attached Covered Porches, 
Entryway, Porte Cochere, 
Breezeways

1,235 SF -760 SF 475 SF

Attached Trellis 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
2 Sheds 385 SF -385 SF 0 SF
Lightwell 0 SF 80 SF 80 SF
Service Yard 96 SF 0 SF 96 SF
Basement Area 0 SF 11,075 SF 11,075 SF
Total Structure Area 10,619 SF 9,429 SF 20,048 SF
Depth of Basement 13 FT 13 FT
Structural Coverage 7.82% 6.95% 14.77%
Total Structures Excluding: up to 
5 legal and up to 800 SF detached 
structures that are not higher than 
12 ft (no more than 120 SF per 
structure per deduction, except 
for trellis)

10,619 SF 9,429 SF 20,048 SF

Structural Coverage
(20% maximum)

7.82% 6.95% 14.77%

Grading (balanced on site) Unknown 41,250 CY 41,250 CY
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Zoning Case No. 2020-08 (20 Upper Blackwater Canyon Rd.)  pg. 2

Total Lot Coverage
(35% maximum)

26.03% 1.90% 27.93%

Building Pad Coverage 1 
(30%maximum)

21.36 % 19.81% 37.46%

Building Pad Coverage 2 
(30%maximum)

38.00% 0% 80.20%

Building Pad Coverage 3
(30%maximum)

14.80% 10.32% 15.19%

Disturbed Area
(40% maximum)

(58.94%) 80,000 CY (20.26%) 27,500 CY (79.20%) 107,500 CY

Stable min. 450 S.F. & Corral min. 
550 S.F. 

505 SF 2,270 SF 2,775 SF

Retaining/Garden Wall Maximum 3 ft high Max high 3 ft high Max 3 ft high
Roadway Access Existing driveway approach No change No change
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Agenda Item No.: 8.A 
Mtg. Date: 03/16/2021

TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING
COMMISSION

FROM: STEPHANIE GRANT , ADMINISTRATIVE CLERK

THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: ZONING CASE NO. 20-07: CONSIDER ADOPTING A RESOLUTION FOR
A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A PROPOSED 435 SQUARE FOOT
ADDITION EXCEEDING THE MAXIMUM 200 SQUARE FOOT
ALLOWABLE STABLE SIZE AND A VARIANCE FOR
ENCROACHMENT INTO THE FRONT YARD FOR THE PROPOSED
ADDITIONS LOCATED AT 8 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD,
(84-1-RH), (HSIUNG).    

DATE: March 16, 2021

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
BACKGROUND:
LOCATION AND LOT DESCRIPTION
Zoning, Land Size and Existing Conditions
The lot is a long and narrow shaped parcel zoned RAS-2 and the net lot area is 110,207 square feet. The
lot is currently developed with an existing 5,150 square-foot single family residence, 765 square-foot
attached garage, 530 square-foot guest house, 625 square-foot pool/spa and 1,115 square-foot stable.
The existing main residence and garage are located on the main building pad (8,020 square feet). The
guesthouse and pool/spa are located on the second building pad (3,060 square feet). The both building
pads are located on the southern portion of the parcel. The third building pad (7,660 square feet) is
located towards the northern portion of the parcel. The third building pad is developed with equestrian
uses and contains the existing 1,115 square-foot stable. The applicant is proposing to add 290 square
feet of covered porches and 435 square feet to house a tack room and utility room to the existing 1,115
square-foot stable. The additions will encroach into the front yard setback. 
 
REQUEST AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Applicant Request
The applicant is proposing to add 435 square feet (new tack room and utility room) to the existing
stable. The applicant also proposes to remodel the exterior and add 290 square feet of covered decks to
the existing stable. The existing stable currently contains three horse stalls with turnouts, muck room,
feed room, and an open aisle. The proposed addition and covered porches will encroach 27 feet into the
required front yard setback. 
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Conditional Use Permit
The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to further exceed the maximum 200 square-foot
allowable size for stables. The applicant is proposing to add 435 square feet to an existing 1,115 square-
foot stable.
 
Variance
The applicant is requesting a Variance for the proposed project to encroach 27-feet into the required 50-
foot front yard setback. The long and narrow shape of parcel and topography limit the buildable pad
area.
 
DISCUSSION:
MUNICIPAL CODE COMPLIANCE
Encroachment into the setback
The proposed additions will encroach 27 feet into the required 50-foot front yard setback. The west
portion of the existing stable (muck and feed rooms) currently encroaches into the required setback by
two feet. The third building pad provides enough space to accommodate the stable addition and covered
porches but the development would  have to encroach into the setback in order to preserve the current
terrain of the property behind the stable. The proposed site has been graded and there are no impacts to
views of the surrounding neighbors. The topography of the parcel and the road easement make it
difficult to avoid encroaching into the required front yard setback. 
 
Stable greater than two-hundred square feet
The current stable consists of: 144 SF feed room, 144 SF muck room, 432 SF stalls (3 total), 720 SF
open aisle, and 432 SF turn-outs. The applicant is proposing to add 490 square feet (tack room and
utility room) and 290 SF of covered porches. The square footage of the proposed addition and existing
barn equal to 1,872 square feet.
 
Disturbance
The existing lot disturbance is 69,386 square feet or 69.95%. There will be no additional increase in the
percentage of the disturbance as a result of the proposed project. The proposed project requires minimal
grading and all dirt will be balanced onsite. 
 
Stable Access
Access to the stable is from an existing driveway located off the south end of Lower Blackwater
Canyon Road. 
 
Neighbor Concerns
No public comments have been received on the date of publication of this Agenda item.  
 
Environmental Review
The project has been determined to be categorically exempt pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
 
CRITERIA FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
17.42.050  Basis for approval or denial of conditional use permit.
The Commission (and Council on appeal), in acting to approve a conditional use permit application,
may impose conditions as are reasonably necessary to ensure the project is consistent with the General
Plan, compatible with surrounding land use, and meets the provisions and intent of this title. In making
such a determination, the hearing body shall find that the proposed use is in general accord with the
following principles and standards:
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A.  That the proposed conditional use is consistent with the General Plan;
B.  That the nature, condition and development of adjacent uses, buildings and structures have been
considered, and that the use will not adversely affect or be materially detrimental to these adjacent uses,
building or structures;
C.  That the site for the proposed conditional use is of adequate size and shape to accommodate the use
and buildings proposed;
D.  That the proposed conditional use complies with all applicable development standards of the zone
district;
E.  That the proposed use is consistent with the portions of the Los Angeles County Hazardous Waste
Management Plan relating to siting and siting criteria for hazardous waste facilities and
F.  That the proposed conditional use observes the spirit and intent of this title.

CRITERIA FOR VARIANCES
Required 17.38.050  Findings.  In granting a variance, the Commission (and Council on appeal) must
make the following findings:
A.  That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the property
that do not apply generally to other properties in the same vicinity and zone;
B.  That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights
possessed by other properties in the same vicinity and zone but which is denied the property in
question;
C.  That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity;
D.  That in granting the variance, the spirit and intent of this title will be observed;
E.  That the variance does not grant special privilege to the applicant;
F.  That the variance is consistent with the portions of the County of Los Angeles Hazardous Waste
Management Plan relating to siting and siting criteria for hazardous waste facilities; and
G.  That the variance request is consistent with the general plan of the City of Rolling Hills.
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
 
RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the Planning Commission consider adopting a resolution for a Conditional Use
Permit for a proposed 435 square foot addition to an existing stable; and a Variance for a proposed 435
square foot enclosed addition and 290 square foot covered porches to encroach into the front yard
setback.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Development Table - ZC 2020-07.docx
8 Upper Blackwater_barn.pdf
C-SITE PLAN_8UpperBlackwaterA_3.1.2021.pdf
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Zoning Case No. 2020-07 (8 Upper Blackwater Canyon Rd.)  pg. 1

Development Table Zoning Case No. 2020-07 (8 Upper Blackwater Canyon Road)
Modification to Site Plan 
Review, Conditional Use 
Permit

EXISTING PROPOSED TOTAL

RA-S- 2 Zone Setbacks
Front: 50 ft. from front easement 
line
Side: 35 ft. from side property 
line 
Rear: 50 ft. from rear easement 
line

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
WITH GARAGE, GUEST 
HOUSE, POOL/SPA, STABLE, 
GUEST HOUSE/CABANA

CONDITONAL USE 
PERMIT FOR A PROPOSED 
435 SQUARE FOOT 
ADDITION TO AN 
EXISTING STABLE 
REQUEST FOR A 
VARIANCE FOR A 
PROPOSED 435 SQUARE 
FOOT ADDTION AND 290 
SQUARE FOOT COVERED 
PORCHES TO ENCROACH 
IN THE FRONT YARD 
SETBACK 

Net Lot Area 99,196 SF   0 SF 99,196SF
Residence 5,150 SF 0 SF 5,150 SF
Garage 765 SF 0 SF 765 SF
Swimming Pool/Spa 625 SF 0 SF 625 SF
Pool Equipment 95 SF 0 SF 95 SF
Guest House/Cabana 530 SF 0 SF 530 SF
Cabana 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Stable 1440 SF 435 SF 1,875 SF
Recreation Court 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Attached Covered Porches, 
Entryway, Porte Cochere, 
Breezeways, Barn

0SF 290 SF 290 SF

Attached Covered Porches house 180 SF 0 SF 180 SF
Sheds 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Lightwell 0 SF 80 SF 0 SF
Service Yard 55 SF 0 SF 55 SF
Basement Area 0 SF 0 SF 0 SF
Total Structure Area 9,830 SF 725 SF 10,555 SF
Structural Coverage 9.38% 1.22% 10.6%
Total Structures Excluding: up to 
5 legal and up to 800 SF detached 
structures that are not higher than 
12 ft (no more than 120 SF per 
structure per deduction, except 
for trellis)

10,619 SF 9,429 SF 16,400 SF

Structural Coverage
(20% maximum)

7.82% 6.95% 14.77%

Grading (balanced on site) Unknown Unknown Unknown
Building Pad Coverage 1 
(30%maximum)

76.68 % 0% 76.68%

Building Pad Coverage 2 23.53% 0% 25.53%
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Zoning Case No. 2020-07 (8 Upper Blackwater Canyon Rd.)  pg. 2

(30%maximum)

Building Pad Coverage 3
(30%maximum)

22.2% 7.38% 29.38%

Disturbed Area
(40% maximum)

(69.5%) 80,000 CY 0Y 69.5%

550 S.F. SF 550 SF 550 SF
Retaining/Garden Wall 0 0 0
Roadway Access Existing driveway approach No change No change

76



77



78



79



80



81



8 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

10 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

12 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

4 PINE TREE LANE

6 PINE TREE LANE

8 PINE TREE LANE

10 PINE TREE LANE

VACANT RESIDENTIAL LOT

7 PINE TREE LANE

VACANT RESIDENTIAL LOT

16 PINE TREE LANE

18 PINE TREE LANE

5 LOWER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

VACANT RESIDENTIAL LOT

10 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

17 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

9 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

11 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

7 LOWER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

6 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

9 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

         '

    
    

 

'

   
   

   
'

    
    

 

'

   
   

   
'

        
 

'

         '

      
   

'

    
    

 

'

UP
PER

  BL
AC

KW
AT
ER 

 CY
N  R

D

PROPERTY LINE

EASEMENT

SETBACK

LIMIT OF GRADING

FLOOD HAZARD ZONE BOUNDARY

EXISTING STRUCTURE

EXISTING CONCRETE

PROPOSED STRUCTURE

EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
FUTURE MAJOR CONTOUR
EXISTING WALL
EXISTING FENCE

(E)  EXISTING

(P)  PROPOSED

FG  FINISHED GRADE

FS  FINISHED SURFACE

SF  SQUARE FEET

SCE  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

SCG  SOCAL GAS

40 40 80

40

E
N

G
IN

E
E

R
IN

G
 C

O
R

P
.

bo
lto

ne
ng

in
ee

rin
g.

co
m

 | 
31

0.
32

5.
55

80

C0.0

8 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD
ROLLING HILLS� CA 90274

OVERALL SITE PLAN
SCALE:  1" = 40'

INDEX OF SHEETS:
C0.0 OVERALL SITE PLAN
C0.1 EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
C1.0 PROPOSED STABLE ADDITION
C2.0 COLOR SITE MAP

VICINITY MAP 
SCALE:  1" = 300'

VICINITY MAP ADDRESSES

LEGEND

ACRONYMS

82



         
'

    
    

 

'

   
   

   
'

      
   

'

   
   

   
'

         
'

         
'

         
'

      
   

'

UP
PER

  BL
AC
KW

AT
ER 

 CY
N  R

D PROPERTY LINE

EASEMENT

SETBACK

FLOOD HAZARD ZONE BOUNDARY

EXISTING STRUCTURE

EXISTING CONCRETE

EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
EXISTING WALL
EXISTING FENCE

(E)  EXISTING

(P)  PROPOSED

FG  FINISHED GRADE

FS  FINISHED SURFACE

SF  SQUARE FEET

SCE  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

SCG  SOCAL GAS

30 30 60

30

E
N

G
IN

E
E

R
IN

G
 C

O
R

P
.

bo
lto

ne
ng

in
ee

rin
g.

co
m

 | 
31

0.
32

5.
55

80

C0.1

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
SCALE:  1" = 30'

LEGEND

ACRONYMS

83



    
    

 

'

   
   

   
'

       
  

'

         '

      
   

'

PROPERTY LINE

EASEMENT

SETBACK

LIMIT OF GRADING

FLOOD HAZARD ZONE BOUNDARY

EXISTING STRUCTURE

EXISTING CONCRETE

PROPOSED STRUCTURE

EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
FUTURE MAJOR CONTOUR
EXISTING WALL
EXISTING FENCE

(E)  EXISTING

(P)  PROPOSED

FG  FINISHED GRADE

FS  FINISHED SURFACE

SF  SQUARE FEET

SCE  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

SCG  SOCAL GAS

40 40 80

40

E
N

G
IN

E
E

R
IN

G
 C

O
R

P
.

bo
lto

ne
ng

in
ee

rin
g.

co
m

 | 
31

0.
32

5.
55

80

C1.0
PROPOSED STABLE ADDITION PLAN
SCALE:  1" = 20'

LEGEND

ACRONYMS

84



UP
PER

  BL
AC

KW
AT
ER 

 CY
N  R

D

    
    

 

'

   
   

   

'

      
   

'

         '

        
 

'

   
   

   
'

    
    

 

'

   
   

   
'

    
    

 

'

         '

8 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

10 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

12 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

4 PINE TREE LANE

6 PINE TREE LANE

8 PINE TREE LANE

10 PINE TREE LANE

VACANT RESIDENTIAL LOT

7 PINE TREE LANE

VACANT RESIDENTIAL LOT

16 PINE TREE LANE

18 PINE TREE LANE

5 LOWER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

VACANT RESIDENTIAL LOT

10 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

17 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

9 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

11 MIDDLERIDGE LANE SOUTH

7 LOWER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

6 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

9 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD

PROPERTY LINE

EASEMENT

SETBACK

LIMIT OF GRADING

NET LOT AREA

EXISTING DISTURBANCE

FLOOD HAZARD ZONE BOUNDARY

BUILDING PAD 1 - RESIDENCE

BUILDING PAD 2 - POOL

BUILDING PAD 3 - STABLE

EXISTING STRUCTURE

EXISTING CONCRETE

PROPOSED STRUCTURE

EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
FUTURE MAJOR CONTOUR
EXISTING WALL
EXISTING FENCE

(E)  EXISTING

(P)  PROPOSED

FG  FINISHED GRADE

FS  FINISHED SURFACE

SF  SQUARE FEET

SCE  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

SCG  SOCAL GAS

40 40 80

40

E
N

G
IN

E
E

R
IN

G
 C

O
R

P
.

bo
lto

ne
ng

in
ee

rin
g.

co
m

 | 
31

0.
32

5.
55

80

C2.0

8 UPPER BLACKWATER CANYON ROAD
ROLLING HILLS� CA 90274

OVERALL COLOR SITE MAP
SCALE:  1" = 40'

INDEX OF SHEETS:
C0.0 OVERALL SITE PLAN
C0.1 EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
C1.0 PROPOSED STABLE ADDITION
C1.1 SECTIONS AND ELEVATION VIEWS
C2.0 COLOR SITE MAP

VICINITY MAP 
SCALE:  1" = 300'

VICINITY MAP ADDRESSES

LEGEND

ACRONYMS

85



Agenda Item No.: 9.A 
Mtg. Date: 03/16/2021

TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING
COMMISSION

FROM: MEREDITH ELGUIRA, PLANNING DIRECTOR

THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: REPORT ON FINDINGS OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU)
SURVEY ADMINISTERED TO ROLLING HILLS RESIDENTS IN THE
LAST QUARTER OF 2020.

DATE: March 16, 2021

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
BACKGROUND:
Staff administered a survey of Rolling Hills residents to evaluate opportunities for ADUs, and general
attitudes about ADUs in the community. The survey was mailed to every home in the City in October
2020 and an electronic version via SurveyMonkey was posted on the City's website. Residents
submitted surveys through mid-December. The survey was advertised in the Blue Newsletter several
times to encourage participation. One hundred ninety-seven surveys were returned, bringing the total
response rate close to 28 percent.
 
DISCUSSION:
The analysis of the ADU survey was prepared by Barry Miller, see attachment. The findings of the
survey was included in the revised 5th Cycle Housing Element that was submitted to HCD on February
26, 2021. It will also be used to support the City's proposal to use ADUs as a viable option to meet the
City's 6th Cycle Housing Element affordable housing obligation.
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
 
RECOMMENDATION:
Receive and file.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
031621-ADUSurveyFindings.pdf
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CITY OF ROLLING HILLS 
REPORT ON FINDINGS OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) SURVEY 

ADMINISTERED TO ROLLING HILLS RESIDENTS IN THE LAST QUARTER OF 2020 
Prepared by: Barry Miller Consulting 

 
 
State law requires all cities and counties in California to adopt a Housing Element as part of their General 
Plans.  The Housing Element must show that each community is doing its fair share to meet the region’s 
housing needs and has adopted policies and regulations that implement State housing laws.  The Housing 
Element must also demonstrate that the City is actively engaging its residents in the development of its 
policies and housing programs.  Surveys are an effective way to do this, as they provide an easy 
opportunity for the entire community to offer feedback. 
 
In 2017, the State approved legislation requiring all cities and counties to allow Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) and to establish streamlined permitting for ADUs meeting certain development standards.  
The City of Rolling Hills adopted ADU legislation conforming to the State requirements in February 
2018.  In 2019, additional legislation regarding ADUs was adopted, requiring revisions to the City’s 
ordinance.  The additional legislation affects provisions for “Junior” ADUs (small ADUs that are 
repurposed from existing habitable floor space), the number of ADUs permitted per parcel, and the City’s 
ability to collect impact fees for ADUs.  Rolling Hills amended its ADU ordinance in early 2020 to 
implement these new requirements. 
 
As the City of Rolling Hills prepares for its 2021-2029 Housing Element, it has an opportunity to use 
ADUs to meet a portion of its State-mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation.  State law requires 
that the City demonstrate the capacity for 20 very low-income units, nine low-income units, 11 moderate-
income units and five above moderate-income units (45 units total).  ADUs can meet the entire moderate-
income need and a portion of the very low- and low-income need.  This can avoid the need to rezone 
property to multi-family housing or increase the number of units allowed in the recently created 
Affordable Housing Overlay Zone. 
 
Prior to developing possible ADU programs for City Council, Planning Commission, and community 
discussion, Staff administered a survey of Rolling Hills residents to evaluate opportunities for ADUs, 
and general attitudes about ADUs in the community.  The survey was designed and mailed to every 
home in the city in October 2020.  Residents had roughly one month to return it.  An option was provided 
to reply electronically via SurveyMonkey. 
 
Approximately 190 surveys were returned, for a response rate of 27 percent.  Another seven surveys 
were received by SurveyMonkey, bringing the total response rate to 28 percent.  The survey represents 
the views and experiences of more than one in four Rolling Hills households.   
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Demographics of Survey Respondents 
 
Figure 1 compares demographics for the survey respondents and residents in the city as a whole.  
 
Respondents tended to be older than Rolling Hills residents as a whole and were mostly long-time 
residents.  About two-thirds of the respondents were 65 or older and 25 percent were 50-64.  By contrast, 
about 42 percent of the City’s adult residents are over 65 and 36 percent are 50-64.  About 42 percent of 
the respondents had lived in Rolling Hills for more than 30 years and only 20 percent had lived in the 
city for less than 10 years.  By contrast, about 27 percent of all residents have lived in Rolling Hills for 
more than 30 years and 31 percent have lived in the city for less than 10 years.   
The distribution of respondents by household size was close to the citywide average.  Approximately 65 
percent lived in one and two person households, which is similar to the citywide average.  Only seven 
percent lived in households with five or more residents, which is just below the citywide average.  Of 
the 194 respondents who indicated their housing tenure, 192 were owners and two were renters.  This is 
equivalent to one percent of the respondents, whereas renters represent about five percent of Rolling 
Hills households. 
 
Responses to the survey were completely anonymous.  Respondents were given the option of phoning 
the City if they had questions or wanted more information about ADUs.     
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Figure 1: Demographics of Survey Respondents Relative to All Rolling Hills Residents 
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Suitability of the Property for an ADU 
 
Question 1 asked respondents to indicate if their property contained an ADU or other habitable spaces 
which could potentially be used as an ADU.  Respondents were asked to check “all choices that apply,” 
so the results are not additive.  
 
Thirteen of the respondents indicated they had a legally permitted ADU on their properties with a 
separate kitchen, bath, and entrance.  Some of these units may have been legally created in 2018-2020 
after the City adopted its ADU Ordinance, but some likely already existed and are legally classified as 
guest quarters rather than permitted ADUs.   
 
Thirty-four respondents, or roughly 25 percent of the total, indicated they had a secondary building on 
their properties with an indoor kitchen, bathroom, heat and plumbing.  This included guest houses/ 
casitas, pool houses, habitable barns, and similar features that could be considered potential ADUs even 
if they are not used for habitation by another household.  Ten respondents indicated they had a second 
kitchen in their homes.  Eighteen said they had another space in their home that could “easily be 
converted” to a separate dwelling or junior ADU.  While some respondents may have counted the same 
space twice, roughly half indicated they had spaces on their properties with the potential to be used as 
an ADU or JADU.  This is further supported by the responses to Question 2 below.  
 
Current Use of ADUs and Spaces Suitable as ADUs 
 
Question 2 asked how the spaces described in Question 1 were being used.  Only three of the respondents 
indicated they were renting ADUs to a paying tenant.  Seven indicated that the space was used by a 
caregiver or domestic employee, while eleven had a family member or long-term occupant living in the 
unit.  Collectively, this represents 21 units, or just over 10 percent of the respondent households.  The 
remainder of the respondents with potential ADU space indicated they used these spaces for house guests 
or their own families, or that the space was unoccupied or used as storage.   
 
The survey findings indicate that ADUs (or “unintended” ADUs such as guest houses) already represent 
a component of the Rolling Hills housing supply.  The survey suggests that there is potential to expand 
the number of permitted ADUs in the future, even without any new construction.  About 15 percent of 
the respondents (30 in total) indicated they had potential ADU space on their properties that was vacant 
or used for storage.   
 
Respondents were asked the square footage of the spaces they were describing.  Figure 2 shows the 
distribution.  More than 100 responses were received, with a median size of about 600 square feet.     
 
Respondents who had rented ADUs on their properties were given the option of reporting the rent that 
was being charged.  Two of the three households who indicated they had a paying tenant replied.  The 
monthly rents charged for these units were $950 in one case and $1,500 in another.  Based on HCD 
income limits for Los Angeles County, the $950 unit would be considered affordable to a very low-
income household of one or more persons.  The $1,500 unit would be considered affordable to a low-
income household of one or more persons.   These units are presumed to have been created or legalized 
between 2018 and 2020, following adoption of the ADU ordinance.  
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Page 5 

 
 
Figure 2: Square Footage of Spaces Reported by Respondents as Potential ADUs on their Properties, 
Including Guest Houses  
 
Income Characteristics of Households in Occupied Units 
 
Those who indicated their ADU (or “unintended” ADU/ guest house/ secondary space) was occupied by 
someone who was not part of their household were asked to describe the number of residents and total 
income of the occupants.  The numeric HCD 2020 income limits (dollar amounts) and number of persons 
in the household were used so that the occupants could be easily identified using HCD’s income 
categories.   
 
There were 12 responses to this question, or about six percent of all surveys returned.  This presumably 
includes the small number of units that are rented as ADUs, plus those occupied by caretakers, domestic 
employees, and other long-term occupants.  The distribution by HCD’s income categories is shown in 
Table 1 below: 
 

Table 1 
Household Size and Income of Households Occupying Formal or Unintended ADUs 

 
Income 1 person 2 person 3 person 4 person 5 person 6+ person TOTAL 
Extremely Low 1  1    2 
Very Low 2      2 
Low 1      1 
Moderate/ 
Above Mod 

1 4  1  1 7 

TOTAL 5 4 1 1 0 1 12 
 
The data indicates that roughly half of the survey respondents’ ADUs (including those which may be 
unpermitted and used “informally” on a long-term basis) provided housing for low-, very low-, and 
extremely low-income households. 
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Interest in Developing an ADU 
 
Question 4 asked respondents if they might be interested in developing an ADU if they didn’t currently 
have one.  There were 164 responses to this question, with 24 percent indicating “Yes” and 15 percent 
indicating “Maybe.”  Another 40 percent indicated “No” and 14 percent indicated “Probably Not.”  The 
responses are shown graphically in Figure 3 below.   
 
The pie chart suggests that more than half of the City’s residents are not interested in developing an 
ADU on their properties, and another quarter are undecided or not interested at this time.  To determine 
if there were regulatory barriers to construction, Question 4 included a follow up asking why respondents 
were not interested.   The responses suggest it is mostly a lifestyle choice rather than the result of 
regulatory or cost barriers.  About one-third (51) listed the loss of privacy as a factor, and another one-
third (48) indicated they didn’t want to deal with tenants.  The number of respondents listing the 
“permitting process” as a factor was small (27 out of 164) and the percentage listing “cost” as a factor 
(24 out of 164) was even smaller.  About 10 percent of the respondents cited lack of space as their reason. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3: Level of Interest in ADU development (N=164) 
 
  

No (65)
40%

Probably Not
(23)
14%

Not Sure (11)
7%

Maybe, but not 
now (25)

15%

Yes (40)
24%

Question: If you don’t have a 
legal ADU on your property, 
would you consider developing 
one? (164 replies) 

92



Page 7 

Location of Possible ADUs 
 
Those who expressed some interest in adding an ADU were asked where they might locate the ADU on 
their properties.  The responses may help guide City programs.  There were 85 responses, representing 
more than 40 percent of all surveys returned.  Conversion of an existing accessory building (such as a 
guest house or barn) was the most commonly selected choice (38 responses), followed by a new detached 
structure (21 responses) and conversion of existing space in the house (6 responses).  Only one 
respondent indicated they would build an addition to their home.   
 
Nineteen of the respondents were not sure where they might locate an ADU.  Again, a majority (about 
115) were not interested in adding an ADU. 
 
The responses suggest stronger demand for traditional ADUs than Junior ADUs, given the large number 
of respondents indicating they would build or convert an accessory structure, rather than use space within 
their own homes.   
 
Likely Use of Future ADUs 
 
Respondents were asked how they would use an ADU on their property if they developed one in the 
future.  The responses to this question are important, as the objective of the program is  
to create housing.  Using the ADU as a home office or space for occasional house guests would not 
accomplish State-mandated program goals.  Figure 4 shows the responses to the question. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4: Likely Use of Future ADUs (N=192) 
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The responses indicate that roughly one-third would use the ADU for another household, including 16 
who suggested they would rent it to a tenant and 48 who suggested they would use it for a domestic 
employee or caregiver.  The latter statistic is important, as it suggests a potential resource for local health 
care workers, elder care professionals, construction and landscape workers, and others who may work 
in Rolling Hills but lack the financial resources to live here.  Nearly a third of the respondents indicated 
they would use the ADU for a family member.  The family member could be an extension of their own 
household or a relative or relatives living independently as a separate household.  It is worth noting that 
only a quarter of the respondents indicated they would use the ADU for occasional visitors—historically, 
this has been the intended use of guest houses in the city.   
 
Use of ADUs as Affordable Housing 
 
Respondents were asked if they would consider limiting the rent on an ADU so that the unit was 
affordable to a lower income household.  The question specifically asked if the respondent would 
consider a deed restriction that maintained the rent at a reduced rate (such as $1,200/ month for a two-
person household) to help the City meet its State-mandated affordable housing requirements.  Of the 194 
surveys returned, 25 indicated they would consider this and another 20 indicated they might consider 
this (“maybe”).  This represents nearly one-quarter of the total respondents.  Another one-quarter 
indicated they would need more information before deciding.  About 35 percent indicated they would 
not consider a lower income affordability restriction and 15 percent did not respond.      
 
Figure 5 shows the responses to this question.  The data suggests that an “affordable” ADU program 
could generate sufficient participation for the City to meet its entire lower-income housing allocation 
through ADUs.   
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 5: Viability of ADUs to Meet Very Low Income Housing Assignment (N=194) 
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For the 98 respondents who answered “Yes”, “Maybe,” or “Need More Information”, the survey asked 
a follow-up question, which is the maximum length of time the respondent would consider acceptable 
for an affordability deed restriction.  Two respondents did not reply, but the other 96 provided the 
answers below: 
 

• 20 would consider a 5-year term 
• 2 would consider a 10-year term 
• 3 would consider a 20-year term 
• 17 would consider a deed restriction that ended when they sold the house 
• 59 were not sure or answered “other” 

 
The responses suggest that long-term deed restrictions (10 or 20 years) and affordability contracts that 
“run with the land” would have limited participation.  Residents are more open to short-term 
arrangements such as five-year affordability terms, and flexible arrangements that would not encumber 
the resale of their homes.  This is an important consideration in the event a program is developed.   
 
Incentives 
 
The final question in the survey asked respondents to select from a menu of possible incentives that 
might make a rent-restriction on an ADU more acceptable to them.  Respondents were invited to select 
as many of the choices as they wanted.  The most frequently selected options are shown in descending 
order in Figure 6 below. 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 6: Ranking of Potential Affordable ADU Incentives  
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The most frequently selected option was “nothing.”  However, 55 respondents indicated that fee waivers 
or reductions would be an incentive, and 50 said expedited permitting would be an incentive.  Many 
respondents were also supportive of the idea of rent-restricted ADUs serving local essential service 
workers such as fire-fighters and teachers.  The least popular incentive was assistance in finding a tenant.  
 
Other Comments 
 
The survey provided an opportunity for residents to make general open-ended comments on ADUs and 
housing issues in Rolling Hills, as well as the factors the City should consider as new ADU policies and 
regulations are developed.  Feedback was provided by 52 of the respondents.  This is summarized below. 
 
A majority of the open-ended comments expressed negative views about ADUs and their potential 
impacts on the character of Rolling Hills, as well as concerns with State housing mandates and the 
erosion of local land use control.  Numerous concerns were raised about safety, security, and privacy.  
There were also concerns expressed about noise, parking, traffic, evacuation capacity, and impacts on 
the community’s rural, equestrian feel.  Some respondents expressed concerns that they would not be 
able to choose their own tenants if they created an ADU or would be penalized if they created an ADU 
but did not rent it.   Questions were also raised about property tax impacts, septic system impacts, and 
whether tenants would pay association dues and have access to RHCA facilities. 
 
There were also supportive comments, particularly from persons interested in creating ADUs for aging 
parents, or for themselves to age in place while renting out their primary home.  Several respondents 
indicated an interest in renting space to a care giver.  One respondent suggested prioritizing rentals to 
employees of the RHCA.   Some respondents expressed their support for the idea of using the school 
property to meet affordable housing needs rather than relying on ADUs.   
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