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May 31, 2018

Subject: Acton Town Council Comments on the Draft SEA Ordinance dated March 2018
The Acton Town Council respectfully submits comments on the Draft SEA Ordinance that
are timely provided in Attachment 1. The comments are brief because we understand that
the Draft SEA Ordinance is likely to be revised again, and because we expect to provide
more detailed comments following this afternoon's tour of the SEA within Acton that was
attended by DRP staff and hosted by Acton Town Councilmembers.
In addition to the attached comments, the Acton Town Council expresses its sincere
appreciation for the manner in which the Draft SEA Ordinance adheres to the motion
approved by the Board of Supervisors when the Antelope Valley Area Plan was adopted in
2015. Specifically, and upon learning that the Santa Clara River SEA Boundary expansion
would engulf more than 1/3 of Acton and include many square miles of land that supports
none of the target biological species that the SEA was intended to protect,1 the Board of
Supervisors adopted the Santa Clara SEA Boundary with the proviso that residential
development and associated accessory uses in the Antelope Valley Area Plan would be
exempted from the SEA Ordinance2. The Acton Town Council is grateful that the Draft
Ordinance is consistent with prior Board of Supervisor determinations in a manner which
recognizes that low-density rural residential and animal keeping uses are not per se in
conflict with biological resource protection objectives.
Sincerely.
/s/ Jacqueline Ayer
Jacqueline Ayer
Correspondence Secretary for
The Acton Town Council
The expanded Santa Clara River SEA boundary is intended to protect resources identified in the report
titled "Biological Resources Assessment of the Proposed Santa Clara River Significant Ecological Area"
published in 2000 and found at: http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/sea_2000-BRASantaClaraRiver.pdf. However, the expanded SEA Boundary encompassed many square miles of already
developed land that does not (and cannot) support the identified resources, including Parker Mountain, the
slopes of Mount Gleason and other non-aquatic areas (ephemeral or otherwise). Because of the extensive
private landholdings that were incorporated into the expanded SEA despite their lack of biological resources
identified for protection by the Santa Clara River SEA, the Board of Supervisors guaranteed that residential
and accessory uses in the Antelope Valley Area Plan would be exempted from SEA ordinance provisions.
1

2

See Item 3p of the Board Motion that adopted the Antelope Valley Area Plan found here:
http://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/89964.pdf
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1. The Acton Town Council is concerned by the very short (3 year) window that is
provided for land to qualify as "Previously Disturbed Farmland"; there are a number of
reasons why farmland may remain unworked for more than 3 years, including
economic hardship following fire damage or drought. Moreover (and in the Antelope
Valley in particular), it takes more than 3 years for native vegetation to become reestablished, thus the 3-year time frame set by the Draft SEA Ordinance does not appear
reasonable from a biological resource perspective. The Acton Town Council
respectfully requests that the Department of Regional Planning explain how the 3-year
window was established and why it is necessary.
2. Pursuant to the Draft SEA Ordinance, it appears that several important non-residential
uses in Acton (including local water haulers and animal rescue operations) that have
existing CUPs may be required to undergo the "SEA CUP" process (including a biological
assessment) when they renew their CUP even though there are no proposed changes to,
or expansion of, these existing uses. During a recent public meeting, it was conveyed
that this requirement is imposed by the Draft SEA Ordinance because DRP wants to "see
what's there" on the property where these uses occur. The Acton Town Council is
concerned that mere curiosity is not a sufficient reason to impose an onerous SEA CUP
process on existing uses that do not seek to make any changes and which serve a vital
community function (particularly since renewal of such CUPs are exempt from CEQA3).
Therefore, the Acton Town Council respectfully requests that DRP set forth the
following:
a) Substantive reasons why it is necessary to require existing CUP holders that do not
propose operational or facility changes to undergo the SEA CUP process;
b) The specific objectives that DRP hopes to achieve by requiring existing CUP holders
that do not propose operational or facility changes to undergo the SEA CUP process;
c) The various ways in which existing CUP holders could be affected (and by extension,
how Acton will be affected) by requiring them to undergo the SEA CUP process.
Without this crucial information, the Community of Acton is prevented from providing
meaningful comments on the Draft SEA Ordinance, thus it is essential that timely and
comprehensive answers to these questions be provided.
________________________________________________________________________
3 CEQA only applies to "projects" that are explicitly defined as activities which "may cause either a direct
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment"
[Public Resources Code Section 20165]. Furthermore, the renewal of an existing CUP that does not include
any facility modifications qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption from CEQA because it involves a
"permit" for the "operation" of existing "structures, facilities, and mechanical equipment". (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15301).
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3. The substantive elements of the County's SEA program (such as the mitigation ratios
and open space designation requirements) are not actually found anywhere in the Draft
SEA Ordinance itself, rather they are embodied in the "SEA Implementation Guidelines".
The Acton Town Council is troubled by this because these "Guidelines" are not part of
the SEA Ordinance and do not appear to be even referenced by the SEA Ordinance. Yet,
these Guidelines establish the mitigation ratios by which private land will be "taken"
and "preserved" by either giving it to a non-profit organization or through some other
mechanisms. Equally troubling is the fact that the "SEA Implementation Guidelines"
will be applied with essentially the force of law, but they are not actually part of the SEA
Ordinance and thus can be revised at any time without public notice, hearings, or even
public comment. The Acton Town Council cannot countenance such circumstances; if
the "SEA Implementation Guidelines" are going to be relied upon to implement the SEA
Ordinance, then they must be made a legitimate part of the Ordinance and thus not
subject to revision without public notice, hearings, and board adoption.
4. It seems to the Acton Town Council that, unless members of the public and all the
decisionmakers have particular expertise in biology, they will be incapable of
understanding the distinction between SEA Categories 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. Thus, it is
impossible for either the public or the decisionmakers to fully understand the scope of
the Draft Ordinance and grasp the extent to which it will impact affected residents and
property owners. In particular, the Acton Town Council is concerned that essentially all
of Acton lying within the Santa Clara SEA will be deemed at least "Category 2" (with an
80% or 4:1 "open space" CUP SEA restriction imposed by the "Guidelines") simply due
to the ubiquitous presence of Junipers in Acton (which are neither rare, threatened, nor
endangered but are included on the "tree species list" on page 78 of the "SEA
Implementation Guide"). Even if this is changed, the portions of Acton lying within the
SEA are still likely to be deemed Category 3 with a 75% (or 3:1) "open space" CUP SEA
restriction due to the presence of a commonly found species; namely, the San Diego
Coast Horned Lizard (aka the Horny Toad). Moreover, even if a proposed project in
Acton is not subject to SEA CUP requirements, the "Guidelines" still require 66% of the
land (which is a 2:1) to be preserved "on-site" and remain untouched because most of
Acton is either Category 2 or Category 3 for the reasons mentioned above. The Acton
Town Council is grateful that the current version of the Draft SEA does not impose such
broad "takings" on residential and accessory uses in Acton, but if the residential/
accessory use exemptions are removed from the SEA Ordinance, then these broad
"takings" will apply to nearly one-third of Acton's residential areas. Because of this,
the Acton Town Council respectfully requests that the County demonstrate (based on
technically quantitative evidence) that the 66%, 75%, and 80% "preservation ratios"
set forth in the "Guidelines" are necessary, and that without them, the County will fail to
achieve the biological resource protection policies established by adopted planning
documents. For example, the Acton Town Council seeks to understand why the
thousands of acres of Juniper woodland that is already preserved within and adjacent to
Acton (through private land preserves, county holdings, and federal lands) is
insufficient and why it is necessary to take an additional portion (up to 80%) of private
land as "mitigation".
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5. The Acton Town Council appreciates the creation of "Category 5" resources [page 9 of
the draft ordinance] which include plant communities "dominated" by non-native
species. However, it is not clear precisely how this "Category 5" will be implemented.
For instance, if a 20-acre parcel of land within the SEA in Acton is covered by Russian
Thistle or Wild Mustard or other non-native species, but there is one Juniper tree and
one Horny Toad found on the property, would it be considered "Category 5" (due to the
"dominating" presence on non-natives) or "Category 2" (due to the presence of a single
Juniper three) or "Category 3" (due to the presence of a Horny Toad)?
6. The Draft Ordinance appears to require a minimum of 75% open space for all
subdivisions regardless of what category of resources are on the property [page 22]. It
also appears that the subsequent residential development of each lot created by the
subdivision is subject to additional "on-site" preservation requirements as high as 66%
(or 2:1) according to page 60 of the "Guidelines". Is this correct? If so, has the County
prepared any sort of analysis showing that, to achieve the resource protection policies
set forth in adopted planning documents, it is necessary to first set aside 75% of every
subdivision project as "preservation land" and then set aside an additional 66% of
every parcel created therefrom when it is developed for residential purposes? More
importantly, has the County concluded that adopted resource planning policies will not
be achieved unless these large land areas are taken for "preservation" purposes? If the
County has developed such an assessment, the Acton Town Council respectfully
requests that a copy of this assessment be provided.
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Significant Ecological Area Draft Ordinance Public Concerns

1. Section 1. Division 2. - Definitions should use the same wording as in
Purpose (22.102.010), including wildlife corridor, connectivity, feed, cover and
nesting habitat.
2. Purpose The definition is unclear. What does connectivity to regional natural
resources mean? How does providing additional technical review reduce effects
of habitat fragmentation in order to protect the biodiversity and unique resources
of SEAs? How can development sustain connectivity and conserve biological
diversity and habitat quality at the same time?
Directing development be designed in a manner which considers impacts to SEA
resources is a very vague statement. Impacts noticed or taken into account
gives a variety of choices to developers to use a SEA by preservation of other
land not within the same location.
SEAs are already fragmented, developed, about to be redeveloped, rezoned or
destroyed by roads, solar facilities or man made amenities to support human
population. (Example: contiguous or corner touching property lines that create
donut hole divisions as in annexed city boundaries.)
3. Purpose D. By considering impacts to development to be designed makes
the purpose of SEAs insignificant. This is a vague, broad statement that only
gives notice to impacts. Impacts should be eliminated.
4. Definitions. D. “Building Site” If it is “proposed” what is the meaning of the
wording “is developed”? A limit of 20,000 sq. ft. building site should include NO
exemptions.
5. D. 1. Excluded developments total up significantly. Why is it excluded in the
site area? Please give a reason if this is for a specific master planned
community.
6. D. 3. Requirements for LA Co Fire Department should be included and
totaled to all grading.
7. E. “Conservation easement” Please add in perpetuity to the statement
“restrictions to permanently limit”.
8. F. “Conservation or mitigation bank” The number of “habitat or species credit”
is similar to “carbon credits”, The numbers here are for living creatures and their
habitat that sustain all of us. Mitigation must remain in the same area, not
credited to another geographical location.
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9. G. “Conservation –in-lieu fee” These fees must be used for mitigation in the
same area.
10. “Development” Please add the following words (from Roget’s Thesaurus).
Development is outgrowth, consequence, change and expansion. The word
alteration is a simplified explanation of a permanent modification.
11. “Development Footprint” Is this the permitable 20,000 square feet of a single
building? What is the maximum amount of disturbance allowed that does not
count into the development footprint? Would this be considered as
“barefootprint”?
12. “Formation Type” Woodland must include a culmination of all seven types of
features.
13. “Fragmentation” The definition must include the reference to habitat
disturbance also, not only vegetative.
14. T. “Linkage” Is this definition the same as “wildlife corridor” Does it mean the
same thing?
15. X. 1. SEA Resource Category 1. Must all existing animal and plant species
need to be endangered before they are protected? Might that not be too late?
16. X. 5. SEA Resource Category 5. Please include second growth desert to
ecosystem functions valuable to the resilience of the SEAs.
17. AA. “Water Resources” Please include sources of surface water as
seasonal or permanent.
18. BB. “Wildlife” Please add insects, such as butterflies, native bees, flies,
grubs and other such insects that provide food for lizards and birds.
19. Applicability (22.102.030) D. and E. Why was this crossed out in Section 1,
page one?
20. Exemptions (22.102.040) This is very confusing and unclear. Could it be
explained in more simple terms?
21. SEA Counseling (22.102.050) What is the criteria used for a waiver? Where
is this in writing? Who decides? Who is the Director?
22. B. SEA Stop. This semi-acronym must be county-speak for a checkpoint or
next step in a procedure made up of reviews. Why not call it like it is?
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A recommendation either approves a project or not. If all is well then a project
goes ahead. If a project is not approved it gets more chances to be approved by
having more evaluations, paying permit fees or by mitigation with a land
exchange or credits. Wouldn’t it be more likely that the ordinance will eventually
approve any project of a significant ecological area?
23. CUP (22.102.070) Please see comment 22.
24. CUP A.3.c. Please define what cumulative means to the Planning
Department. How much loss is needed to become cumulative?
25. CUP B.1.d. Who determines items that are “unnecessary”? Please state if it
is the Director, that person’s name and title.
When does the Public Hearing take place in the review process? When is the
public allowed to comment? How will the public be notified and what is the time
frame for any comments on a project?
26. Development Standards 22.102.080) A.3.b. and 4.b. Does this refer to
preservation in the same area, or at another location not in a SEA but of a similar
type?
27. C.3. Fencing materials. Please add woven wire as a prohibited material.
28. C.5. Outdoor lighting. Please add “to use subdued light or red lighting”.
29. C.6. Open Space Buffer What percentage of land for fuel modification
deemed necessary by the Fire Department will be allowed? Will a review for
nesting areas or dens be required first?
30. D.2.a.i. Does “disturbed area” include second growth” or the desert that is
recovering from past farming, grazing, fires, etc.?
31. D.4. Who are the developers and what are the names of their corporations
that have “reasonable potential for future development” of large parcel maps?
How big are these and what is the criteria for “reasonable”?
32. Open Space (22.102.090) A.3. How do wildlife corridors fit into land division?
Are they left untouched, re-routed or eliminated?
33. B.1. How would multiple noncontiguous areas of open space not result in or
not be considered fragmentation?
34. D.1. What is the difference between a deed restriction and a covenant?
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35. D.2. Who is it that decides which open space preservation mechanism is
implemented for development that does not comply with SEA Development
Standards? There are seven choices listed by preference. Is a choice selected
at random or by request of the developer?
36. Findings (22.102.100) C. Please specify the sensitive design features that
would be sufficient for habitat. (Give examples.)
37. D. What are the acceptable or foreseeable ways of maintaining natural
functions? Are there allowable alterations of water bodies, watercourses and
tributaries? How would this be done?
Thank you for your consideration,
Virginia Stout
Antelope Acres Town Council
President

Judith Fuentes
Antelope Acres
Resident
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bev Perry <bperrybrea@roadrunner.com>
Saturday, May 26, 2018 4:34 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Bev Perry

1
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Kevin Harbison, Shea Homes
President
Ken Melvin, CalAtlantic Homes
Vice President
Matt Modrzejewski, California Home Builders
Secretary/Treasurer
Ray Chan, CCC Investment Group, Inc.
VP of Development
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May 31, 2018
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re: Building Industry Association Comment Letter on the Significant
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance

Henrik Nazarian, D & D Engineering, Inc.
VP of Associates
Randy Johnson, Brookfield Residential
Immediate Past President
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Jim Bizzelle, Habitat for Humanity of Greater LA
Arthur Chang, City Century
George Chiang, Synergy Alliance Advisors, Inc.
Rocco Cordola, Gothic Landscape
Chris Courtney, Richmond American Homes
George Dickerson, All Promotions Etc.
Richard Dunbar, Oakridge Landscape, Inc.
Bob Etebar, ETCO Homes
Mike Frasco, Bio Clean Environmental Services
Derek Fraychineaud, CIM Group
Amy Freilich, Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP
Laurel Gillette, KTGY Architecture + Planning, Inc.
Ellen Golla, DB Companies
Peter Gutierrez, Latham & Watkins
Andy Henderson, The Henderson Law Firm
Krysti Irving, Landscape Development, Inc.
Nam Joe, Watt Communities
Ken Kahan, California Landmark
Derek Leavitt, Modative, Inc.
Dave Little, Pardee Homes
Mike Liu, Zhuguang Properties (US), LLC
Jim Macke, Wells Fargo Home Mortgage
Judi MacLean, Homes4Families
Karl Mallick, David Evans & Associates, Inc.
Joe Martino, Shangri-La Construction
Michael Massie, Jamboree Housing
Bill McReynolds, Warmington Group
Greg Medeiros, Tejon Ranch Company
Monica Mejia, LINC Housing
Eileen Merino, CDS Insurance
Tom Mitchell, Five Point
John Musella, The Musella Group
Rogelio Navar, Fifteen Group
Scott Ouellette, Williams Homes
Mary Perdue, Grounds Maintenance Service
Erik Pfahler, Borstein Enterprises
Ryan Rosenthal, Movement Mortgage
Sara Soudani, Commonwealth
Jon Spelke, Storm Properties, Inc.
Sidney Stone, Chelsea Investment Corp.
Frank Su, Toll Brothers
Alyssa Trebil, DuctTesters, Inc.
Rich Villaseñor, KB Home
Andy Wang, NexData Technology
Rick White, Larrabure Framing

Dear Ms. Patricia Hachiya,
The Los Angeles/Ventura Chapter of the Building Industry Association
of Southern California, Inc. (BIA), is a non-profit trade association of
nearly 1,200 companies employing over 100,000 people affiliated with
building and development. On behalf of our membership, we would like
to propose our suggested comments related to the County’s Significant
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance. BIA would like these comments to be
taken into consideration for implementation in the final SEA Ordinance.
The SEA Ordinance was last updated in 2015 with the adoption of the
2035 General Plan and Antelope Valley Area Plan, which included
revisions of the County’s goals and policies, SEA map boundary
changes, and applicability language changes. BIA-LAV has since worked
with the County and submitted various comment letters to help
produce drafts 7, 8 and 9 of this ordinance. The most recent SEA
document was reviewed by our membership, and we had the
opportunity to meet with County staff to communicate the concerns
outlined in this letter. There are several technical changes and additions
we hope are reviewed to eliminate any confusion and to provide the
building and development community more clarity, all detailed below.
1. Definition of “Biological Constraints Analysis” (Page 3 – §22.102.20
(A)):
The County has provided that, a ““Biological Constraints Analysis (BCA)”
means a report, prepared by a qualified biologist as listed in the SEATAC
Certified Biologist List maintained by the Department…” This draft
definition requires that developments in an SEA would have to work
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with a biologist on the SEATAC Certified Biologist List. Applicants should not be limited to the SEATAC
list. Many of the biologists our members work with are well qualified and are familiar with the specific
development that, often times, they have been working on over several years. If this suggestion were
to be adopted we would request that references to the “SEATAC Certified Biologist List” be taken out
from the entirety of the ordinance.
2. Definition of “Development” (Page 5 – §22.102.20 (J) & (J)7.):
For clarity, we would like the inclusion of language that points out that the “following activities” under
the SEA “Development” definition excludes exempted developments under Section 22.102.040 of the
ordinance. This would eliminate any confusion related to what is exempted and not subject to this
section or definition. Accordingly, BIA requests that §22.102.20 (J) be revised to read (requested
change underlined):
J. “Development” means any of the following activities within an SEA, unless otherwise
exempt under Section 22.102.040
(J)7. Also, in this provision, the County describes “Land Divisions” as a development activity. This
should also be excluded from the definition of development since land division in and of itself is not
development.
3. Exemptions (Pages 11, 12 & 13 – §22.102.040, (B)1., (D), (H), And the addition of §22.102.040 (P)
and (Q) (1. - 8.)):
In this section the ordinance states that, “The following developments are exempt from the
regulations of this Chapter.” Here, BIA suggests adding language that reinforces the fact that an SEA
permit is not required for the listed exemptions. BIA requests that §22.102.040 be revised to read
(requested change underlined):
“The following developments are exempt from the regulations of this Chapter, and shall not
require an SEA permit. Development that does not qualify for any of the exemptions listed
below is subject to the regulations of this Chapter.”
(B)1. Under the ordinance Section 22.102.040 (B)1., the specific total building site and areas that
would be exempted for additions and modifications are listed as not increasing “20,000 square feet,
or encroach into more than 10% dripline for up to four SEA Native Trees.” Our membership feels that
this type of specificity may not be appropriate in all cases and is too prescriptive. That should be
noted throughout the ordinance, including; SEA Development Standards §22.102.080 (A) 2. (a.), 5.,
(B) Water Resources (Table), (C) 6. & (D) 3., (B)and §22.102.90 Open Spaces (A) 3.
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(D) & (E). Currently, the ordinance exempts, “Maintenance, minor additions, or changes to existing
legally established development previously reviewed for impacts to SEA Resources…” and
“Development requiring renewal of previously approved use permits…” However, development
permitted prior to the expansion of an SEA mapped area would not have been previously reviewed
for impacts to SEA resources. Instead, former versions of the ordinance stated that, “Any
development authorized by a valid land use approval, or permit authorized by this Title 22, that was
not subject to Section 22.56.215 as it existed prior to the effective date of the ordinance establishing
the former section. In such cases, the development shall be governed by the land use approval or
permit during the life of that grant.” This language would be more appropriate in defining an
exemption for a previously existing, legally established development.
(H). This portion of the exemptions refers to the “rebuilding and replacement of legally built
structures which have been damaged or partially destroyed and will not increase the previously
existing development footprint.” BIA suggests that County staff should currently have the ability to
approve these types of changes to a structure if regulations requiring replacement require it or if it
can be demonstrated that it wouldn’t affect sensitive vegetation.
(P). BIA suggests adding (P) to Section 22.102.040 to exempt “Lot line adjustments.”
(Q). BIA suggests adding (Q) to Section 22.102.040 to exempt “Ground Disturbance Activities” and
the following activities as exemptions:
1. Implementation of mitigation (installation, maintenance, and monitoring), including habitat
restoration, expansion, enhancement, and removal of non-native or invasive species;
2. Testing and survey activities conducted pursuant to environmental analysis prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act;
3. Activities on lands within the historic limits of existing agricultural operations and production,
including lands that are fallow as part of long-term crop management. Agricultural operations
may include, but are not limited to, irrigated and non-irrigated farmland, nurseries, fruit
stands, and composting facilities. Agricultural operations and production include access to,
installation, repair, and maintenance of agricultural related infrastructure;
4. Activities associated with existing managed grazing lands for traditional livestock (including
resource management) and the construction and maintenance of corrals, barns, sheds,
fencing, water systems, and access roads as an accessory use, as allowed by this Title 22 and
other applicable County regulations, including, but not limited to, regulations related to time
of year, County wildlife preserves, and hazardous dust conditions;
5. Activities associated with existing oil and gas operations, including maintenance of wells,
pipelines, tanks, fencing, sheds, access roads, and equipment and material storage;
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6. Activities associated with required alterations in previously developed areas within a SEA
(e.g., upsizing an existing utility);
7. Maintenance of existing facilities located within a SEA (e.g., grading and vegetation removal
necessary to provide continued access); and
8. Construction of County master planned highways and master planned trails.
5. SEA Counseling (Page 13 & 14 – §22.102.050(B), And the addition of Section 22.102.050 (C)):
(B). As written, the ordinance requires that at the SEA Stop process the Regional Planning Director
recommend “two subsections…” appearing to mean that the two recommendations listed under a.
and b. have to both be adopted. However, a. and b. appear to be written as adopting one or another
– not necessitating both for a ministerial review, and an SEA Conditional Use Permit. To provide clarity
and eliminate confusion, we recommend that the §22.102.050(B) be revised to read (requested
change underlined):
“Recommendation. The Director shall recommend at the SEA Stop one of the following two
subsections:”
(C). BIA also requests that Section 22.102.050 (C) be added to the ordinance to expand applicability
requirements, including additional permitted uses subject only to ministerial review. We recommend
the following:
“C. Ministerial SEA Review. The following activities shall be presumed to comply with Section
22.102.080 (SEA Development Standards) and only a ministerial SEA review pursuant to
Section 22.102.060 shall be required:
1. Activities to improve the quality of biological or water resources in an SEA, such as,
but not limited to:
a. Non-native vegetation removal programs;
b. Native Habitat restoration programs; and
c. Construction of wildlife crossing structures
2. New crops as follows:
a. Personal crops that exceed one acre in size; and,
b. Commercial crops of any size.
3. Vegetation removal as follows:
a. Vegetation removal in excess of what is required for the placement of permitted
structures, accessory structures, access, fuel modification areas, and paths; and
b. Vegetation removal not associated with the development of an approved permit.”
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6. SEA Review (Page 14 – §22.102.060 Title, And (A)):
Title: BIA requests clarification under the SEA Review title, providing the word “Ministerial,” makes it
clear that this is meant to be a description of the ministerial process. We recommend that the title
read, “SEA Review (Ministerial).”
(A). We recommend that under §22.102.060 (A) there should be clarifying language that refers back
to the eligibility of projects to undergo a ministerial review based on the Director’s recommendation.
BIA requests that §22.102.060 be revised to read (requested change underlined):
“A ministerial SEA Review pursuant to this section shall be required for any development
recommended by the Director pursuant to section 22.102.50, subpart B, and any
development included in section 22.102.50, subpart C, to determine compliance with the
following:”
7. SEA Conditional Use Permit (Page 15 – §22.102.070 Title):
Title: BIA requests clarification under the SEA Conditional Use Permit title, providing the word
“Discretionary,” makes it clear that this is meant to be a description of the discretionary review
process. We recommend that the title read, “SEA Conditional Use Permit (Discretionary).”
8. SEA Development Standards (Pages 18, 19 & 20 – §22.102.080 (2)a., (C), (D)1., And (D)2.(c)):
(2) a. BIA requests that the use of “minimum” results in great uncertainty to builders and developers
and should be more specific. That should be noted throughout the ordinance, including;
§22.102.080,(3) b.
(C). BIA suggests removing the fencing standards under “Area-wide Development Standards;” Based
on the broad nature of the resources within the County SEAs, a one size standard does not fit all. For
this reason, the fencing should be looked at on a case-by-case basis.
(D) 1. We are concerned that the section describing permissible crops is too limited to non-invasive
species. Most crops are invasive when water is available.
(D) 2. (c). This section and the three points under the subsection do not appear to be necessary,
because of the language above this section under (D) 2. (b), requiring exploratory testing stabilization.
9. Open Spaces (Page 22 – §22.102.90 (A) 4.):
BIA suggests that this provision is removed because Opens Space could be set aside in the Final Map
process.
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10. Open Space Use (Pages 23 & 24 – §22.102.90 (C), Add 7., And (D) 1. & (D)2.(d)):
Add (C) 7. We would like to add point 7. under exemptions to Open Space Use in subsection (C), to
read:
“7. Trails and/or other recreational amenities”
(D) 1. & (D) 2. (d). BIA requests clarifications to expand the term “property owner” to include a
“Property Owners Association.”
11. Findings (Pages 24 & 25 – §22.102.100 (A), (B) & (F)):
(A). BIA believes that the language under subsection A. be amended to eliminate any potential
misinterpretations under current language. We recommend the section to be revised to read:
“A. To the extent feasible, the proposed development minimizes potential impacts to
identified biological resources present on the portions of the proposed development site that
are located within the SEA from incompatible development through the application of
environmentally sensitive site design practices and development standards.”
(B). Also, to eliminate any misinterpretations, and conflicting exemptions, BIA suggests the language
under subsection B. be replaced with the following:
“B. Potential conflicts between conservation of the resources in SEAs (as identified in the
County’s General Plan) and the proposed development have been equitably resolved.”
(F) To create consistency across this “Findings” section, based on the earlier replacement language
suggested above, (F) should be amended to read:
“F. The proposed development does not have the potential to result in the loss of resiliency
of the SEA, to the extent feasible.”
Especially of concern, under subsection (F) is point 4.: “Other factors as identified by SEATAC.” This
language is incredibly broad, and could pose unforeseen restrictions and challenges on builders and
developers.
11. Fees (Page 26 – §22.102.110 (A)5.(b)):
Under current language, the SEATAC review fee only covers up to three SEATAC meetings, and would
require new fee for additional meetings. BIA believes that this language should be amended to read:
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“b. The SEATAC Review Fee shall cover all SEATAC meetings.”
In summary, BIA believes that these changes will strengthen the SEA Ordinance by providing balance
between past drafts and previous industry suggestions, while updating the most current draft that
includes new components. Builders need clarity and certainty when new regulations are updated or
introduced, especially when existing investments and current projects are impacted. These small
changes will provide BIA members and housing producers that certainty, and allow fair housing
production to battle the housing crisis that has afflicted the region. We ask that the Final Significant
Ecological Areas Ordinance be written with our requested adjustments so it can be as balanced as
possible in achieving the County’s ecosystems conservation goal. We look forward to continuing to
work with the County as this draft ordinance is finalized.
Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions and comments. Should you have any
questions, please contact BIA-LAV Director of Government Affairs, Diana Coronado, at (213) 7975965 or at dcoronado@bialav.org.
Sincerely,

Tim Piasky
Chief Executive Officer
BIA-Los Angeles/Ventura
CC: Iris Chi, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bruce Petersen <bpetersenhp@gmail.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 11:25 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete." As California population continues to grow, chances for saving natural spaces
will skitter away. It must be saved now.
Signed, Bruce Petersen

1
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May 14, 2018
Ms. Jennifer Mongolo
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1343
Los Angeles, CA 90012
email: jmongolo@planning.lacounty.gov
Subject: Notice of Consultation on the Tenth Draft Proposed Ordinance (Ordinance) for
Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas (SEA).
Dear Ms. Mongolo:
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced
tenth draft of the proposed Ordinance for Los Angeles County SEAs. The Ordinance is a
component of the Los Angeles County General Plan and is a regulatory tool written to maintain
a balance between conservation and development within designated SEAs located in
unincorporated Los Angeles County.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife resources. Likewise,
we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.
CDFW is pleased that the subject Ordinance address many of the Department’s comments and
recommendations following CDFW review of several previous SEA Ordinance drafts as this
planning document progression towards finalization by Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning (County).
CDFW ROLE
The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department’s
authority as California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds them in trust
by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & Game Code §§ 711.7, subd. [a] & 1802; Public
Resources Code § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. [a]). As trustee, CDFW has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants,
and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species (Id., § 1802).
For purposes of CEQA, CDFW is mandated to provide, as available, biological expertise during
public agency environmental review, focusing on projects/activities that have the potential to
adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.
CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Public Resources
Code § 21069; CEQA Guidelines § 15381). CDFW expects that it may need to exercise
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including lake and streambed
alteration (LSA) regulatory authority (Fish & Game Code § 1600 et seq.). To the extent
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any
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species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA; Fish & Game Code §
2050 et seq.) or state-listed rare plant pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish
and Game Code §1900 et seq.), authorization from CDFW as provided by the applicable Fish
and Game Code will be required.
Section 22.102.020. Definitions.
22.102.020 (J). This Section describes several activities considered as development and states.
“Development” means any of the following activities within an SEA”
CDFW recommends that groundwater extraction be considered a type of development for the
purposes of the Ordinance. Changes in groundwater can effect surface water and soil moisture
availability and associated wildlife and botanical resources that depend on these resources.
22.102.020 (J) (6). This Section defines fencing as “areas used for livestock or companion
animals including riding rings, kennels, paddocks, and grazing lands;”
CDFW recommends that the definition of fencing include areas fenced for security reasons
include but not be limited to: airports; prisons; large estates; agricultural croplands; resorts;
mines; reservoirs; aqua ducts; public recreation facilities; etc.
22.102.020 (P) (7). This section describes “Formation Types” to define generalized structures of
a stand of vegetation or physical feature. Wetland is defined as a Formation Type that is “An
area of land that is inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances does support, a prevalence
of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions, with determinations following
guidelines defined in the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual.”
In order for the Ordinance to be more inclusive of biological resource protection in the
predominately arid regions of the subject coverage area, CDFW recommends that the
Ordinance follow the wetland determinations guidelines defined in the Unitized States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFW) Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States
(Cowardin, 1979). For purposes of this classification, a wetland must satisfy one or more of the
following three wetland indicator parameters: (1) at least periodically, the land supports
predominantly hydrophytes; (2) the substrate is predominantly undrained hydric soil; and (3) the
substrate is nonsoil and is saturated with water or covered by shallow water at some time during
the growing season of each year. Wetland determinations defined under the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual must satisfy all three of the above wetland indicator parameters
(vegetation, soils, and hydrology) to qualify as a wetland. The Corps of Engineers wetland
delineation standard will potentially limit the recognition and protection of wetlands and
associated biological resource value in the SEAs covered under the Ordinance.
22.102.020 (R). This section states that “habitat type” is generally referred to as vegetation type
“as defined by standard references, such as Holland (1988) or Sawyer et al (2009).” CDFW
asks that this be rewritten to “as defined by the state’s standard known as the Survey of
California Vegetation (SCV), which is available on the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
website.”
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CDFW no longer supports the use of the Holland classification. Instead, in 2007 the Legislature
directed CDFW to develop a vegetation classification and mapping standard for California
based on data-driven, defensible definitions of vegetation types. The standard presents
membership rules for vegetation types so they are clearly defined and understood by all users.
The Manual of California Vegetation, second edition, (Sawyer et al. 2009) presented the state of
the standard classification in 2009. However, much more of California has been classified and
analyzed, and updates will now be published on the CDFW website in the form of lists
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP) and CNPS website (as the Online Manual of
California Vegetation). The vegetation types of Los Angeles are fairly well documented, at least
at the Alliance level, and so biologists need not rely on outdated Holland types.
22.102.020 (U). This section defines “natural community” as a “.distinctive assemblage of plant
species that live together and are linked by their effects on one another and their environment,
and which present a characteristic appearance based on size, shape, and spacing that is
reflective of the effects of local climate, soil, water, disturbance, and other environmental
factors.” However, CDFW is unsure how this differs from “habitat types” in 22.102.020 (R).
CDFW uses “vegetation types” and “natural communities” interchangeably, and since
22.102.020 (X) (1) et seq. refer to “natural communities” as ranked by CDFW, we recommend
the Ordinance define “habitat type” and “natural communities” as the same thing; the definition
in this section is very good.
22.102.020 (X) (1-5). The ordinance defines SEA resource categories 1 through 5 based on
CDFW’s ranking or by utilizing NatureServe’s Conservation Status Assessment Methodology for
unranked communities. CDFW is concerned that this allows the biologists to define communities
on an ad hoc basis and then rank them. This should be worded to “’SEA Resource Category 1’
includes natural communities accepted by California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
and ranked G1 or S1 by CDFW or utilizing NatureServe’s Conservation Status Assessment
methodology for unranked communities” in 22.102.020 (R) X(1) and as appropriate for the other
sections.
CDFW recommends the text in the SEA Ordinance Implementation Guide be modified per the
comments above: For example, bullet 3 on page 51 and bullet 2 on page 52 should refer to the
CDFW Survey of California Vegetation and CNPS Online Manual of California Vegetation.
22.102.040. Exemptions.
22.102.040 (A) (1). Single Family Homes. This section describes exemptions to the Ordinance
including the building of single family homes (SFH) of any size that are within the boundaries of
the Antelope Valley Area Plan (AVAP) as being exempt from the Ordinance.
CDFW recommends the County not provide Ordinance exemptions for SFH construction
anywhere in the County within designated SEAs. CDFW is concerned that development within
SEAs without the County requiring biological constraints analyses could lead to assumptions by
the regulated community that activities are not subject to additional applicable regulations
protective of biological resources. CDFW is particularly concerned regarding regulations under
our purview, including protection for listed species (Fish and Game Code § 2050 et seq.),
nesting birds (Fish and Game Code § 3500 et seq.), and alterations conducted within waters of
the state (Fish and Game Code § 1600 et seq.).
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CDFW recommends that the Ordinate include language that informs that all activities conducted
in an SEA are subject to applicable state and federal laws regardless of Ordinance exemption
status provided by the County.
22.102.040 (A) (2) Farmland. This section describes that the development on farmland within
the boundary of the AVAP is exempted from the Ordinance and states. “All previously disturbed
farmland as defined by Section 22.102.020 (Definitions).”
Definition V under Section 22.102.020, states. “Previously disturbed farmland means farmland
not grazed by domestic stock identified within the State of California Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (published in 2017) that has been inactive for a period of less than three
consecutive years.”
The Farmland development Ordinance exemption in Section 22.102.040 (A)(2) appears to
conflict with the Resource Category defined in Section 22.102.040 (X)(5) that states. “SEA
Resource Category 5 includes disturbed or isolated resource elements, such as plant
communities dominated by non-native species, agricultural fields, hedges, and non-native trees,
which continue to provide habitat and movement opportunities for wildlife, buffers between
development and wildlands, and ecosystem functions valuable to the resilience of the SEAs.”
CDFW recommends that the Ordinance clarify if “agricultural field” and “farmland” are intended
to refer to similar or different meanings for the purposes of affording the exemption and
Resource Category value as defined in the ordinance. Given that inactive farmland and
agricultural fields provide similar beneficial wildlife habitat value, CDFW recommends
Exemption 2 under Section22.102.040 (A) be removed from the Ordinance.
Section 22.102.090. Open Space. Section 22.102.090 describes how the Ordinance proposes
to address impacts to biological resources within the SEAs and states. “This Section sets forth
the preservation and recordation requirements for open space when required by this Chapter,
either in compliance with Section 22.102.080 (SEA Development Standards) or to offset impacts
to SEA Resources through a SEA CUP.”
CDFW generally concurs that the Open Space and SEA Development Standards described in
the Ordnance furthers biological resource preservation and protection within the SEAs.
Understanding that resource value and sensitivity may vary depending on the location and type
of project, CDFW may permit activities in SEAs within CDFW’s regulatory authority that may be
subject to more stringent avoidance, mitigation ratio, preservation dedication, and conservation
management standard conditions than described in the Ordinance.
CDFW recommends that the Ordinance avoid using the term “open space” and replace it with
the term “natural open space”. CDFW does not generally support the use of open space
preservation to mitigate for impacts to biological resources. Open space may be interpreted as
an area that could be used for recreational activities such as sports fields, golf courses, etc. that
generally are not compatible with maintaining native biological diversity.
CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft Ordinance and to assist the County
in further minimizing and mitigating project impacts to biological resources. In general, CDFW
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welcomes the updated Ordinance and finds it to be an improvement in clarity and conservation
intent.
CDFW requests an opportunity to review and comment on any response that the County has to
our comments and to receive notification of any forthcoming CEQA documents and hearing
dates for the SEA Ordinance (CEQA Guidelines §15073[e]). If you have any questions or
comments regarding this letter, please contact Scott Harris, Environmental Scientist at
scott.p.harris@wildlife.ca.gov or (805) 644-6305.
Sincerely,

Betty J. Courtney
Environmental Program Manager I
South Coast Region

ec: Erinn Wilson, CDFW, erinn.wilson@wildlife.ca.gov
Diana Hickson, Diana.Hickson@wildlife.ca.gov
Andrew Valand, Erinn.Wilson@wildlife.ca.gov
Kelly Schmoker, Kelly.Schmoker@Wildlife.ca.gov.
References:
Cowardin, L.M. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States.
Report FWS/OBS-79/31. Washington, DC: Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the
Interior.
Evens, J.M., T. Keeler-Wolf, and J.O. Sawyer. 2009. A manual of California vegetation.
Second Edition. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, California, USA. 1,300 pages.
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May 31, 2018
Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
sea@planning.lacounty.gov
RE: Comments on the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance Update – Public Review
Draft and the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance Implementation Guide.
Dear Department of Regional Planning,
Los Angeles County is an important location for the conservation of biodiversity. The vast
majority of the county is located in the California Floristic Province, an area selected as one of
35 Global Biodiversity Hotspots1. Hotspots are identified based on their high diversity, rate of
endemism, and level of threats. Los Angeles County is tasked with managing globally important
plant and animal resources on both private and public lands. Increasingly, the preservation of
biodiversity on these lands is in conflict with human uses. We recognize that the Significant
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance is an attempt to balance the needs of humans with the
conservation of ecological resources in some of the county’s most precious locations. With that
in mind we advocate that the County implements planning decisions and policies that prioritize
the conservation of biodiversity and the maintenance of ecological processes. Thank you very
much for the opportunity to provide comments on the SEA Ordinance Update – Public Review
Draft and Implementation Guide.
The Center for Biological Diversity (“Center”) is a non-profit environmental organization
dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy, and
environmental law. These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center’s 1.6 million staff,
members and supporters throughout California and the western United States many of whom live
in Los Angeles County or visit here and enjoy studying, photographing and hiking in the great
diversity of natural open space in the County.
The California Native Plant Society (“CNPS”) is a non-profit environmental organization with
nearly 10,000 members. CNPS’ mission is to protect California's native plant heritage and
preserve it for future generations through application of science, research, education, and
conservation. CNPS works closely with decision-makers, scientists, and local planners to

1

https://www.conservation.org/How/Pages/Hotspots.aspx
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advocate for well-informed and environmentally friendly policies, regulations, and land
management practices.
On behalf of the staff, members and supporters of the Center and the CNPS, we offer the
following comments:
Specific Comments on the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance Update – Public Review
Draft
We request the Department of Regional Planning incorporate the following changes to the
Ordinance in order to help preserve the unique and world-class flora and fauna of Los Angeles
County:


22.102.010 Purpose. D. Directing development to be designed in a manner which
considers avoids impacts to SEA resources within the Los Angeles County region.
o Justification – the best way for the County to protect the Sensitive Ecological
Areas is to avoid impacts to them during development design.



22.102.020 Definitions. D. 4. Fuel modification area required by the County Fire
Department.
o Justification – The fuel modification zone should not be excluded from the total
building site area. Fuel modification can be a big impact on the local resources,
particularly for small projects. Fuel modification may involve the clearance of
native plants from 100 to 300 feet around every structure on the site. The yearly
clearance of vegetation effectively eliminates all annual and perennial native
herbaceous plants. Also, pruning in successive years, of native shrubs and small
trees often results in the death of those plants. What remains on sites where fuel
modification has occurred are non-native plants, particularly weedy grasses.
Additionally, these areas suffer from higher rates of soil erosion, as the matrix of
native shrubs and trees that typically hold slopes in place is no longer intact. Fuel
modification zones need to be included in the development footprint. Indeed, the
same section, J. 1, defines Development as “Alteration to existing vegetation,
including but not limited to vegetation removal for fuel modification,…” (at pg. 5
emphasis added), and in K. ““Development footprint” means the area of
disturbance for development, including but not limited to, all structures,
driveways and access, fuel modification areas…” (at pg. 6 emphasis added). We
support inclusion of the “fuel modification” in the development footprint.



22.102.020 Definitions. F and G. “Conservation or Mitigation Bank” and “Conservation
in lieu fee”
o
“Conservation or Mitigation Bank” and “Conservation in lieu fee” need to be
defined more precisely. Mitigation banking and in lieu fee options should be
expanded to be a programmatic component of SEA implementation and
management. This program should include ongoing tracking, reporting, and

2
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enforcement components. Without these, offsite mitigation has a high likelihood
of failure and is therefore a threat to the very resources it is intended to protect.
Ratios of replacement vegetation should be commensurate with those
recommended by resource management agencies, especially California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Special plants and habitat types should
minimally have a 4:1 ratio, with old growth habitats including chaparral
compensated at a ratio of 10:1. More common species within an SEA should
minimally be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.
Banking, mitigation, deed restrictions, and in lieu fee projects should regularly
be reported at the regional level using GIS mapping. These should include the
annual publication of a .kmz (or similar easily viewable file format) showing the
properties covered, photo-documentation of management actions, and survey
results. This tracking should be incorporated into SEA programmatic planning
and mapping components, and should be administered by dedicated County
Regional Planning staff whose primary responsibilities is to insure that all
agreements are upheld and executed as required.
Any and all mitigation must require like-for-like components for compensation.
Soils, slope, topography, aspect, range, growing conditions, and habitat type
must all match between development and mitigation sites. All must be within the
same watershed and SEA.
Chapter 8 of the Implementation Guide offers excellent contemporary ideas and
requirements for mapping, reporting, and tracking. This chapter would be
markedly improved if it included the assurance of dedicated staff, enforcement,
or ongoing programmatic review needed to ensure the tenets of all banking
and in lieu agreements are upheld. Please expand on Chapter 8, to include
dedicated staff, and an associated budget.



22.102.020 Definitions. P.3. “Herbland is a vegetation dominated by annual or
herbaceous perennial species including native and non-native grasslands.”
o While we recognize that native grasslands can be a component of the formation
defined as herbland, because native grasslands are a rare plant community2. Los
Angeles County still has some of the best and largest native grasslands remaining
in California. Therefore it is prudent to identify a unique category for Native
Grasslands.



22.102.020 Definitions. K. Development footprint” means the area of disturbance for
development, including but not limited to: all structures, driveways and access, fuel
modification areas, and direct habitat disturbances associated with the development.
o Note that this definition also conflicts with Definition D. Please note 22.102.080
SEA Development Standards that separate SEAs into categories of allowable
disturbance and the prescribed mitigations for each type of disturbance.



22.102.020 Definitions. P. 6. and 7. While the 6. Addresses streams and 7. addresses
Wetlands and references the Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual,
these wetlands and waters issues are also subject to waters of the State, through the 401

Link to CDFW rare plant community list

3
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Certification and Wetlands Program3 and the Lake and Streambed Alteration process4. In
order to accurately document the episodic streams on development sites we recommend
that surveyors employ the Mapping Episodic Stream Activity (MESA)5 protocols
developed by CDFW and the California Energy Commission. The SEA ordinance needs
to reference and include California’s implementation of the Clean Water Act and the
Lake and Streambed Program. 22.102.020 Definitions. U. “Natural Community”
definition (at pg.8) needs to reference and align the State of California’s definitions of
natural communities6 including Sensitive Natural Communities and the Natural
Communities List.


22.102.020 Definitions. Y. “Sensitive Local Native Resources” (at pg. 9) should be
provided as an appendix to the Implementation Guide and be regularly updated and
required to be posted on the County’s website.



22.102.040 Exemptions. The SEA ordinance needs to incorporate consistency between A.
and B. (at pg. 11-12) and adopt the more protective requirements currently under B.
o Justification – Most of the remaining natural landscapes, currently unaltered by
human activities, remain in the Antelope Valley Area Plan (AVAP) of Los
Angeles County and would benefit from consistent application of the SEA
ordinance conditions. As currently written, the SEA ordinance would allow
greater impacts to occur in the AVAP than in other parts of the County. No
justification is provided for the disparity in conditioning different parts of the
County’s SEAs to different conditions.



22.102.050 SEA Counseling B. 1. Several concerns regarding the Director’s Review and
the ministerial SEA review.
1. No public notice of the ministerial review is identified
2. While ministerial approvals can be appealed once it is decided, without public
notice, there is no opportunity to avoid appeals by upfront project
improvements
3. Ministerial review would only require on-site mitigation, which may not
always be appropriate
4. Tracking of the ministerial review is necessary for monitoring and identifying
cumulative impacts



22.102.080 SEA Development Standards A. 2. b. (at pg. 18) – the definition of
“disturbed” needs to be provided.



22.102.080 SEA Development Standards C. 5. (at pg. 20). Night lighting/pollution is
well documented to have a negative effect on wildlife7. In order to avoid night light
pollution in the SEAs, the SEA ordinance needs to include conditions and adopt lighting

3

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/wrapp.shtml
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/LSA
5
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2014publications/CEC‐500‐2014‐013/CEC‐500‐2014‐013.pdf
6
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Natural‐Communities
7
http://darksky.org/light‐pollution/wildlife/
4

4
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standards that prevent night light pollution to the greatest extent possible8 and therefore,
its impacts to wildlife.


22.102.080 SEA Development Standards C.7 (at pg. 20). The list of landscaping plants to
be avoided should include the species listed by the California Invasive Plant Council
(Cal-IPC) Inventory9. The invasive plant list maintained by the County Planning
Department should be routinely updated to reflect the Cal-IPC Inventory. The list should
also include plants locally and regionally identified as invasive, but not listed by Cal-IPC.
Additionally, the ordinance should emphasize the use of locally-appropriate native plant
species in new landscaping.



22.102.090 Open Space D. 2. Because conservation easements run with the property title,
which helps to guarantee that the set asides will remain in perpetuity, we fail to
understand why the County prioritizes a covenant between the County and the land
owner (d.) over a conservation easement (e.). Please provide the justification for the
County’s preference for the required open space preservation method.

Specific Comments on the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance Implementation
Guide
SEA Guiding Principles (at pg 4)

8
9



Biodiversity - Recognize that biodiversity is important to creating maintaining a
sustainable Los Angeles County.
o Justification – Los Angeles County natural areas are already sustainable, and
the goal should be to maintain it. When development alters the landscape,
biodiversity is often not sustained.



Biodiversity - Create new Restore places where biodiversity can be woven through
the urban fabric.
o Justification – Creating new places seems infeasible, however, restoring
degraded areas through the urban areas is a feasible way to increase
connectivity and biodiversity.



Resiliency - Monitor Guide development within SEAs to maximize preservation.
o Justification – Because the County has put in place conditions on development
in SEA’s, the County needs to take a leadership role in implementing the
ordinance, not just monitoring development



Resiliency - Encourage best practices for sustainable design in the SEAs that are
aligned with the protection of natural resources.
o Justification – The Significant Ecological Areas identify the best natural areas
left in Los Angeles County and therefore the protection of these areas needs to
be the highest priority of this program.

http://darksky.org/lighting/
https://www.cal‐ipc.org/plants/inventory/
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Page 6 - Where occurring within SEAs, development activities are carefully guided
and reviewed with a key focus on site design as a means for conserving fragile
resources such as streams, woodlands, and threatened or endangered species and their
habitats.
o Justification – Because the County has put in place conditions on development
in SEA’s, the County needs to take a leadership role in guiding the ordinance,
not just monitoring development



Page 6 - The SEA Program does not change the land use designation or the zoning of
a property; rather it uses guidance and biological review and the application of certain
development standards to balance the preservation of the County’s natural
biodiversity with private property rights.
o Justification – Because the County has put in place conditions on development
in SEA’s, the County needs to take a leadership role in implementing the
ordinance, not just monitoring development

SEA Long-term Protections from Municipal Incorporation, Piecemeal and Large Scale
Development
We are deeply concerned about current and future protections of SEAs from encroachment
induced by a growing populace, continued sprawl from the incorporation of new cities, ranchette
and planned community development. The current Ordinance and Implementation Guide should
be amended to address these matters, as there needs to be consistent protocols put in place for the
ongoing protection of the SEA areas in both documents. Relevant examples that speak to this
necessity include:


The City of Agoura Hills elected to abandon SEA protections within its jurisdiction after
incorporation in 1982. A large area of the former SEA, which remains relatively
undisturbed and replete with the unique biological resources. This area is slated to be
soon developed into an urban-style large commercial and multi-use area. We believe
there are multiple ways the County can implement land use protections that will transfer
when unincorporated lands otherwise ceded to a municipal authority.



Rural lands throughout the county are increasingly being purchased for creation of
ranchettes, second homes, or rentals. The Liebre Mountains serve as an example of this
syndrome. SEA protections must be added to the Ordinance and Implementation Guide to
address the cumulative effects to biological resources.



The proposed Centennial Specific Plan is an example of how a large and very important
SEA was abandoned for an enormous planned community. We believe this happened in
part due to lack of protocol, policy, planning in favor of large-scale development. The
repercussions of this failure may be widespread throughout Los Angeles County and
adjacent bio-regions and counties.

6
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By incorporating these comments and suggestions into the Ordinance and the Implementation
Guide, the County will be improving the capacity of Significant Ecological Area Program to
protect Los Angeles County’s world class flora and fauna.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments and please keep us on the “interested
public” list for this process at the contact information below.
Sincerely,

lleene Anderson
Senior Scientist
Center for Biological Diversity
660 S. Figueroa St., Suite 1000
Los Angeles, CA 90017
(213) 785.5407
ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org

Nicholas Jensen, PhD
Southern California Conservation Analyst
California Native Plant Society
1500 North College Ave
Claremont, CA 91711
(530) 368-7839
njensen@cnps.org

7
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SAN GABRIEL MOUNTAINS
CHAPTER OF THE
CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
1750 North Altadena Drive, Pasadena, CA 91107-1046
www.cnps-sgm.org

May 29, 2018
Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
Significant Ecological Areas Program
Dear Sir:
I represent the San Gabriel Mountains Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS).
There are three CNPS chapters in the greater Los Angeles area with approximately 1025 members
throughout Los Angeles County.
We appreciate the County’s efforts to strengthen and explain in greater detail the SEA requirements
for any development. Our comments are listed below:
•

We emphasize the need (as mentioned in the Implementation Guide) for on-the-ground
surveys by Certified Biologists to document biological resources on sites for proposed
development. It is not sufficient to rely on the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) maintained by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as areas
of proposed development may not have been adequately surveyed in the past and there is a
backlog of survey information that CDFW has not had time to enter into the CNDDB. In
addition, we note that a county sensitive plant list was mentioned in the appendices, but we
could not find it. There certainly should be a Los Angeles County sensitive plant list similar
to that of the Angeles National Forest or analogously, to the Audubon Sensitive Bird List.

•

On page 6 of the SEA Ordinance Amendment Internal Draft, 22.102.020, K., we suggest
that the definition of Development Footprint should include temporary impact areas, such as
exploratory testing, as well as the disturbed areas already listed.

•

On page 11, 22.102.040, A.1., we believe single family residences and associated
landscaping, animal keeping facilities, etc., should not be exempt from further review.

•

On page 13, 22.102.040, K., we believe surface mining and other exploratory activities
should not be exempt from further review.
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•

On page 20, 22.102.080, C.7., the list of landscaping plants to be avoided should include
invasive species listed by the California Invasive Plant Council (CALIPC). In addition, we
note that the invasive plant list maintained by the Department of Planning could be more
complete. One example (and there are probably others) is the trumpet vine that grows
rampant in the Arroyo and Foothills Conservancy SEA. This plant needs to be listed as
invasive in this area. We also suggest that new trees for landscaping purposes should be
native species appropriate to the local climate.

•

On page 22, 22.102.090, A.3., we strongly support the land division project requirement that
75% of the developed area is to be preserved as open space.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SEA Ordinance Revision.
Sincerely,
Jane Tirrell

Chair, Conservation Committee
San Gabriel Mountains Chapter
California Native Plant Society
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danielle Robinson <dmorookian@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 29, 2018 10:15 PM
DRP SEA
Comments

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

To whom it may concern:
My name is Danielle Morookian and I live in Diamond Bar, LA County. I'm very close to Tres Hermanos Ranch. I wish to
request that the land not be developed. I've lived here for 22 years and that's probably the only beautiful, open area
left. I like that my kids try to see if any animals are around. Basically, I'm just hoping that you choose to leave something
for my future grandkids to do the same.
Thank you,
Danielle Morookian

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Debbie Louis <debjlouis@gmail.com>
Sunday, May 20, 2018 5:01 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Debbie Louis
792 Oak Knoll St.
Brea, Ca. 92821

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Deborah Madsen <deborah@avcsi.net>
Friday, May 18, 2018 9:42 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Deborah Madsen
Deborah Madsen
909-720-9071
Deborah@avcsi.net

1
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May 2, 2018

TO:

Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance Amendment Team

FROM:

Chen Family
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745
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Wohlmuth Family
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745
Toy Family
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745

SUBJECT:

Comments to Draft Components of SEA Ordinance Amendment, March 2018

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft ordinance and associated documents.
We are supportive of the County’s efforts to further protect what little open space, wildlife
corridors, and native flora and fauna that is left in this area for us and future generations to enjoy
and appreciate.
Our only specific comment at this time is our concern that the SEA Preservation Ratios were
removed from the Appendix. Although we understand there needs to be some level of
flexibility, we believe at least a minimum ratio be established to prevent miss-use of this
provision, which can occur many times over the years, resulting in additive reduction of habitat
protection.
Again, thank you for your efforts, and we look forward to your incorporation of this comment. If
you have any questions, please contact us at p2hq02@roadrunner.com.
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dorothy Wong <wongwongway@gmail.com>
Thursday, May 31, 2018 5:01 PM
DRP SEA
SEA Ordinance Draft Comments

Hello County Planning,
While we haven't had much time to discuss the SEA Draft Plan within the Town Council, it seems like
this is a great step forward in a draft plan that many in our community would see as a benefit.
So in the next phase it would be great to spend time with us in Altadena to better understand. We are
planning an event on June 23rd re-Wildlife and Nature so this might fit in as a community outreach
session. As well, land use committee meetings are the first Tuesday of each month. A short
presentation at the Land Use or Town Council might get the word out, or we can organize a Town
Hall and I'd be happy to lead that.
As a resident of Altadena, I am hopeful we can respect our balance and help maintain open space
and protect habitat.
Thanks for this work!
Sincerely,
Dorothy Wong
Altadena Town Council Member CT4603.01

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

dukenyou@aol.com
Monday, May 21, 2018 2:59 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."

Thank you.

Duke Shea

1
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE
D E D I C AT E D

TO

E C O S Y S T E M P R OT E C T IO N

AND

S U S TA I N A B L E L A N D U S E

April 26, 2018
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY
E N D A N G E R E D H A B I TAT S L E A G U E

Environmental Planning & Sustainability Section
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1354
Los Angeles, CA 90012
<sea@planning.lacounty.gov>
RE:

Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance and Implementation Guide –
Public Review Draft, March 2018

Gentlepersons:
Endangered Habitats League (EHL) is pleased to provide comments on the March
2018 Public Review Draft of the SEA ordinance. For your reference, Endangered
Habitats League (EHL) is a Southern California conservation group dedicated to the
preservation and restoration of our region’s unique ecosystems and to the accommodation
of growth through sustainable planning. EHL has over 25 years of experience helping
Southern California counties and cities design and implement development programs that
protect biological resources.1 We have participated in the County’s SEA process since
2010, and have submitted comments on successive ordinance drafts.
The draft ordinance is a sound framework––one that streamlines compatible
development and takes steps to achieve meaningful conservation within the mapped
SEAs. Wisely, there is assessment of resources and identification of biological
constraints early in the development process. We commend the use of the “SEA Stop” to
facilitate compliance and assist the applicant.
Projects fall into one of two tiers. A ministerial process with clear performance
standards captures the great majority of small projects––most importantly, the
construction of single family homes, with associated outbuildings, on a legal lot. For
projects within an SEA but with impacts beyond a reasonable threshold, an SEA
conditional use permit is the vehicle for ordinance compliance.

1

San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program, San Diego Multiple Habitat Conservation
Program, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, Palos Verdes
Peninsula Natural Communities Conservation Plan, Orange County Central-Coastal Natural
Communities Conservation Plan, Orange County Southern Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan,
City of Carlsbad Habitat Management Plan
8424 S ANTA M ONICA B LVD S UITE A 592 L OS A NGELES CA 90069-4267

WWW. EHLEAGUE . ORG

P HONE 213.804.2750
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When the subdivision of land is proposed, development is sited in least sensitive
locations and contiguous SEA is set aside in amounts and configuration that are
ecologically significant. These lands can be combined with land acquisitions, mitigation
banks, transfer of development rights programs, etc. to eventually create a preserve
system for the citizens of Los Angeles County.
We note that several sections, such as definitions and lighting standards, have
undergone positive revisions. While recognizing this, our comments will nevertheless
focus on portions of the ordinance and implementation guide that would benefit from
improvement.
ORDINANCE
22.102.040 Exemptions
We remain concerned over a past Board decision regarding the Antelope Valley
that created overly broad exemptions not applicable everywhere else in the County.
Specifically, the exemptions for single-family homes and disturbed farmland in the
Antelope Valley should be removed. Ordinance compliance for single-family homes is
hardly onerous now that a simple ministerial process is in place. Disturbed farmland is
also important, as it may be in the process of recovery and/or part of an intact habitat
block.
Given the presence of divergent points of view on the exemption within the
Antelope Valley community, we urge the Department to enact measures to at least
mitigate its adverse consequences. For example, the exemption could apply to
development footprints only below a reasonable size threshold that avoid sensitive
resources. This would allow common uses to be exempt and at the same time limit the
potential damage to SEA resources.
Also, adopted Specific Plans should not be entirely and forever exempt. Specific
Plans are zoning, with no vested rights. Sometimes unbuilt after decades, they often
become outdated and “stale,” not reflecting contemporary planning or resource needs.
Re-planning for SEA compatibility is an important option that should not be foreclosed.
A time limit should be set for adopted specific plans, such as 10 years from the date of
original adoption.
22.102.080 SEA Development Standards
SEA Resource Categories
Section A(5) caps the total amount of SEA resource that can be converted to
development ministerially under A(1-4). The limit of 20,000 sq. ft. is a generous
allocation that will accommodate large homes, outbuildings, barn, etc., even in rural
settings. The term “total building site” is used to describe what counts toward the cap.
This is defined in the Definitions sections and differs from the “development footprint” in
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that some infrastructure and fuel modification are included in the latter but not the
former. This again ensures a simple ministerial process for the vast majority of singlefamily homes on legal lots. The required compensation for impacts is reasonable and
consistent with general standards and practice.
Water Resources
We are concerned that that the setback proposed for marshes, seeps, and springs is
not adequate for buffering purposes. In our semi-arid climate, the year-round water
supplied by marshes, seeps, and springs is of utmost importance for wildlife. It is vital
that access and use be unfettered by human disturbance. It is also important that people
not be placed in proximity to potentially dangerous species like mountain lions which use
these water features. As most if not all marshes, seeps, and springs in our region will be
½-acre of less, the vast majority of these features would only receive 100-ft of setback,
which is very small.
We recommend 300 feet for all marshes, seeps, and springs. While fuel
modifications zones might comprise part of this setback, they are subject to the vagarious
of changing fire department regulation. Furthermore, uses within fuel modification zones
include human uses, such as stables and animal keeping, that will have adverse inhibitory
effects on the wildlife using the water sources. Consultation with state and federal
wildlife agencies might be helpful.
Also, we strongly concur that, for purposes of setback calculation, fuel
modification zones must be included as developed area. These zones are cleared of
vegetation to varying extents (often completely cleared), may be planted with non-native
vegetation, provide less visual cover for wildlife, and are subject to erosion.
Area-wide Development Standards
In C(4), we strongly agree with the section on Window Reflectivity as far as it
goes, but as the text notes, much more can and should be done to prevent deadly and
unnecessary collisions of birds with window glass. According to the American Bird
Conservancy’s “Bird-Friendly Building Design” (enclosed):
Under the right conditions, even transparent glass on buildings can form a mirror,
reflecting sky, clouds, or nearby habitat attractive to birds. When birds try to fly
to the reflected habitat, they hit the glass. Reflected vegetation is the most
dangerous, but birds also attempt to fly past reflected buildings or through
reflected passage- ways, with fatal results.
Additional methods to prevent collisions range from avoiding plantings in front of
glass windows to use of UV patterned glass, which is transparent to people but not to
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birds. If additional measures are not incorporated directly into the ordinance, we
recommend inclusion of best management practices into the Implementation Guidelines.2
Land Use Specific Development Standards
In D(3), the open space standard for land divisions––75% minimum open space
and corresponding maximum 25% development footprint––is the cornerstone of this
ordinance. It is also essential to comply with the General Plan’s strong policies for
resource avoidance and contiguous open space within SEAs.3 While we would ideally
recommend a greater set aside of SEA land during subdivision, EHL nevertheless
supports the proposal as a reasonable balance.4 We note that greater open space than the
minimum will often be feasible, even if lots are rural in nature.

2

Sample best management practices for bird-safe design, as well as tree trimming, can be found
on these links:
Bird-safe design

https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/8d1c-Bird-Friendly-Best-Practices-Glass.pdf
https://abcbirds.org/get-involved/bird-smart-glass/#1
https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/reducingbirdcollisionswithbuildings.pdf
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/how-can-i-keep-birds-from-hitting-my-windows/
Tree trimming
https://losangelesaudubon.org/images/stories/pdf/TTGMay2011/ttg-may-2011-english-printcollate.pdf
https://losangelesaudubon.org/images/stories/pdf/ttg-spanish-web.pdf
3

Policy C/NR 3.9: Consider the following in the design of a project that is located within an
SEA, to the greatest extent feasible:
• Preservation of biologically valuable habitats, species, wildlife corridors and linkages;
• Protection of sensitive resources on the site within open space;
• Protection of water sources from hydromodification in order to maintain the ecological
function of riparian habitats;
• Placement of the development in the least biologically sensitive areas on the site (prioritize
the preservation or avoidance of the most sensitive biological resources onsite);
• Design required open spaces to retain contiguous undisturbed open space that preserves the
most sensitive biological resources onsite and/or serves to maintain regional connectivity;
• Maintenance of watershed connectivity by capturing, treating, retaining, and/or infiltrating
storm water flows on site; and
• Consideration of the continuity of onsite open space with adjacent open space in project
design.

4

In the special case of the Tejon Ranch Land-Use and Conservation Agreement where, through a
Specific Plan, a landowner committed to dedicate lands of high resource value for permanent
conservation both within SEAs, and adjacent to SEAs yet not in them solely by virtue of
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Pursuing resource avoidance within SEAs, as proposed, is consistent with CEQA
steps (avoidance, minimization, compensation). It is also consistent with the permitting
requirements of state and federal agencies, that is, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Calif. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Calif. Water Resources Control Board, and U.S. Army
Corp of Engineers. If 404 permits, endangered species permits, or streambed alteration
agreements are needed, applicants following the SEA Ordinance will find themselves in
synch with state and federal requirements and procedures. The ordinance thus has
significant streamlining benefits.
However, terminology should be consistent and clear, so that it will not be subject
to dispute. Terms formally defined in the Definitions section should be used. We
recommend this edit:
D(3) Land Divisions. Land divisions shall not exceed a maximum disturbed
developed area development footprint of 25 percent of the project site.
EHL has in past comments recommended that standards for site design and
subdivision design be included in the ordinance itself, with details provided in the
Implementation Guidelines. The subsequent language in D(3), “Development areas shall
be designed in one contiguous location and result in the largest, intact blocks of habitat
with the lowest perimeter to area ratio, to the maximum extent feasible,” serves this
purpose. The inclusion of low perimeter to area ratio is vital in order to avoid technically
contiguous but nevertheless high edge effect/high fragmentation designs, such as
development that snakes along ridgelines.
EHL is greatly concerned over the Large Lot Parcel Maps provision, D(4). While
D(3) is clear that all subdivisions much comply with the requirement for a minimum 75%
of properly configured open space, D(4) interjects a different and vague standard of
review for some subdivisions, that of “reasonable potential.” The danger is that if
contiguous open space is not captured through clustered site design at the outset, the
basic goal of the ordinance––achieving SEA resource protection as development occurs–
–is irretrievably lost. Instead, there would be a checkerboard of legal lots regularly
spaced over the landscape, creating maximal habitat fragmentation.
We agree with the underlying intent of D(4), that is, to ensure that when parcels
are created prior to detailed site planning, the resultant development will still be able to
meet all the SEA Development Standards. The Implementation Guide provides steps for
meeting setback and habitat preservation ratio requirements under this circumstance. For
compliance with D(3), open space configuration can, for example, be achieved with
creation of one or more dedicated open space lots or via “pie shaped” lots with
development at a common apex. We suggest the following clarification so that there is,
on the one hand, definitive compliance for Large Lot Parcel Maps, and on the other hand,
greater certainty that landowners applying for subsequent development will not encounter
problems.
jurisdictional boundaries, these circumstances should be considered affirmatively when assessing
whether SEA objectives are met.
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D(4) Large Lot Parcel Map. If lLarge lot parcel maps for sale, lease, finance, or
transfer purposes, or other subdivisions are not required to specify the location of
development, the subdivision shall not be approved unless it can comply with all
provisions of demonstrate that all resulting parcels have reasonable potential for
future development that meets the standards for SEA Review per 22.102.080
(SEA Development Standards), (e.g., adequate areas of SEA Resource Categories
4 and/or 5, setback from water resources, land division open space).
22.102.090 Open Space
Open Space Requirements
In Open Space A(3), the meaning of the term “net” is unclear.

We suggest this

edit:
A(3) For land division projects, at least 75 percent of the net area of the
development site original undivided parcels shall be provided as required
preserved open space.
Open Space Configuration
We generally concur with the language for configuration as contained in this
section, but B(3) is missing the key component of feasibility when siting infrastructure.
Streets and other access should only go through natural open space when otherwise
infeasible. An edit is proposed:
B(3) Driveways, streets, roads and highways may be placed within the natural
open space area if the Regional Planning Commission or Hearing Officer finds
that placement elsewhere would be infeasible and they are necessary to ensure
adequate circulation or access. Such driveways, streets, roads and highways shall
not be counted as a portion of the total required natural open space provided.
These areas shall include any necessary wildlife crossings and/or other features
necessary to avoid biological impacts.
We were puzzled that language about off-site mitigation was removed in this last
draft. While recommend this language be reincorporated, we also recommend setting
criteria governing when substitution of off-site for on-site is appropriate. The suggested
edits below are based on the last ordinance draft:
Natural open space shall be preserved on the project site. If on-site open space is
not feasible, or such on-site open space would be too small and/or isolated to
retain long-term biological value, an off-site location may be used provided it is
recommended by the Director and County Biologist.
22.102.100 Findings
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Several of the findings have been improved. However, we remain opposed to the
findings in section (F). This is because unacceptable harm that comprises the purpose of
the ordinance5 may occur far short of the extreme circumstances listed. As written, these
catastrophic situations read not as examples, but rather as fixed thresholds.
We suggest the following edits:
F. The proposed development promotes the resiliency of the SEA to the greatest
extent possible. For purposes of this finding, SEA resiliency cannot be preserved
when the proposed development may cause any of the following:
1. Significant unmitigated loss of contiguity or connectivity Bisection of
the SEA.
2. Significant unmitigated impact to Removal of the only known location
of a Priority Biological Resource;
3. Removal of habitat that is the only known location of a new or
rediscovered species; or
4. Other factors as identified by SEATAC.
IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE
The guide is well written and well formatted. While lengthy, it is thorough and
user-friendly, providing introductory rationales and explanations. The sections under
Area-Wide Development Standards particularly benefit from good illustrations. The
Outdoor Lighting section is a model of clear direction.
We have the following comments:
Design
In the inset, Recommended Design Guidelines for Projects Within SEAs (page
15), item 2 refers to a 30% development footprint, where as the ordinance states a
maximum of 25%. Please clarify.
Regarding item 4, steep slopes may well be biologically less valuable than gentler
terrain,6 and some level of encroachment should be allowed to better protect SEA
resources. Typically, development projects avoid steep slopes to reduce grading costs.
EHL recommends a modification as follows:

5

“Ensuring that development within an SEA conserves biological diversity, habitat quality, and
connectivity to sustain species populations and habitats’ ecological function into the future
through environmentally sensitive site design.”

6

For example, California gnatcatchers have greater reproductive success on flatter ground,
particularly in drought conditions.
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Avoid placing any development on slopes greater than 25% unless the outcome is
biologically superior.
Land Use Specific Development Standards
The language in Land Divisions (page 33) is concise yet contains the essential
preserve design precepts. What is conspicuously missing, though, is an illustrative site
plan for a subdivision showing how a 75% conservation area/25% maximum
development area can meet preserve design goals by concentrating development in the
overall least sensitive location. While an illustration was included in the March 21, 2018
Planning Commission Workshop presentation, this illustration fails to show how baseline
unit count can be maintained through clustered design, along with greater open space and
fire defensibility. This maintenance of unit count is important to convey to landowners.
The discussion of Large Lot Parcel Maps should reflect the clarifying language
for ordinance section D(4) suggested above. This can be done through this edit:
The process will allow for the potential of large contiguous parcels of sensitive
habitats to remain intact, while also providing that individual parcels have a
reasonable opportunity to undergo an SEA Review (per 22.102.060) for future
proposed development.
In addition to covering setback requirements and necessary amounts of Resource
Category 4 and/or 5, the discussion in the Guide should expand to include ways to
achieve the minimum 75% contiguous open space set aside. Such language might be,
“For complying with the subdivision open space requirement for a minimum of 75%
contiguous open space, and to maintain unit count, one or more dedicated open space lots
may be created, or “pie shaped” lots utilized to effectively cluster development at the
apex of these lots.”
The Biological Constraints Map (BCM) will be the essential tool for guiding and
ensuring compliance with the minimum 75% open space requirement for subdivisions.
This information should be reflected in the Informational Exhibit for Large Lot Parcel
Maps.
The Guide also portrays field surveys as unlikely to be warranted. Yet high
quality biological information should be developed as early as possible during project
review, and as should information on impact identification and avoidance for CEQA
purposes. There is no reason to exclude field surveys from subdivision processing. We
suggest the following edits:
Large Lot Parcel Map subdivision projects will be required to submit an
Informational Exhibit and a BCM. The Informational Exhibit should consist of
materials that show development feasibility on the proposed lots and open space
amount and configuration. The BCM for a Large Lot Parcel Map subdivision
project can be based solely on a desktop analysis of the area using the best
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available data and most recent aerial imagery available as supplemented by. No
field surveys if directed by Department staff are required at this stage, such as for
although field verification of SEA Resource Categories may be warranted in some
circumstances.
SEA Ordinance Findings
The “thought process” questions posed under each finding strike a good balance
between being scientifically sound and being readily understood by the lay reader.
Biological Reports
The Biological Constraints Map (page 50) is well prepared and useful.
SEA CUP Open Space Requirements
On-site Preservation for SEA CUP (page 61)
We concur with the preservation ratios, noting their conformance with standard
practices. The suitability questions and design guidance are helpful.
Off-site Preservation for SEA CUP (page 63)
We note that the ordinance’s focus on resource avoidance coupled with the on-site
open space requirements will generally obviate the need for off-site acquisition for
mitigation purposes.
Consistent with above comments on off-site mitigation, we suggest the following
edit:
Developments that do not have suitable habitat of long-term biological viability
available to preserve open space on-site will be required to provide an equivalent
amount of open space preservation off-site.
In conclusion, we appreciate the excellent progress toward an ordinance that
fulfills the public trust in protecting the SEAs, and with them, the County’s natural
heritage. We respectfully request your consideration of our comments.
Yours truly,

Dan Silver
Executive Director
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May 14, 2018

Los Angeles County
Department of Regional
Environmental Planning and Sustainability Section
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Status of the Montebello Hills Specific Plan and Oil Operations under the Current County of Los
Angeles Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Ordinance and the March 18, 2018 Public Review Draft
SEA Ordinance and Implementation Guide
To whom it concerns;
Environmental Intelligence, LLC (EI) on behalf of Sentinel Peak Resources and Toll Brother has reviewed
Los Angeles County’s current and March 18, 2018 Public Review Draft Significant Ecological Area (SEA)
Ordinance and Implementation Guide. Based on this review EI has verified that there are no current SEA
boundaries or new “Conceptual SEA Boundaries” covering any portion of the Montebello Hills Specific Plan
or Oil Operations. In addition, as shown on the County’s Department of Regional Planning SEA and Coastal
Resources Area Policy Map (Figure 9.3) dated February 2015 the Montebello Hills Specific Plan and Oil
Operations are entirely located within an incorporated City and neither the existing or Public Review Draft
Ordinance has any effect on these areas.
If for any reason EI has misinterpreted any portion of the County’s SEA Ordinances relevant to the County’s
SEA requirements as it pertains to the Montebello Hills please contact me at davidlevine@enviro-intel.com.
Sincerely,
ENVIRONMENTAL INTELLIGENCE, LLC

David Levine
cc:

Mr. George Paspalof – Sentinel Peak Resources
Mr. Rick Nelson - Toll Brothers

1590 South Coast Highway Suite #17, Laguna Beach, California, 92651 • Phone: 949.497.0931 • www. enviro-intel.com
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eichinger (US), Eric C <eric.c.eichinger@boeing.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 10:26 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Eric Eichinger, Brea

1
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Friends of the Santa Clara River
PO Box 7719

Ventura, California 90006
www.fscr.org

(805) 320-2265

5-31-18
Attn: Ms. Chi and Ms. Mongolo
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Sent via email to: sea@planning.lacounty.gov
Re: Project No. 2017-003725-(1-5) (Ms. Chi/Ms. Mongolo) Advance Planning No.
RPPL2017006228, the Draft SEA Ordinance and Implementation Guide
Dear Ms. Chi and Ms. Mongolo:
Thank you for this opportunity to allow Friends of the Santa Clara River’s (FSCR) to hereby
submit these preliminary comments on the Draft SEA Ordinance and Implementation Guide. We
hope to provide additional comments as the review process proceeds.
Friends of the Santa Clara River is a 501 (c)(3) public interest organization formed in 1993 with
the mission of protecting and preserving the biological and cultural resources of the Santa Clara
River Watershed, Los Angeles County’s last free-flowing river. For the past 25 years, FSCR has
promoted all aspects of river health, including public outreach, water quality monitoring,
wetland restoration, opposition to floodplain development, and improving fish passage for the
federally endangered Southern California steelhead. The upper Santa Clara River falls in Los
Angeles County and is designated as a Significant Ecological Area (area #23) under the County
General Plan. Many of the River’s main and secondary tributaries are also either SEAs and within
SEAs, including San Francisquito Creek (SEA #19), the Valley Oaks Savannah (SEA#64) and the
Santa Susanna Mountains (SEA#20).
The Friends have long been concerned about development impacts to these and other SEAs that
have caused fragmentation and severe degradation to the very resource they were meant to
preserve. Therefore, we appreciate the Regional Planning Departments efforts to update the
SEA review process to promote better preservation of the biological treasures within our
County.
We therefore provide the following comments for your consideration:
1.

When any development within a SEA is being considered, the SEA biological review
should: a) identify the water source for that project; b) ensure that water needs for
the project have a sustainable yield and do not cause undesirable results; and, c)
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groundwater dependent ecosystems and associated beneficial uses and users are
considered.
The review should include the effects of hardscaping over ground water recharge areas,
pumping from water wells that will lower water levels and impact groundwater dependent
ecosystems, etc. The Santa Clara River watershed is home to 17 federally listed species, many of
which have habitat that is intrinsically linked to groundwater and the associated beneficial uses.
The revised SEA ordinance describes several items which must be reviewed either by the County
biologist or through the SEA TAC and other review processes, but the effect that a proposed
project may have on the water needed to support GDE's and associated beneficial uses in that
SEA is not one of them.
We ask that sufficient water for a GDE's and associated beneficial uses and users be added to
the review criteria.
Furthermore, we recommend that the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning also
coordinate with the relevant Groundwater Sustainability Agencies, in which the SEA may be
located to ensure groundwater dependent ecosystems and associated uses and users are
adequately considered in project authorization, and in helping to support GSA objective and
management targets.
According to the California Sustainability Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and Water
Section 10720, Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP) and/or Groundwater Management Plans
(GMP) are required to identify and consider impacts to Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
(GDE) that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on all recognized beneficial uses
of groundwater and related surface waters.
To ensure GDE’s are adequately considered in GSP/GMP development, local environmental
interests came together to form the Santa Clara River Environmental Groundwater Committee
(SCREGC) that is comprised of the Santa Clara River Steelhead Coalition; whose members
include: The Nature Conservancy, Friends of the Santa Clara River, Wishtoyo Foundation,
Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper Program, Keep Sespe Wild, California Trout, UC Santa
Barbara’s Riparian Invasion Research Laboratory, Stoecker Ecological and the Santa Clara River
Watershed Conservancy. Coalition Participants also include the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, National Marine Fisheries Service, the State Coastal Conservancy and Stillwater
Sciences. Additional SCREGC stakeholders include Sierra Club, Central Coast Alliance United for a
Sustainable Economy (CAUSE), Citizen for Responsible Oil and Gas (CFROG), Surfrider
Foundation, Los Padres Forest Watch, and National Audubon Society.
The SCREGC successfully advocated to secure environmental representation on the
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies in Ventura County. FSCR currently represents the SCREGC
on the Fillmore and Piru Basins Groundwater Sustainability Agency and we are tracking progress
and GDE considerations in the associated GSA GSP’s in the Santa Clara River watershed, to
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ensure a consistent and collaborative watershed level approach to groundwater management to
ensure the sustainability of GDE’s on the watershed, as well as their associated beneficial uses.
2.

No offsets or in lieu fees.

The new SEA ordinance would allow offsets and in lieu fees for impacts to a SEA. This could
allow for destruction to an SEA with funds or conservation easements in some entirely different
location.
To our knowledge, offsets were not allowed In the previous SEA ordinance. California has
already lost 90 percent of its native wetland and river habitats, leading to the precipitous
decline of native plants and animals. We suggest that if it is really the County's intention to
reduce fragmentation as described in the Implementation Guide under the goals section,
offsetting and in lieu fees will not accomplish this goal, but instead result in even worse
fragmentation. Also, speciation may result in a particular plant or animal species thriving in very
site specific locations with explicit soil, sunlight, and water needs. Creating or locating a
adequate replacement may seem easy, but often results in a failure of the species to thrive in
the new location.
If the County continues to include this new option, we ask that very strict rules be placed on its
use and that it be only a last resort in the planning process.
3.

Public notice should be required for any project proposed in an SEA. For small
projects, perhaps this requirement could be addressed by merely posting the
project notice on line. An EIR should be required for any large project in a SEA.

We understand that the County wishes to streamline small project approvals and make others
less onerous. However, public oversight can only occur if the public is able to inform itself of the
issues. SEAs are such an important and precious resource to the people of the County of Los
Angeles, as they have been such the public took it upon itself to request protection of these
resources in the late 1970s and early 1980s. It is important that we have a means of knowing
how and when they may be impacted, as has been the case under the old ordinance.
We ask that the County find a means of ensuring that the public will be notified of development
proposals within SEAs.
FSCR appreciates the opportunity to comment regarding on the Draft SEA Ordinance and
Implementation Guide. These are intended to be and are preliminary comments submitted
during this public comment period; FSCR reserves its rights to submit other, different and/or
additional comments on the SEA Ordinance and Implementation Guide following its release and,
where appropriate, throughout subsequent phases of the Departments’ review process for the
Ordinance.
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If you have any follow up questions regarding this letter, please contact myself on (310) 8902834 or candicemeneghin@gmail.com.
Sincerely,

Candice Meneghin
Member of the Board Friends of the Santa Clara River (January 2018-Present)
Director of the Fillmore and Piru Basins Groundwater Sustainabilty Agency (August 2017Present)
Santa Clara River Environmental Groundwater Committee Member (July 2017-Present)
Santa Clara River Steelhead Coalition Chair (December 2012-March 2018)
IUCN Commission on Ecosystem Management member (October 2011 - Present)
IUCN Mediterranean Type Ecosystem Thematic Group member (October 2011 - Present)
IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas – North America and Caribbean member (October
2011 - Present)
Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Volunteer (March 2016)
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gloria <vikweenswedey@sbcglobal.net>
Monday, May 21, 2018 6:27 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,

Gloria Waller

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy Tab® 3 Lite

1
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May 31, 2018
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Environmental Planning & Sustainability Section
Attn: Iris Chi, AICP, Planner
320 W. Temple Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

sea@planning.lacounty.gov
Comments on Draft 10 ‐ Significant Ecological Area Ordinance
Dear Ms. Chi:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the update of the Significant Ecological Area (SEA)
Ordinance. Hills For Everyone is a 501(c)(3) non‐profit corporration with a mission to prrotect, preserve,
and restore the environmental resources and natural environ s of the Puente‐Chino Hills and
surrounding areas for the enjoyment of current and succeedi ng generations. Our organization has been
working on these issues for nearly 40 years and was instrume ntal in the creation and expansion of Chino
Hills State Park.
We offer the following comments:
Chapter 3 Area Wide Development Standards
ITEM 6 OPEN SPACE BUFFER
Given the large 200 foot buffer required by LA County Fire fo r fuel modification and brush clearance,
we have concerns that the wildlife could be faced with a virtu al desert of plant life that could interfere
with connectivity. How can this be remedied through design?
Chapter 3 Land Use Specific Development Standards
Item 4 Large Lot Parcel
Conservation dedication is suggested, but no mention is mad e of management funding for either large
lot parcels or other larger areas where open space is dedicate d. Where does management funding come
from? Who manages the funds? Who manages the property? Are they qualified?
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Chapter 4 Permit Analysis
SEA ORDINANCE APPLICABILITY
The language states that “pending projects whose applications have been deemed complete prior to the
adoption of SEA Ordinance can choose to be subject to the previous SEA ordinance or this Ordinance.”
Clearly, landowners will opt to use the old less restrictive rules which will, to a great extent, defeat the
purpose and goals of this revised Ordinance. Specifically, the Aera Energy project above Rowland
Heights had an application deemed complete in 2002. When it was reviewed by the SEATAC, it was
found to not comply with the rules even then. Here we are 16 years later, with changed circumstances, a
long delayed revision of SEAs and the same project application is still deemed complete. We urge the
County to reconsider when it deems a project application to be complete.
Chapter 4 Permit Analysis
PURPOSE OF SEA ORDINANCE
22.102.010 Purpose
We suggest the language in CAPS be added:
B. Ensuring that projects reduce the effects of habitat fragmentation AND EDGE EFFECTS by providing
additional technical review of existing resources, potential impacts and required mitigations.
Chapter 4 Permit Analysis
BIOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS MAP
We suggest that an additional depiction include any lands that have been designated as critical habitat
by USFWS.
We also suggest that a “larger view” of the area be included to see if a particular SEA is part of a regional
Corridor or connectivity effort.
Chapter 4 Permit Analysis
RESTORATION OR ENHANCEMENT PLAN
Given the high vulnerability of the area to fires, we suggest that additional language be added that
allows for a longer monitoring period should a fire occur during the restoration project.
Chapter 7 Open Space
ALLOWABLE MECHANISMS
Again, various dedication choices are suggested but no mention is made of management funding for
either large lot parcels or other larger open space areas. Where does management funding come from?
Who manages the funds? Who manages the property? Are they qualified to protect the SEA resources?
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Paage 3

GENERAL COMMENTS
Finally, we would like to see the SEA ordinance apply to both Conceptual and adopted SEAs. If this
means the Conceptual SEA boundaries need to be incorporat ed into the existing SEAs then we support
that. We oppose delaying this decision until the East San Gab riel Valley Area Plan is adopted. This
discussion has been going on long enough. Further delay exp oses these sensitive lands to development
in the meantime and defeats the goals of the Ordinance.
Thank you for your consideration of the above comments. Sh ould you have questions, I can be reached
at 714‐996‐0502.
Sincerely,

Claire Schlotterbeck
Executive Director
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:

jbennett4340@roadrunner.com
Thursday, April 12, 2018 1:05 PM
DRP SEA

I want to respond to the question of grandfathering in applications for land use in the Rowland Heights Hills. I do not
want to see anymore construction in these hills. The new SEA plan looks like a good plan to help eliminate over
development of this area. We need to preserve this land for the plants and animals that live there. I also think Cultural
Sensitivity to the Indians should be considered as well before allowing this land to be developed. Thank you for your
kind considerations to this matter.
Jacqueline Bennett
18640 Mescalero St.
Rowland Heights, CA 91748

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Thomas <jtrunner@att.net>
Friday, May 18, 2018 10:38 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your
definition of when a housing project application is “deemed complete." Signed,

James Thomas

First Choice Window Cleaning
714-777-6525
FirstChoiceWindowCleaning.net

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Byrne <jmbyrne10@sbcglobal.net>
Friday, May 18, 2018 12:57 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete." Our limited Significant Ecological Areas need protection!
Signed,
Joe Byrne

1
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Karen Graham
PO Box 492
Lake Hughes, CA 93532
March 30, 2018
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
Attn: Iris Chi, AICP Planner
320 W. Temple Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE: SEA Ordinance Antelope Valley Exemptions
Dear Ms. Chi,
I am writing to request that the Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Areas (SEA's) NOT be exempted
from the same rules as the rest of the county for Single Family Residences, agricultural use, or Areas of
Economic Opportunity. These SEA's are vital to wildlife and should not be gradually degraded by not
affording them the protections that they deserve.
Please request that the Board of Supervisors rescind the motion that they passed in November of 2014
that exempted the Antelope Valley from proper protections. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Karen Graham

Regional Planning Commission

Lakes Town Council
PO Box 784
Lake Hughes, CA 93532
“Where Nature Is Your
Neighbor”
Council Members:

Teri Gordon
President

Robin Kennard
Vice President

Louisa Stephen
Secretary

Jeff Rheaume
Treasurer

Contact
(661) 262-3130
info.LakesTownCouncil
@gmail.com
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May 25, 2018
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
Attn: Iris Chi, AICP Planner
320 W. Temple Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Sent via email
Re: Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Ordinance
Dear Ms Chi,
The Lakes Town Council is opposed to the exemption of the Antelope Valley from the
SEA Ordinance regarding Single Family Residential (SFR) development and agricultural
use. The San Andreas, Antelope Valley and part of the Santa Clara River SEA’s
encompass the majority of SEA land within Los Angeles County.
Exclusion of the Antelope Valley is unreasonable and corrosive to the very concept of
having SEA’s. These important and biologically diverse areas warrant preservation and
protection. The San Andreas SEA alone is home to endangered and threatened species,
including the bald eagle, burrowing owls, Swainson’s hawk, tricolored blackbird, coast
horned lizard, northern harrier and round-leafed filaree.
We respectfully request that the Department of Regional Planning recommend a motion
to rescind the section of the Board of Supervisors’ motion passed November 12, 2014
that exempts the Antelope Valley from SEA review for SFR’s and agricultural use.
Respectfully,

Teri L Gordon
Teri L Gordon
President

cc
Kathryn Barger LA County 5th District Supervisor
Donna Termeer Deputy Supervisor
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lee Baldwin <lbaldwin@jensonusa.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 9:30 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

1
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Leona Valley Town Council
P.O. Box 795 • Leona Valley • CA 93551
May 31, 2018
To:

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Environmental & Sustainability Section
C/O: sea@planning.lacounty.gov

Re:

Significant Ecological Area Update 2018

To Whom it May Concern:
When the SEA ordinance was first drafted, we applauded it for the commitment to preserving what
little is left of our natural environment in the Antelope Valley. However, with each new revision we
see those protections being eroded away. The latest draft has completely changed the review process
in an apparent attempt to minimize the workload for County staff, hence the language “to improve
case processing”. The result is that there is essentially no meaningful review remaining.
The new revision of the ordinance includes a SEA Counseling meeting as a first step. However, as
was apparent at every public presentation, the County has elected to turn a blind eye to the common
practice of landowners scraping the vegetation to the ground prior to any request for permits. Thus,
there is no habitat left to preserve by the time the County is involved in the process. This may be
easier for developers and County staff, but it does nothing to enforce the alleged intent of the
ordinance, which is to “ensure the continuation of natural ecosystem services”. The ordinance
should include penalties for destruction of natural habitat which have occurred prior to the permit
process, in an effort to dissuade such activities. Anything less in the codified process appears to be in
violation of the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act.
Rural areas should be allowed to utilize their Community Standards District to protect
environmentally sensitive areas from development, including single family residences. Any
community that respects its unique qualities sufficiently to desire to protect them should be able to
enact regulations through their CSD process. The intent of the CSDs is to preserve those attributes
which each small area values and which contribute to the quality of life of the residents.
Respectfully,
Peggy Fuller
Leona Valley Town Council
Chair, Land Use Committee
Cc: Donna Termeer
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

lrschulz@verizon.net
Tuesday, May 29, 2018 10:14 PM
Iris Chi
SEA Ordinance
SEA boundaries Map.JPG

Ms Chi,
My main objection to the SEA Ordinance is the exemption of the Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Areas from review
for Single Family Residential development and agricultural use. I also understand subdivisions, commercial development,
and specific plans must apply for a conditional use permit and undergo SEA review, but I have serious concerns that SRF
and agricultural exemptions will have real impacts on natural areas in my community and SEAs across the Antelope
Valley.
Why did the County identify SEAs in the Antelope Valley if they do not offer the same level of review and protection to
similar SEA Resources in the rest of the County?
I respectfully request that Regional Planning recommend a motion to rescind the portion of the Board of Supervisors
Motion passed November 12, 2014 that exempts the Antelope Valley from SEA review for SFRs and agricultural use, with
which all other parts of Los Angeles County must comply, and whose SEAs provide improved quality of life, cultural
benefits, special hazards protections, and enjoyment through, to the greatest extent possible, protection of natural
resources via the SEA Ordinance and its implementation.
Regards
Linda Schulz
661 724 0055
PO Box 994
Lake Hughes, CA 93532

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

louella roberson <louellaroberson@aol.com>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 4:31 AM
DRP SEA; Iris Chi
SEA ordinance comment

We are residents of Rowland Heights. We would like to thank the 2 wonderful ladies who came to our meeting, Ms. Chi
and the other lady(sorry, could not remember her name) and explain the main bullets of the proposed ordinance. We
are grateful for coming and explaining the proposal.
Our citizens are mostly just concerned about any further developments that will allowed if any. The way it was explained
to us, it sounds like it is restrictive and will make it difficult for any big development to be done in the hills.
We would like any proposed development be reviewed with a fine tooth comb for any adverse effect on traffic, natural
fauna and wildlife especially.
We are opposed to any further real estate development that will add to the traffic and population explosion that
plagues our community.
We thank you for your continued concern for the environment and ask that funds be allocated in continued monitoring
of any illegal and unwanted developments in the hills of Rowland Heights. We are relying on you to keep our
neighborhood hills stay the way they are.
We love our community and would like to keep the living here.
Sincerely,
Randy and Louella Roberson
18645 Fieldbrook St
Rowland Heights.

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Barry and Margaret <bargaret@cruzio.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 10:18 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a
housing project application is â€œdeemed complete."
Signed, Margaret Seidler

Right-click or tap and hold here to do wnload pictures. To help p ro tect
y our priv acy , Outlo ok prev ented au tomatic download of this picture
from the Internet.

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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May 31, 2018
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
Attn: Iris Chi, AICP Planner
320 W. Temple Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Sent via email
Re: Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Ordinance
Dear Ms Chi,
I am a 20 year resident of the western Antelope Valley. I am writing to urge the
Department of Regional Planning to recommend a motion to rescind the section of the
Board of Supervisors’ motion passed November 12, 2014 that exempts the Antelope
Valley from SEA review for SFR’s and agricultural use.
One of the more exasperating aspects of living in Los Angeles County is tendency of
the County Supervisors to place the concerns of commercial interests over the
legitimate concerns of County residents. The Planning Department has an important
role to play in highlighting this issue.
Let me spell this out plainly. In the 20 years I have lived here I have found that there is
one thing residents here agree on regardless of their politics. That is that they are
opposed to any measure that would threaten or change the rural and natural character
of the western Antelope Valley. Most residents live here because of these features.
Therefore, we are not in need of “protection” against SEA review regulations put in
place to protect precisely those features.
.
Respectfully,
Mark Christiansen
39479 Calle El Parado
Green Valley, CA 91390
mdc515@gmail.com
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maryanne Strehlow <aco50sig@gmail.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 11:18 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Sincerely,
Maryanne Strehlow
Resident of Diamond Bar, CA

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Melony Paulson <melony@silverlightpress.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 10:13 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,Melony Paulson

1
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To: Ms. Iris Chi, Planner, Environmental Planning and Sustainability,
SEA Ordinance
May 31, 2018
Dear Ms. Chi:
I object to the SEA Ordinance exemption of the Antelope Valley Significant
Ecological Areas (SEA) from review for Single Family Residential (SFR)
Development, Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) and agricultural use. I also
understand subdivisions, commercial development and specific plans must apply
for a conditional use permit and undergo an SEA review. I have serious concerns
that SFRs, EOAs and agricultural exemptions will have real impacts on natural
areas in my community and SEAs across the Antelope Valley. Pleases see below:
• The exemptions will contribute to infringement on wildlife corridors and
fragmentation of natural communities , many of them providing habitat for
protected species and species of special concern, supporting species
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Golden and Bald Eagle
Protection Act. Furthermore activities having adverse impacts on biological
resources may be prevented from claiming a categorical exemption
determination under CEQA and might be subject to other regularity
conditions according to California Department of Fish and Wildlife code.
To achieve protection, require a discretionary permit and biological review
for SFR, SEAs and agricultural activities in all SEAs.

• The SEA Implementation Guide identifies “Guiding Principles” that
recognize the importance of biodiversity that is passed on to future
generations, provides for reduction of fragmentation, maximizes
preservation and preserves connectivity and functionality, and also to
“Ensure the continuation of natural ecosystem services that improve
quality of life for all who live in Los Angeles County.” The A. V. exemptions
in the Ordinance run counter to this principle.
• The SEA Implementation Guide describes the natural qualities that make
SEAs worthy of protection from natural disasters like floods and droughts
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and regulation of temperatures.” Are A. V. residents not worthy of these
benefits? Are A. V. SEAs less valuable than those in the rest of the County?
• The SEA Implementation Guide recognizes the cultural services provided by
healthy, functioning ecosystems such as scenic views, opportunities for
recreation, tourism, culture, art, and design.” If the A. V. is exempt from
the SEA Ordinance residents in the A. V. will be unfairly exempt from the
“provided by SEA resources enjoyed by other County residents.”
• Cultural services “are also those that provide “ecosystem services” such as
clean air, clean water, fertile soils …and preserves connectivity and
functionality and also ensure the continuation of natural ecosystem
services that improve the quality of life for all.
As per the Implementation Guide “The continued ability of our local ecosystems
to provide the ecosystem services and biodiversity that we enjoy in L. A. County
today depends on ensuring adequate protections for the resources themselves
and are concentrated within and adjacent to SEAs. In order to ensure “adequate
protection I request that Regional Planning recommend a motion to rescind the
portion of the Board of Supervisors Motion passed on November 12, 2014 that
exempts the A. V. SEAs from review for SFRs, EOAs, and agricultural activities
with which all other parts of L. A. County must comply and whose SEAs provide
improved quality of life, cultural benefits, special hazards protections and
enjoyment through protection of natural resources via the SEA Ordinance and its
implementation. To further ensure adequate protection of natural resources, I
request that discretionary review be required for all development within the
SEAs.
Sincerely, Merrylou Nelson
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April 10, 2018

Dear Ms Chi,
I would like to thank you and your team from Los Angeles County Regional Planning for your community
outreach meeting April 9, 2018 at the Rowland Heights Community Center. As I’m certain you heard,
there was unanimous support for the new comprehensive update of the Significant Ecological Areas
Ordinance (SEA) to protect and preserve our local wilderness. I would like to make a few comments
regarding those community comments and concerns.
First, as a community we would like to see any new protections offered under the new SEA to impact all
development within our SEAs, both those yet to be permitted and those that have already been granted
their county permits. No grandfathering of old projects and I’m speaking specifically the AERA Energy
project and the Pacific Heights project in our community.
Second, we want to see the end of the so called “Conditional” SEA designation to our local hills and
wilderness. We want full SEA protections and better sooner than later.
Third, the updated SEA needs to fully recognize not just the “wide ranging biodiversity” of our SEA
wilderness, but also of the importance of wildlife corridors in maintaining this biodiversity.
Fourth, as you heard last night many of our neighbors are concerned with creeping development. It
begins with a new house, then a school or church, then an apparently benign golf course. Bit by bit we
lose our functioning wilderness. There must be a measure for any project and its cumulative impact on
our biologically significant open space. Every project must be measured not just by its individual
impacts but by the cumulative impacts of all projects in and near our precious SEA wilderness. These
projects may bring mandated mitigation, but 10 acres of newly created oak woodland does not mitigate
for the loss of 5 acres of old growth oak woodland. And as you heard last night there are many in our
community that just love our old oak trees.
Lastly, I want to thank the County of Los Angeles and specifically the Department of Regional Planning
for recognizing the importance of protecting our remaining precious natural resources and the
endangered and threatened plant and animal life that these open spaces and wilderness support.

Sincerely,
Mike Hughes
Mike Hughes
Hacienda Heights CA
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholas Staddon <nickjstaddon@gmail.com>
Saturday, May 19, 2018 11:50 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a
housing project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Nicholas and Karin Staddon
Olinda Village, Brea, CA 92823.

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

iluvnaples@aol.com
Sunday, May 20, 2018 3:47 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Nikki and Howard Applebaum

Sent from my iPhone

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paulette Byrne <pabyrne@sbcglobal.net>
Friday, May 18, 2018 8:07 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete." Our limited Significant Ecological Areas need to be protected!
Signed,
Paulette Byrne

1
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Notes on implementation guide

Page 58
I have a big issue with the 10 mile 1000 elevations rule. It is too restrictive, and I think this in spite of
the fact that my graduate degree was on oak population genetics and ecology.
-

-

-

-

-

As much as possible, using local seed or assisted migration of seed is best.
From the work my advisor and I did at UCLA, seed and pollen dispersal is so limited in oaks if you
really wanted to preserve genetic variations in a local population you would have to reduce that
number to 2 miles. Long lived species like trees should be a special concern for this issue,
especially oaks, getting them from the same site or within less than a mile would be great.
However, when that is not possible, I think that it would be better to plant an oak woodland
from seed from the Los Angeles Basin, than to restrict people from planting them at all, since
oaks provide habitat to so many other species.
Many times in highly fragmented areas, with as much development as we have in this area and
with all of the microclimates in LA County there may not be seed available for a species within
10 miles. I do not think that this should restrict habitat restoration projects from planting
natives from within Los Angeles County and its environment
o What if the seed might be there but there may not be the ability to harvest it (in a
protected park or conservancy)? What if the seed source is from a small number of
plants and you are potentially creating a bottleneck effect?
o What if a manmade cattle pond and farming area is being restored and there are not
nearby wetlands, would that restrict the restoration of plants in the old cattle pond?
10 miles is such a generic number and does not really improve your chances of getting seeds
that have the adaptations and genetics from the existing site. To be honest, some of the seed
from less than 10 miles and 1000 ft elevation away from Descanso and the Verdugo section of
the SEAs would be pretty inappropriate adapted to our site - the seed from the farther areas in
Burbank would be more appropriate than the much closer seed from across the freeway in the
San Gabriel foothills, where the soil types are very different.
In highly disturbed areas, like old farms, planting short lived pioneer species, like annuals,
coyote bush or poppies etc. the adaptation that you may have lost by bringing a plant from
farther away will rapidly be regained with short generation time. Plus these plants provide
perching opportunities for birds, and hiding spots for small mammals who can disperse local
seed into the space over time.
Then there is the conundrum of what is native anyway- as more people grow native plants in
their gardens, how do you know that the plants you are selecting from nearby are truly natural?
For example, Descanso’s founder Manchester Boddy and Theodore Payne planted and probably
hybridized sycamores on our site in the 1940s. Should we choose those for our seed source
nearby, or completely native seed from farther away?
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My recommendation would be that the restoration project name the planned source of their plant
material. If the source is from more than a certain distance away or from a completely different
vegetation or geology they need to provide reasonable support for why they chose that stock.
Special thought should be given to sources of tree seed and other long lived species.
All stock should be from plants within Counties in or adjacent to the SEA. Nurseries used to grow
stock should also be within counties in or adjacent to the SEA to prevent spread of soil born diseases
and insect pests.
A couple other recommendations:
1. Use plugs rather than larger plants to reduce the need for irrigation during establish to conserve
water resources. This also helps plants establish new roots that are adapted to the soil in the
ground, rather than having a large root mass adapted to the soil in the nursery pot.
2. If irrigation is required, describe the plan to control annual weeds that might occur and thrive
from the irrigation.
3. I personally do not want to see any proposals for regular herbicide treatments without a plan for
mulching, or revegetation. This is a common practice throughout the county currently and from
the research and sites I have observed, this treatment serves no benefit (and may cause some
harm). If someone wants to use herbicide I’d like to see a couple of things.
a. That they have tested other methods of invasive species control and have determined a
single application of herbicide is the best solution.
b. They have a post application plan for revegetation and/or mulching
c. The treatment is a one time application
d. Preemergent herbicide should never be used, as it may affect rare species in the seed
bank.
4. There is a lot of thought out there about mulch. There is a native plant contingent out there
that is anti mulch because of nesting habitat for native bees. I am not sure you will get
questions on this – or that it should be included in the guide, but I will pass on my two cents.
My recommendations for dealing with this issue is as follows.
a. Mulch is necessary in restoration to insure native plants thrive and survive to provide
food for native bees. Without native flowers, there is no bee habitat. It is the least
harmful and most beneficial way to prevent weeds, promote healthy soil, and help
restore healthy organic material in the soil. One application of mulch can promote
storage of large amounts of carbon in soils for years to come, helping with global
climate change. It prevents water loss up to 30%. Almost all native habitat, outside of
some desert ecosystems, have deep layers of organic material near trees and shrubs,
keeping their roots cool and preventing evaporation.
b. And area for native been nesting without mulch can be set aside and marked. Monthly
weeding will be necessary in this area until native plants can be established. Leaving
restored areas unmulched and/or unweeded for bees in the long run will prevent native
plants from establishing, promote invasive species that can encourage fires, and provide
few resources for the native bees.
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5. For weed removal projects, clear description of how green waste is handled should be part of
the proposal.
6. A mention should be made about cleaning equipment for development and brush clearance.
Much of the new mustard and possibly the start thistle infestation we have may have come in
on Fire department brush clearance and LA Conservation corps equipment.

As a horticulture expert I think there are many plants on the list of prohibited plants that are too
restrictive, as well as several that should be added:
California Buckeye should be restricted to its natural range
Mexican feather grass should be restricted to its natural range
Fennel, artichoke, mustards and cardoons should be restricted
Convolvus should be restricted (except the native species, in its natural range)

For me the definition of an invasive species is one that reproduces and changes the ecosystem in which
it grows, preventing other species from surviving. From my experience, most of the plants you see
below would not fulfill that definition in Southern California.
Salix babylonica (unless you have a real significant pond)
Prunus cerasifera (will not survive without serious supplemental irrigation)
Leptospermum
Aeonium
Cotyledon
Amaryllis
Calendula
Cosmos
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Randall Baer <rbaer@pacbell.net>
Thursday, May 17, 2018 6:31 PM
DRP SEA
Conceptual SEA Comment

I wish to express my support for the adoption of the county’s Conceptual SEA and it’s inclusion of the Altadena Foothills
Arroyos area. I am especially happy that the Millard Canyon and El Prieto Canyon areas are to be included in the new
SEA.
Sincerely,
Randall Baer
3588 Canyon Crest Rd
Altadena, CA 91001
rbaer@pacbell.net

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rich Kikuchi <rich.kikuchi@gmail.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 8:45 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete." Signed,
Rich Kikuchi

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ROE LEER <roe@mail.org>
Wednesday, April 25, 2018 2:59 PM
DRP SEA
SEA Comments - Keep Exemption for SFRs

At your presentation yesterday at the Greater Antelope Valley Association of Realtors, you began by pointing out that
new and existing single-family residences were exempt from the SEA requirements.
This was a good inclusion in the draft.
When I asked if I could advise other Realtors of the exemption, we were told it was possible that that exemption
might be removed from the next draft and/or the final ordinance, as there were other voices speaking for the removal
of that exemption.
I am strongly encouraging you to keep the SFR exemption in the drafts/ordinance.
If the SFR exemption were to be removed, many of our property owners and would-be Buyers would see property
values drop sharply and the SFR building process becoming more time-consuming, frustrating and expensive.
Please keep the SFR exemption in place in the draft(s), in the ordinance if/when passed, and into the future.
Thank you,
Roe Leer
Broker & Realtor
CalDRE 00950560
11850 Nearwood Road
Juniper Hills, CA 93543-4250
661-265-7788 cell and text
roe@mail.org

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rylans Yahoo <rylanr2001@yahoo.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 2:22 PM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

Iris Chi,
Good afternoon. My name is Rylan and I am a resident of Olinda Village in Brea, just across the street from Chino Hills
State Park. I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a
housing project application is “deemed complete." Environmental protection is increasingly valued as the signs of
overcrowding become more evident. Do we really want more houses, thus vehicles in the vincinity of the 57/60
interchange? Thank you for your time. Cheers!
Signed,
Rylan Reynolds CRNA, DNAP
Sent from my iPhone

1
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1955 Workman Mil l Road , Wh ittier , CA 90601 - 1400
Mail i ng Addres s: P. O . Box 4998 , Whittier , CA 9060 7- 4998
Telephone : (562 ) 699 - 7411 , FAX : (562 ) 699 - 5422
www .lacsd .org

GRACE ROBINSON HYDE
Ch ief Eng i neer and Genera/ Manager

May 3, 2018

SEA Program
Environmental Planning and Sustainability Section
Regional Planning Department, Floor 13
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Sir or Madam:

Comments on Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Ordinance Update and
SEA Ordinance Implementation Guide- Public Review Drafts (March 2018)
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) appreciate this opportunity
to review and submit comments on the SEA Ordinance Update - Public Review Draft and the SEA
Ordinance Implementation Guide - Public Review Draft, both released on March 14, 2018. The
Sanitation Districts are a confederation of 24 special districts that operate and maintain regional
wastewater and solid waste management systems for approximately 5.6 million people residing in 78
cities and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County. As such, the Sanitation Districts serve an
essential public service in protection of public health and the environment.
While the Sanitation Districts support the further development of the SEA program, we have
previously expressed our concerns regarding unnecessary additional costs and project delays for projects
that have already undergone a public CEQA process. To remedy these concerns, the Sanitation Districts
had previously requested earlier versions of the SEA Ordinance Update include a streamlined public
agency process. We would like to reiterate our position that essential public service facilities which are
required to go through a CEQA process and permitting through natural resource agencies be included in a
SEA review process similar to the "County Projects" process in §22.1 02.120 of the SEA Ordinance
Update - Public Review Draft and Chapter 9 of the SEA Ordinance Implementation Guide - Public
Review Draft.
If you have any questions regarding this comment letter, please contact Marvin Holmes at
(562) 908-4288, extension 2729, or by e-mail at mholmes@lacsd .org.

92y"4
Jodie Lanza
Supervising Engineer
Wastewater Planning Section
JL:ddg

DOC#4559324
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S COP E
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment
TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386
www.scope.org
5-31-18

Attn: Ms. Chi and Ms. Mongolo
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Sent via email to: sea@planning.lacounty.gov

Re: Project No. 2017-003725-(1-5) (Ms. Chi/Ms. Mongolo) Advance Planning No.
RPPL2017006228, the Draft SEA Ordinance and Implementation Guide
Dear Ms. Chi and Ms. Mongolo:
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment, formed in 1987 by residents of the
Santa Clarita Valley, is now celebrating its 30th year of protecting our local natural resources.
Since our inception, our valley’s five significant ecological areas have been a major focus of our
work, especially SEA #23, the Santa Clara River. Preservation of the Valley Oaks Savannah
(SEA#64) was our first major public campaign resulting in around 150 acres of the SEA being
placed in a permanent conservation easement.
Enforcement Oversight needed
However, this process didn’t proceed smoothly. The easement was not recorded as required by
the conditions of approval until almost 15 years later when members of the public noticed that
this requirement had not been fulfilled. Trails and other promised amenities are still not forth
coming in SEA 64. Water extraction under the SEA has added to the stress of the Quercus
Lobata oak species present on site. Prohibitions to limit the spread of non-native species were
not effective, as gardeners dumped their unused plantings into the SEA with impunity.
We therefore appreciate the Ordinance sections requiring monitoring, but note that the
monitoring required for SEA 64 failed and continues to fail. We suggest that the guidelines
designate the County biologist or other staff to make at least annual reviews of SEA project
conditions to ensure that they are followed. Or, in the alternative, perhaps a community panel
with the oversight of SEA TAC could be designated to provide this service. A means of
providing long-term enforcement and identifying responsible parties should also be outlined.
Impacts to Water Sources must be evaluated as part of the SEA Review Process
The revised SEA ordinance describes several items which must be reviewed either by the County
biologist or through the SEA TAC and other review processes, but the effect of the project on the
water needed for the habitat is not one of them.
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SCOPE Comments – SEA Ordinance Update

2

All habitats and species are dependent on water. Even small projects may affect habitats and
animals' access to water if water extraction lowers water levels in the area or hardscaping
reduces or eliminates ground water recharge. Seeps and springs may dry up. Streams may cease
to flow. Plants and trees die as the water levels sink below their root zones. Springs which
provide important habitat or support endangered species (such as vernal pools or the spring along
the Santa Clara River that supports the rare Sun Flower) may dry up, thus destroying the species.
Although water is mentioned almost incidentally in the listing of findings (i.e., "D. The proposed
development maintains ecological and hydrological functions of water bodies, watercourses, and
their tributaries;"), we believe it would be helpful both for reviewers and applicants to have this
issue described in more detail.
We therefore ask that sufficient water for a viable habitat be added to the review criteria along
with requirements for reduced hardscaping and permeable pavement where appropriate.
Set backs from water sources
We appreciate the ordinance's setback requirement, but concur with the Endangered Habitats
League that it is not sufficient. A minimum of 300 feet should be required.
Page 4. F. Offsets and G. In lieu Fees
The new SEA ordinance would allow offsets and in lieu fees for impacts to a SEA. This could
allow for destruction to an SEA with funds or conservation easements in a mitigation bank in
some entirely different location outside our Valley. This situation has already in City of Santa
Clarita permitting. Re-establishment of a species in a new location may not be possible due to
the particular needs of an ecological community. Creating a new place for the species may seem
like an easy matter, but often results in a failure of the species to thrive in the new location.
To our knowledge, offsite offsets and mitigation banks were not allowed in the previous SEA
ordinance. Mitigation in far away locations frustrates efforts to reduce fragmentation, a goal
described in the Implementation Guide under the goals section. Offsetting and in lieu fees that
will not accomplish this goal, should not be permitted. If the continued existence of our SEAs is
really to be accomplished, offsite mitigation must not be allowed or kept to an extreme
minimum.
Ministerial Review
The Ordinance allows ministerial review to be waived by the Director, but does not describe
under what circumstances this might occur. While we can imagine circumstances for very small
modifications where this might be appropriate, such modifications are already covered and
described in the ordinance. Such arbitrary powers without definition or parameters could lead to
abuse, as we believed happened in the recent behind closed doors extension of the Chiquita
Canyon Landfill granted by the Director prior to permit approval.
We ask that waiving of review be eliminated from the ordinance.
Public Notice
Public Notice should be required whenever a proposal will impact an SEA.
Detailed comments on the Ordinance
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SCOPE Comments – SEA Ordinance Update

3

1. We suggest that the description of unique resources on page 3 include “unique geological
formations”. While this was part of the original SEA definition and it is clearly
mentioned later in the ordinance, we believe it would be beneficial to also list it in this
section.
2. Page 5, #4 should also include cell towers. It is thought that electromagnetic fields from
cell towers may affect birds. Their construction during nesting season, particularly in an
SEA, should not be allowed.
Thank you in advance for your attention to our concerns. We hope to continue to be involved in
the update process.
Sincerely,

President
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phone: 213-387-4287
fax: 213-387-5383

San Gabriel Valley Task Force
TO: Iris Chi, AICP
Regional Planner
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Email: ichi@planning.lacounty.gov

SUBJECT: Comments: New Proposed Significant Ecological Area Ordinance
May 30, 2018
Dear Ms. Chi:
The San Gabriel Valley Task Force of the Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club thanks you and your agency for the
opportunity to comment on the comprehensive update of the Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Ordinance.
The San Gabriel Valley Task Force was organized by the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club in 1999 to work
with San Gabriel Valley cities, Los Angeles County and political leaders to seek ways to create a more livable
environment in the San Gabriel Valley while protecting the diversity of habitats within the region for the benefit of wildlife, plant communities, and recreational opportunities for local residents.

We are particularly interested in the protection and development of wildlife corridors, the preservation of biodiversity of both plant communities and wildlife within our region—both of which have been sorely impacted
by urban development—and providing opportunities for residents to enjoy nature close to urbanized areas.
For these reasons we offer the following comments.:


We support the formalization of the existing Conceptual SEAs as SEAs in the Puente Chino Hills and
the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains thus providing those areas with the full protection of the new
SEA Ordinance. In the Puente-Chino Hills region several Conceptual SEAs bound the open space of the
Puente Hills Native Habitat Preservation Authority. We support actions to create a wildlife corridor that
would extend from the Whittier Narrows to Chino Hills State Park and believe the Aera property and Tres
Hermanos properties are extremely important in linking areas already protected.
In the San Gabriel Mountain foothills, where open space still exists, we hope to conserve the open space or
make any approved developments as environmentally friendly as possible. These areas are adjacent to the
San Gabriel National Monument, the National Forest or conservancies. SEA protections would form a
buffer between highly urban areas and our already designated open space. Recent studies have shown presence of protected species as well as diversity of plant communities with their attendant wildlife in proposed
project areas in the foothills. These must be safeguarded.



All protections offered under the new ordinance must be apply to all developments within the areas of existing Conceptual SEAs and any expansion of boundaries that may be implemented in the final ordinance.
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Old projects that have been granted permits in the past but have not yet begun must not be grandfathered in. We believe these must be reevaluated under the new ordinance. We propose that if any new
CEQA documents are required for these older projects, a reevaluation under the new SEA ordinance
must be required.



We believe that in evaluating projects, the cumulative impacts of concurrent multiple projects in local
SEAs must be also be considered as part of the SEA approval process.



We also encourage the L.A. County Dept. of Regional Planning to consider establishment of an SEA
that would extend from the base of the San Gabriel Mountains along the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel
River to Whittier Narrows that includes areas originally considered for inclusion in the proposed National Recreational Area in the National Parks Feasibility study. This would create a wildlife a corridor
from the mountains to Whittier Narrows and then into the Puente-Chino Hills.

We again thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the proposed SEA Ordinance.
Respectfully submitted,

Joan Licari, Chair
San Gabriel Valley Task Force
Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club
Email: jlicari2013@gmail.com
626-330-4229
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Diamond Bar – Pomona Valley Sierra Club Task Force
Angeles Chapter
May 31, 2018
TO: Iris Chi, AICP, Regional Planner
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
Los Angeles County
Department of Regional
Planning Email:
ichi@planning.lacounty.gov

[delivered via electronic mail]

RE: Comment Input, Update Concept SEA Ordinance
The Diamond Bar – Pomona Valley Task Force of the Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club is
grateful to you and your agency for the opportunity to comment on the comprehensive
update of the Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Ordinance.
The Diamond Bar – Pomona Valley Task Force was formed to work with local cities,
Los Angeles County and political leaders to seek ways to create a more livable
environment in the San Gabriel Valley by advocating conservation planning of local
wildlife habitats, regional biodiversity, (California Native trees, plant communities)
and passive recreational opportunities for residents.
We are particularly interested in the protection and creation of wildlife corridors and
natural, green infrastructure within our region. These have been sorely impacted by
urban development and are threatened, natural resources which are critical to
preserving regional character, quality of life and providing ecosystem services for
residents living in suburban and urbanized areas.
For these reasons we offer the following input:
♦

We support the formalization of the existing Conceptual SEAs as SEAs in the Puente Chino
Hills and the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains, thus providing those areas with the full
protection of the new SEA Ordinance. In the Puente-Chino Hills region several Conceptual SEAs
border the open space of the Puente Hills Native Habitat Preservation Authority. We support actions
to create a wildlife corridor that would extend from the Whittier Narrows to Chino Hills State Park.

1
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♦

In East San Gabriel Valley, we believe SEA 15, the Aera property and Tonner Canyon/Tres
Hermanos Ranch properties are extremely important in linking currently protected areas.

♦

Recent observations of California Gnatcatcher, San Gabriel snail, and one of two (L.A. County)
relict populations of gray squirrel habitat have been mapped in City of Diamond Bar wildlands.
These areas border SEA 15, Upper Tonner Canyon/Tres Hermanos Ranch and Rowland Heights
(Aera property.) Diamond Bar also has critical wetlands traversing the city, which support and
affect wildlife movement, related to SEAs and unprotected natural open space on its borders. SEA
15 is a particular concern. We request the Los Angeles County SEA staff to take note of this report.

♦

To lend scientific forward-thinking, we request the ordinance update to recognize the contribution
of city wildland linkages to wildlife support and movement beyond city boundary lines. (Native
plant communities, invasive species and wildlife do not recognize man-made boundaries!)

♦

We ask that Conceptual SEAs recognize plant alliances: oak woodland, riparian, oak savannah,
coastal scrub and soft chaparral habitats be recognized as, not merely islands, but their components
as a source for restoration.

♦

Los Angeles County biologist, Joseph Decruyenaere, informed our recent task force field survey in
Diamond Bar, May 2018. For convenience, we encourage you and your team to confer with him as
to verification of our findings.

♦

jdecruyenaere@planning.lacounty.gov

♦

Furthermore, we respectfully request the remnants of smaller natural open space present in the
foothills of east Los Angeles County be considered for preservation and/or enhanced to support
watersheds and create habitat connectivity to larger parcels.

♦

All protections offered in the new ordinances must apply to all developments in areas near existing
Conceptual SEAs and any boundary expansions, which may be implemented in the final ordinance
update.

♦

Due to many recent findings of sensitive flora/fauna species and the new watershed sciences, we ask
all projects be upgraded to require protocol environmental surveys via the updated CalVEG, habitat
recognition system:

♦

https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r5/landmanagement/resourcemanagement/?cid=fsbdev3_046815

♦

We observe the cumulative impacts of concurrent, multiple development projects in local SEAs, and
request they also be considered part of the SEA approval process.

♦

We request old development projects bearing formerly granted permits, but not yet active, be denied
“grandfathered” EIR approvals, and instead be required to perform updated protocol surveys.

2
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Linking Habitat Corridors:
♦

We encourage the Los Angeles County Dept. of Regional Planning to consider
establishment of an SEA that would extend from the base of the San Gabriel
Mountains along the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River to Whittier Narrows that
includes areas originally considered for inclusion in the proposed National
Recreational Area in the National Parks Feasibility study. This would create a
wildlife corridor from the mountains to Whittier Narrows and then into the
Puente-Chino Hills.

♦

Likewise, we request East San Gabriel Valley SEAs be considered as wildlife
corridor linkages between San Gabriel Mountains Monument and Puente Chino
Hills Wildlife Corridor via City of Diamond Bar, Tres Hermanos/Upper Tonner
Canyon, Elephant Mountain, Bonelli Park and San Dimas Canyon areas. These
aforementioned areas are fragmented wildlife habitat islands with permeable
landscape, active, sustainable and useful for both habitat restoration and providing
ecosystem services.

Again, thank you for your generous opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
C. Robin Smith, Chair
Diamond Bar – Pomona Valley Sierra Club Task Force
324 S. Diamond Bar Blvd. #230
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
DBPVSierraClubTaskForce@gmail.com
909-861-9920 Desk
cc: City of Diamond Bar, Community Development Director, Greg Gubman
Los Angeles County Dept. Planning, Joseph Decruyenaere
California Dept. Fish Wildlife Region 5, Erinn Wilson
Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter, Conservation Chair, Anjelica Gonzalez

3
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Angeles Chapter
3250 Wilshire Blvd. #1106
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1513

May 9, 2018

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
Iris Chi, AICP Planner
320 W. Temple Street, 13th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
sea@planning.lacounty.gov
RE: Comments on Draft 10 – Significant Ecological Area Ordinance
Dear Ms. Chi:
The Sierra Club is committed to maintaining the world's remaining natural ecosystems, and, where
feasible, to the restoration and rehabilitation of degraded ecosystems. Wildlife, plants, and their
ecosystems have value in their own right, as well as value to humans and to the health of the
biosphere.
The Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club has the following comments on Draft 10 of the Significant
Ecological Area Ordinance (SEA).
Finalize Conceptual SEAs
The proposed SEA Ordinance should apply to conceptual SEAs as well as adopted SEAs. It is our
understanding that the proposed SEA Ordinance would not apply to conceptual SEAs until the
East San Gabriel Valley Area Plan is adopted, which is projected for 2019 at the earliest. Waiting
for the adoption of the East San Gabriel Valley Area Plan will delay implementation of the
Ordinance’s enhanced protections for significant ecological areas. This will allow areas that could
eventually be protected to be held to less stringent standards in the meantime, resulting in more
impactful developments.
Changes to the Definition of a “Complete Project Application.”
The SEA Ordinance Implementation Guide states that the SEA Ordinance is not required to be
applied to pending projects whose applications have been deemed complete prior to adoption of
the SEA Ordinance. The definition of a “complete project application” should not include projects
that have not completed the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review or that need to
update their CEQA documents, regardless of their application status. Since the purpose of the SEA
Ordinance is to balance preservation of the County’s natural biodiversity with private property
rights, it follows that all projects with incomplete CEQA documents be reviewed for compatibility
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with the new ordinance. Therefore, we urge the County redefine what a “completed application”
is, prior to this SEA Ordinance going into effect.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments on Draft 10.
Sincerely,

Sharon Koch, Chair
Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club
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VIA EMAIL
May 30, 2018

SEA Program
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA, 90012

Re:

Draft Revised Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance

SEA Program:
Southern California Edison (SCE) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the draft
revised Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance (the Ordinance), which provides a series
of requirements that assist the County in protecting SEAs and regulating various development
activities within SEAs. SCE shares the County’s goal of environmental protection and
compliance with regulatory requirements and has a robust program to identify and implement the
appropriate resource management strategies for our projects and maintenance activities. The
purpose of this letter is to advise the County as to our concerns regarding the Ordinance and to
request clarifications that will harmonize the Ordinance with California and federal law.
The design and maintenance of SCE’s infrastructure (e.g. substations, transmission and
distribution systems) are regulated by Order of the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC). It appears the Ordinance creates regulations (inclusive of design requirements) that
either expressly or implicitly conflict with the CPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction. For example, read
together, Sections 22.102.020(J)(4) (Definition of Development) and 22.102.030 (Applicability)
of the Ordinance would require that SCE obtain discretionary approvals from the County prior to
conducting infrastructure maintenance activities (such as the replacement of deteriorated or
overloaded poles) since they fall within the expansive definition of “development.” Pursuant to
CPUC General Order 131D, SCE is required to consult with jurisdictions; however, the CPUC
has clarified that SCE is not required to seek discretionary approvals such as Conditional Use
Permits for activities regulated by the CPUC. These activities include the design, placement, and
maintenance of SCE transmission and distribution systems (e.g. distribution and transmission
lines, substations, etc.). Accordingly, the County would be expressly preempted from enforcing
these requirements against SCE installations. See San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. City of
Carlsbad, 64 Cal. App. 4th 785 (Cal. App. 4th Dist. 1998) (City preempted from enforcing
requirements where CPUC has either expressly or implicitly entered the field of regulation).
SCE respectfully requests that the County clarify that the Ordinance does not apply to the design,
siting, and maintenance of electrical infrastructure that is under the jurisdiction of the CPUC.
Therefore, SCE proposes the following text (in red font) be added to Section 22.102.040
Exemptions.
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P. Electrical power transmission and distribution lines and associated
equipment owned or operated by publicly regulated utilities that are
subject to regulation by the California Public Utilities Commission.
SCE has state and federal regulatory requirements to maintain its electrical systems to provide
safe and reliable power, including minimizing the risk of wildfire. Historic drought conditions
have left California drier and more susceptible to wildfires than ever before. Roughly a quarter of
SCE’s service territory, covering about 9 million acres, is considered to be in high fire-risk areas.
SCE has taken substantial steps to reduce the risk of wildfires and continues to look for ways to
improve our operational practices and enhance our infrastructure to address the increased threat
of wildfires. SCE applies robust design and construction standards, effective vegetation
management practices, various operational protocols, and collaborative partnerships with fire
agencies to maintain fire safety. SCE’s ability to perform timely, and at times immediate,
maintenance of our existing electrical infrastructure is critical in meeting CPUC mandated and
federal requirements to provide a safe and reliable electrical grid. Therefore, SCE proposes the
following text (in red font) be added to Section 22.102.040 Exemptions (D), (H), and (J).
D. Maintenance, minor additions, or changes to existing legally
established development previously reviewed for impacts to SEA
Resources or otherwise authorized by a state or federal regulatory agency,
if:
1. Maintenance, additions, or changes do not expand the previously
approved development footprint; or
2. Maintenance, additions, or changes are operating under a valid
use permit and found to be in substantial compliance with such
permit.
H. The rebuilding and replacement of legally built structures (including
utility infrastructure) which have been damaged or partially destroyed and
will not increase the previously existing development footprint.
J. Legally required fuel modification and brush clearance activities, as approved by the
Fire Department or as required by state or federal regulations, associated with existing
structures for the purpose of fire protection.
SCE also requests that Section 22.102.020(J)(4) (Definition of Development) be modified for
clarity to exclude electrical power transmission and distribution lines owned or operated by
publicly regulated utilities.
4. Construction, placement, modification, expansion, or demolition of any infrastructure,
including but not limited to, water and sewerage lines, drainage facilities, telephone lines,
and electrical power transmission and distribution lines (excluding publicly regulated
utilities), including all associated construction staging;
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SCE appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft Ordinance and respectfully submits
that the inclusion of the foregoing clarifications will eliminate regulatory conflicts in the future
and will ensure that the proposed Ordinance is compliant with California law. The recommended
language changes will also ensure that SCE is able to conduct maintenance activities in a timely
manner and minimize the risk of wildfire. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our
recommendations and concerns with you if you have any questions or need additional
information. Please contact me (roger.overstreet@sce.com, 626-862-7432) if you have any
questions. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this matter and for considering SCE’s
comments.
Sincerely,

Roger Overstreet
Biology Program Manager
Southern California Edison

cc: David Ford
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephen Maxwell <sm1001ms@gmail.com>
Monday, May 28, 2018 8:19 PM
DRP SEA
SEA Landowner Comments

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hello,
As the owner both of a property that abuts an existing SEA, as well as one nearby located partially within the bounds of
an SEA upon which I hope one day to build a modest, environmentally sensitive home, I have followed the progress of
the SEA Ordinance through its various drafts and responses to comments with interest. I recognize that many of the
usual suspects have stepped in to provide constructive review across the spectrum of support of or opposition to
development of any kind in a SEA, and I have waited to write in with feedback to see if my concerns were addressed.
I am providing these comments on the version of the draft SEA ordinance that is un‐numbered but distinct from draft 9,
available here: http://planning.lacounty.gov/site/sea/wp‐content/uploads/2018/03/SEA‐Ordinance‐Public‐Review‐
Draft‐March‐2018‐1.pdf. I will also refer to comment responses included in this
document: http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/seao_rpc‐package‐20170629.pdf.
1. The BIA requested that mitigation (pursuant to CEQA) be exempt from the Ordinance. The response to this comment
was: "Draft 9 would exempt the required maintenance and operations associated with an approved and valid use.
• Mitigation should be from an approved project."
Discussion: Your comment tries to distinguish mitigation from an already‐approved project, but the comment was
referring to mitigation for a new project. You do address this with Exemption M for native tree planting. However, you
limit this to tree planting required pursuant to Titles 21 and 22. This is arbitrarily limiting. The CEQA review for a project
may conceive of additional mitigation not required by these Titles, such as the planting of additional native trees. I
personally would like to grow native trees on my lot within the bounds of the SEA (both inside and outside of fuel mod
zones), because I find them to be beautiful. This is something my neighbors have done on their properties, and we can
all agree that it's a good thing. However, it is technically "development" under the terms of the ordinance. I do not want
to have to pay money for a use permit to be told I can plant native trees on my property. I do not want ornery neighbors
with agendas to "get me" for doing this because I violate County Code to develop without a permit. The County Code
should not deny me the ability to "develop" the SEA on my property with native plantings, or to replace those native
trees that become diseased or senescent, or to comport in any other way that conforms with the development
standards.
Suggestion: Revise the language to read: "Development where the only impact to SEA Resources involve
the planting of SEA Native Trees." At the very least, revise the language to read: "Development where
the only impact to SEA Resources involve the planting of SEA Native Trees, as required by Titles 21 or 22 or pursuant to a
use permit." This latter language would formalize that the planting of trees could be part of the project, even if the
planting of such trees was not required by County Code. When I go to develop, and I get my use permit, I could then
include the planting of these trees as a part of the project, an approach commonly taken under CEQA. The disturbance
to ground vegetation would already be subject to discretionary review as a part of that use permit. Please also note that
there are a significant number of parcels for which only a portion of the parcel is located on a SEA. I should be able to
place inside the SEA mitigation for resources removed outside the SEA. The habitat value is higher, and it would be
arbitrary to limit this when I am already required to alter the SEA with fuel modification requirements.
1
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2. Any project located within an SEA is not properly exempt from CEQA, as a sensitive resources exception exists
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2. Therefore you will be doing an Initial Study for any such project.
That Initial Study should properly tier on the 2035 General Plan EIR, which conceived of MM‐BIO‐1 to have a
reconnaissance level biological survey performed with several requirements.
Discussion: Your Biological Constraints Map requirements should allow typical vegetation maps, which deal in Holland
code associations/alliances, each of which is given a CDFW rank, from which you could back out the SEA Resource
Category.
Suggestion: Ensure that the BCM comports with the requirements for MM‐BIO‐1 in the 2035 General Plan EIR. Allow the
use of Holland code associations/alliances that are then backed out to derive your SEA Resource Category levels. Make it
clear that the CDFW rank for that class governs in all instances. Only fall back to the tailored NatureServe assessment
criteria if no CDFW ranking exists. The way it's currently worded, you're creating a gray area that project opponents
could exploit to say they disagree, by parsing the NatureServe assessment as they choose. So: "“SEA Resource Category
4” includes natural communities ranked G4, S4, G5 or S5 by the CDFW, or utilizing NatureServe’s Conservation Status
Assessment methodology where no CDFW ranking exists for that community; plant species categorized by CNPS as RPR
4; and habitat occupied by annual or herbaceous RPR 4 plant species."
3. The elevation of "oak woodland" and "native trees" to an SEA Resource Category 2 is inconsistent with the CDFW
rankings that are otherwise incorporated throughout. These rankings were created by experienced biologists in the
CDFW and should be given credence.
Discussion: Most oak woodland associations found in the County (e.g. "Coast Live Oak Woodland" (G5/S4), "Mixed Oak
Forest" (G4/S4), "Canyon Live Oak Forest" (G5/S5) ) are given rankings of 4 or 5, which should render them a Resource
Category Level 4. The more sensitive Engelmann, Island, etc. oak woodlands are G3/S3, which should be Resource
Category Level 3. S2 is defined as "Imperiled in the state because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few
populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the nation
or state." S4 is defined as "Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long‐term concern due to declines or other factors."
The aforementioned rankings for oak woodland alliances comport with these definitions. Some other native trees are
similarly given S4/G4 rankings (e.g. California juniper, California bay, etc.) or not given a ranking at all. The CDFW has
gone to an awful lot of work to classify the Holland code associations/alliances that are de rigeur in biological reports
throughout the state according to criteria to which you give deference. If you stick with a consistent framework
established by the CDFW, the framework can live on indefinitely, even as the CDFW revises rankings as conditions
change.
Suggestion: Don't override the CDFW classifications. It makes for a very inconsistent application. If you think oak tree
associations/alliances should have additional protections above and beyond the discretionary review that will be
required, simply amend the requirements for Resource Category 3 and 4. Don't gerrymander.
4. As a practical matter, I think almost nothing is going to be characterized as an SEA Resource Category 5 as it is
described, and there is a pretty large gap between 4 and 5, which is probably the gap that most of the existing
conditions at the urban‐wildland interface fall into.
Discussion: Realistically, you're going to have a mix of non-sensitive native (e.g. laurel sumac,

ceanothus, most manzanitas, opuntias, etc.) and non-native species, in a fragmented habitat that
transitions to being more intact in the direction of the SEA.
Suggestion: Positively describe non-sensitive native species as belonging to either Resource Category

Level 4 or 5, or create a category that comports with this more common, mixed existing condition.

2

Regional Planning Commission

Attachment F

Page 116

5. The BIA requested modification of the dripline criteria for SEA Native Trees. The response to this comment was: "Draft
9 revised to be consistent with the Oak Tree Ordinance found within the Zoning Code and revised to 15 ft."
Discussion: The Oak Tree Ordinance regulates to the greater of 5ft beyond the dripline or 15feet from the trunk. (See
County Code Section 22.56.2060(C)). The current SEA Ordinance just uses 15 feet beyond the dripline, in
22.102.080(A)(2)(c).
Suggestion: It appears the intent was to be consistent with the Oak Tree Ordinance, which was reasonable. Revise the
definition to be consistent with the Oak Tree Ordinance. There is already a lot of overlap between the SEA Ordinance,
CEQA review and other ordinances like the Hillside Management Area Ordinance and Oak Tree Ordinance, which you by
definition are already going to subject to discretionary review, which is what you're after here. Please don't make these
processes conflict.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Regards,
S. Maxwell

3
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Teresa Wang <teresawang227@gmail.com>
Friday, May 18, 2018 10:34 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Teresa Wang

1
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Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council
P.O. Box 786
Lake Hughes, CA 93532
3pointsliebremountain@gmail.com
661.724.2043
31 May 2018
SENT VIA EMAIL
Ms. Iris Chi, Planner, AICP
Environmental Planning and Sustainability
350 West Temple Street, Room 1320
Los Angeles, CA 90012
sea@planning.lacounty.gov
Dear Ms. Chi,
RE: Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance, Draft 9 Comments
Our Town Council appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance, Draft 9
(SEA Ord). Virtually all of our council area is contained within the San Andreas SEA Number 17, and we have
anticipated the completion of the SEA Ordinance because we view it as a potential avenue for protection with
regard to inappropriate development in our “remote” community. All of our work aimed at specific projects and
Regional Planning's guiding documents, i.e., the General Plan and the Antelope Valley Area Plan, have been to
preserve the special qualities and natural resources of our community. Our border along Pine Canyon Road, joins
the Angeles National Forest to the south, and parts of our northern border meet the Northwestern Highway 138;
to the west—the well known Old Ridge Route Road (and Hwy 138); and looking east, we join with the Lakes
Town Council boundaries four miles into Oak Grove Canyon.
It is because of our desire to protect scenic, agricultural, and cultural resources of the Antelope Valley, and our
rural community, we agree with the Implementation Guide (IG) statements which identify “Guiding Principles”
that recognize importance of biodiversity—that it is passed on to future generations; provides for reduction of
fragmentation, maximizes preservation; and preserves connectivity and functionality,” and also seeks to “ensure
the continuation of natural ecosystem services that improve quality of life for all who live in Los Angeles
County.” Furthermore, the IG recognizes the need for adequate protection of local ecosystems, which provide
ecosystem services and biodiversity, “many of which are concentrated within and adjacent to SEAs.” However,
our attention points to the exemptions listed in the SEA Ordinance that exclude, only in the Antelope Valley,
Single Family Residences (SFRs), Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), “previously disturbed farmland,” and
“grazing” from compliance with the ordinance.
Our community (SEA 17) possesses an incredible array of habitats, biological resources, and biodiversity “Hot
Spots,” found nowhere else in the County, at the convergence of the Tehachapi, Transverse, and San Gabriel
mountain ranges. This in no way discounts the value of other Antelope Valley SEAs—Numbered 3, 10, and 20.
In fact, we argue for the protection of all SEAs in the County, and desire to see them fall under the aegis of the
ordinance without the mentioned exclusions. We understand the Board of Supervisors Motion, dated November
12th, 2014, exempts all Single Family Residential development; as well as farmland fallow less than three years;
Economic Opportunity Areas; and agricultural grazing activities proposed in the Antelope Valley SEAs from
review. While this may not mean total exemption with regard to large projects requiring California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or discretionary review, it is noted that State of California Department of
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Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) comment letters indicate impacts to special status species and sensitive habitats might
not be categorically exempt for Single Family Residences or agricultural lands and may be subject to further
state regulations. Addressing agricultural clearing in their letter, dated September 20th, 2011, to Regional
Planning, for the Antelope Valley Area Plan Notice of Preparation for the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Review, CDFW states:
Agricultural clearing may not be exempt from state and/or federal incidental take
authorization under CESA and FESA, from Section 1600 et seq. of the California
Fish and Game Code relating to the alteration of Department jurisdictional drainages
or lakes, nor from state and federal laws protecting native birds species. Unlike
activities that are subject to CEQA, County-exempted agricultural clearing activities
are not brought to the attention of natural resources agencies or the public because
there are no requirements that these entities be publicly noticed of such activity.
The lack of CEQA oversight at the County level for agricultural clearing also
frequently results in no biological assessment being required to determine impacts
special status species and jurisdictional waters of the state in order to plan for
mitigation measures and regulatory compliance. This blanket exemption of
oversight makes it very difficult for the Department to protect public trust resources,
contributes to violations of law, and furthers unmitigated loss of biological diversity.

It seems to us that even though this references agricultural clearing at-large across areas of the Antelope Valley
that are not necessarily in SEAs, but would apply especially to SEA areas because their biological value has been
identified by the act of their designation as such. Farmland in SEAs might have been cleared and/or farmed in
the last three years, or prior, without oversight or even knowledge of Regional Planning, which causes us to
question how land would be evaluated for SEA value. Because cleared, fallowed, or productive agricultural
lands can possess such differing habitat value, we see the need to review each project in relation to its location,
since it could be adjacent to intensive commercial/industrial development (EOAs); SFRs or subdivisions; within
jurisdictional waters or drainages; or in immediate proximity to high-value habitat supporting special status
species. We refer to the comments in the SEATAC Procedures and Guidelines, March 2004:
Indicators of biological significance, and thus of the need for a BCA,
can vary widely depending on the setting and ecological phenomena
of concern associated with a parcel. For instance, a large, undisturbed
area of native habitat is almost universally acknowledged as biologically
significant, due to the intact nature of native associations and ecological
functions likely to be found there. Nevertheless, even “degraded” areas,
such as fallow agricultural land or invaded (with non-native plant or animal
species), but as yet undeveloped land are undoubtedly important habitat
for the biota living there. Furthermore, lands such as these may provide
ecological functions beyond that of “primary residence” for any particular
plant or animal species. Such functions include dispersal corridors, buffer
areas and foraging habitat (especially for wide-ranging predators like raptors).
The uncertainty with which a parcel can be immediately recognized as
“significant” is therefore considerable, and BCAs may be requested
in instances when such significance is not obvious to the applicant or
the Department . . . Information about biological conditions on neighboring
properties is necessary to provide a portrait of how the subject property fits
into important ecological patterns in the region. The extent of the surrounding
area to be evaluated outside of the project site will depend upon the
consulting biologist's opinion of the degree and importance of the interrelationship.
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However, any adjacent drainages, streams or water bodies and any adjacent areas
likely to conduct fire, pollution or non-native biota to or away from the project site
shall be considered in forming this opinion.

We put forth the recommendation to evaluate agricultural land, to include grazing, based on the supporting
information listed above, conducted on a case by case basis. Furthermore, we question whether the BOS Motion
was sufficiently reviewed for compliance with CEQA before its changes were inserted into the Antelope Valley
Area Plan, when incremental build-out or agricultural/livestock use, being “development,” as defined in the
Draft 9 SEA Ordinance, would constitute notable and cumulative impacts in SEAs.
Exemption of EOAs from the SEA Ordinance that lie within the Antelope Valley, or were excised from SEAs by
the BOS Motion, appear antithetical to the purpose of preservation of biodiversity, prevention of fragmentation
of conservation lands, and wildlife movement areas. It leads one to question the uneven implementation of the
intent and purpose of drafting the ordinance, when certain Antelope Valley Area Plan exemptions exclusively
favor commercial development in various and remote reaches of the Antelope Valley. In the Western EOA
particularly, land that was determined by the County's assessment of areas worthy of expansion and inclusion in
the San Andreas SEA 17, was carved out of its boundaries. Also, the motion “excludes from EOAs the
applicability of other proposed policies limiting Development,” and for our interests, those in “Conservation and
Open Space, Scenic Resource Areas, Agricultural Resource areas, riparian areas, groundwater recharge basins,
and vegetated areas, proximity to National Forests, Hillside Management Areas, and removal of the Rural
Preserve Area map designation from EOAs.” The proximity of EOAs directly adjacent to SEAs, conservation
lands, public trust lands, and important riparian and watershed areas will undoubtedly have spillover or sprawl
effects. Such an action giving free rein to intensive commercial and residential development is in conflict with
the stated principles outlined in the IG that state, “The continued ability of our local ecosystems to provide the
ecosystem services and biodiversity that we enjoy in LA County today depends in large part on ensuring
adequate protections for the resources themselves, many of which are concentrated within and adjacent to
SEAs.”
We stress the potential for these exclusions to cause fragmentation and isolation of ecosystems, habitats, and
corridors. In fact, the State of California Department of California Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) stated in their
letter to Regional Planning, dated November 24, 2014, that “The approval of projects within SEAs that are
known to support sensitive biological resources without public CEQA disclosure, including a review of a
biological assessment, could lead the applicant to inadvertently conclude that the proposed actions are not
subject to additional regulations. The Department is particularly concerned about regulations under our purview,
including protection for listed species (Fish and Game Code § 2050 et seq.), nesting birds (Fish and Game Code
§ 3500 et seq.), and jurisdictional waters of the state (Fish and Game Code § 1600 et seq.).” Furthermore,
piecemeal development in the form of Single Family Residences that, because of their exclusion in Antelope
Valley SEAs provided by the ordinance, have no limitation on “development” activities or required preservation,
and will ultimately threaten viability of biological resources the SEA Ordinance seeks to preserve. Clearing of
vegetation around homes and commercial development for purposes of fire prevention and control can also alter
the integrity of biological resources, and should be considered “development” and included in the total footprint
of projects, and subject to discretionary review as indicated by CDFW, this recommendation that “ the County
avoid exempting from CEQA as a ministerial action (CEQA guideline 15268); single family homes, agriculture
use, and other non-emergency activities within the SEA until it is determined the activities would not have a
significant impact on biological resources or potentially result in impacts to waters of the state” (CDFW Letter,
SEA Ordinance, Draft 6, November 24, 2014).
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Itemized Comments on Ordinance Chapters
Several items in chapter 22.102.080, Sea Development Standards, Resource Categories, require our comments.
Pertaining to SEA Resource Category 4 b., which states, “Disturbance of more than 10 individual rare plants in
this category shall preserve an equal number of the same species of rare plants of the same type of SEA
Resource.” Any disturbance or destruction of rare plants in any resource category should be avoided, or
compensated by the preservation of two times the number of plants to maintain a theoretical “no net loss” per
project.
22.102.80, C. Areawide Development Standards, 1. Impermeable Fencing, Wall, or Enclosure; 3. Fencing
Materials. We recommend specifically: no chainlink fencing or solid brick walls surrounding the development
footprint, unless necessary for retaining walls, in order to maintain scenic resources. Explicitly—no barbed
wire.
22.102.080, C. 4, Outdoor Lighting. Prohibit the use of blue-light emitting diode (LED) type bulbs and fixtures,
as lighting the natural environment is quite impactful, as evidenced by studies observing serious harm and
changes to animal and insect behavior from nighttime lighting. As indicated in the book Ecological light
pollution, Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, By Dr. Travis Longcore and Catherine Rich, “Light
pollution has demonstrable effects on the behavioral and population ecology of organisms in natural settings. . .
derived from changes in orientation, disorientation, or misorientation, and attraction or repulsion from the altered
light environment, which in turn may affect foraging, reproduction, migration, and communication” (2004). The
alteration of the ambient light level at night can result in an otherwise suitable habitat being avoided or unusable.
Artificial light in the environment may thus be considered a chronic impairment of habitat.
22.102.080, Exploratory Testing, 2.b.,c.i, ii. Stabilization and restoration of the site should be done as soon as
possible, rather than 90 days to one year, to prevent the establishment of invasive plant species in SEAs. We
have witnessed immediate conversion of cleared soil to fields of ragweed, fiddleneck, and russian thistle. The
only way to prevent the spread of noxious and invasive plants is to immediately replace with locally indigenous
species, monitor and encourage success with hand weeding—no herbicides.
22.102.080, D. 3. Land Divisions. Land Divisions should be discouraged in SEAs. The project site in total, not
confined to twenty-five percent, and open space preservation should be evaluated for impacts from pets,
inappropriate offroad use, trash, potential for human/wildlife interaction, watershed pollution from herbicides,
insecticides, and rodenticides; infringement of prohibited lighting; loss of wildlife sensitive to human presence.
Edge effects will contribute to loss of sensitive habitats preserved on site, and reduce the actual amount of 75
percent preservation of natural space. More mitigation might be necessary. Any project unable to meet SEA
Development Standards
22.102.090, B. Open Space Configuration, 1. Please remove “feasible” words, since they allow for too much
opportunity for judgment on what might be allowable, but not preservative of the SEA. In what instance would
the County Biologist determine that multiple, non-contiguous areas of open space is an environmentally superior
configuration?
22.102.090, B. Open Space Configuration, 2. Preserved open space areas should be contiguous with natural open
space areas on adjoining lots or parcels, period. To do otherwise will contribute to habitat fragmentation,
possibly interrupt wildlife passage in corridors or movement areas, which the IG professes to preserve and
protect.
22.102.090, B. Open Space Configuration, 3. Additional mitigation should be required when roads, streets,
highways, driveways are placed in open space or conservation areas.
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22.102.090, B. Open Space Use, 6. The SEA Ordinance should positively determine what is appropriate in
disturbance of open space. The term “Activities” is a rather broad term and items should be listed specifically for
understanding whether they are beneficial in maintaining habitat conditions. As we commented previously,
grazing and agricultural activities should require a discretionary permit that includes monitoring to assess the
success of maintaining habitat conditions, and to periodically determine whether cessation of listed or approved
activities are needed to preserve the biological resources on the site.
22.102.090, B. Open Space Preservation Mechanisms, 2. Who determines what type of dedication is suitable?
This section lists those in order of County preference. Our guess is project proponents will chose the least
desirable—g. In-lieu fees. Please provide more detail for determining the type of preservation. We would like to
add that dedication as part of development mitigation should remain in the SEA where the development occurs,
and provide, at minimum, replacement of similar habitat twice that of the development's disturbed area, or what
is determined in the IG according to habitat type and value. Otherwise, loss is maintained at fifty percent.
Section 4, 22.56.1410 Reclamation Plan. Please indicate surface mining permits would require a conditional use
permit, as well as a Reclamation Plan, with the opportunity for public review. We do not approve of surface
mining in SEAs, in general, and find the notion incompatible with the purpose of preserving SEAs.
Finally, We reiterate our agreement with the SEA Implementation Guide as it identifies “Guiding Principles” that
recognize importance of biodiversity—that it is passed on to future generations; provides for reduction of
fragmentation, maximizes preservation, and preserves connectivity and functionality; and also seeks to “Ensure the
continuation of natural ecosystem services that improves quality of life for all who live in Los Angeles County.” The
exemption of Single Family Residences (SFRs), Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), and “disturbed” agricultural
lands in the Antelope Valley from SEA review runs counter to this principle. Statements in the Implementation Guide
regarding the natural qualities that make SEAs worthy of protections are also those that provide previously mentioned
“ecosystem services,” like the benefits of “clean air, clean water, fertile soils . . . and protection from natural disasters
like floods and droughts, and regulation of temperatures.” We believe Antelope Valley residents are worthy of those
benefits, as are our counterparts in other parts of the county. Are our SEAs less valuable than those of the rest of the
County? The Implementation Guide further recognizes “cultural services” provided by “healthy, functioning
ecosystems, such as scenic views, opportunities for recreation, tourism, culture, art, and design.” If SFRs, EOAs, and
agricultural lands in the AV are exempt from the SEA Ordinance requirements, residents here will be unfairly exempt
from the “cultural services” provided by SEA resources enjoyed by all other County residents. Our Council
respectfully requests rescinding these exemptions, and that you fairly apply SEA ordinances across the County for the
benefit of all residents, and of course, the the natural communities that comprise our highly valuable natural resources
in SEAs.
Sincerely,

Susan Zahnter
Vice President
for the Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

tom shiah <tomshiah@gmail.com>
Saturday, May 19, 2018 11:53 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

We have enough housing around Chino Hills and Diamond Bar Communities. Pollution, crimes, traffic jams and wild life
conservation become serious concerns. Please expand housing projects towards east along HW60. Thanks.
Signed, Tom Shiah

1
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Transition Habitat Conservancy
PO Box 720026
Pinon Hills, CA 92372-0026
760 868 5136
Tax ID # 74-3146328

31 May 2018
Ms. Iris Chi, Planner, AICP
Los Angeles County Regional
Planning Environmental Planning and
Sustainability 350 West Temple Street,
Room 1320
Los Angeles, CA 90012
sea@planning.lacounty.gov
Dear Ms. Chi,
Subject: Significant Ecological Area Ordinance Comments, Draft 9
Transition Habitat Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to comment on Los Angeles County
Regional Planning's (RP) Draft 9 of the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance (SEAO), and
Implementation Guide (IG). It is our mission to protect transition zone and wildlife corridor
ecosystems and their scenic, agricultural, and cultural resource values in the West Mojave Desert. We
provide education about the fragile and inspirational nature of our desert plants, animals, and
ecosystems to connect people to nature. Transition Habitat Conservancy (THC) currently owns 2,400
acres in LA County, all of it in the SEAs in the West Antelope Valley, and have several hundred more
acres in process. This represents over $10 million in investment to help LA County preserve in
perpetuity land within the SEA system.
THC is currently approved by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to hold mitigation lands
and conservation easements and holds accreditation through the Land Trust Accreditation Commission.
We count, also, the benefit of California Senate Bill 34, which allows for facilitated project mitigation
actions for certain proposed renewable energy projects in Southern California, and we prepare and hold
agricultural conservation easements. We conduct ongoing planning and conceptual placement of lands
that provide transitional habitat between the Antelope Valley floor and the San Gabriel Mountains,
where Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), as well as County Sanctuaries, State of California Parks,
United States Forest Service Lands, and other privately and publicly held conservation lands play a
crucial part in preservation of ecosystems, and can help prevent fragmentation and isolation of habitats
and movement corridors.
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It is because of our desire to protect scenic, agricultural, and cultural resources of the Antelope Valley,
we agree with the IG statements which identify “Guiding Principles” that recognize importance of
biodiversity—that it is passed on to future generations; provides for reduction of fragmentation,
maximizes preservation; and preserves connectivity and functionality,” and also seeks to “ensure the
continuation of natural ecosystem services that improve quality of life for all who live in Los Angeles
County.” Furthermore, the IG recognizes the need for adequate protection of local ecosystems, which
provide ecosystem services and biodiversity, “many of which are concentrated within and adjacent to
SEAs.” However, our attention points to the exemptions listed in the SEAO that exclude, only in the
Antelope Valley, Single Family Residences (SFRs), Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs),
“previously disturbed farmland,” and “grazing” from compliance with the ordinance.
We are aware these exemptions arise out of the Board of Supervisors motion, dated November 12,
2014. We point out the potential for these exclusions to cause fragmentation and isolation of
ecosystems, habitats, and corridors. In fact, the State of California Department of California Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) stated in their letter to RP, dated November 24, 2014, that “The approval of projects
within SEAs that are known to support sensitive biological resources without public CEQA disclosure,
including a review of a biological assessment, could lead the applicant to inadvertently conclude that
the proposed actions are not subject to additional regulations. The Department is particularly
concerned about regulations under our purview, including protection for listed species (Fish and
Game Code § 2050 et seq.), nesting birds (Fish and Game Code § 3500 et seq.), and jurisdictional
waters of the state (Fish and Game Code § 1600 et seq.).” Moreover, piecemeal development via
Single Family Residences that have no limitation on “development” activities or required preservation
will threaten viability of biological resources the SEA Ordinance seeks to preserve. Activities having
adverse impacts to biological resources may be prevented from claiming a categorical exemption
determination under CEQA and might be subject to other regulatory conditions according to
California Department of Fish and Wildlife code.
Exclusion of EOAs from the SEAO that lie within SEAs in the AV, or were excised from SEAs by the
BOS Motion, appear antithetical to the purpose of preservation of biodiversity, prevention of
fragmentation of conservation lands, and wildlife movement areas. It leads one to question the
uneven implementation of the intent and purpose of drafting the SEAO, when the Antelope Valley
Area Plan exclusively favors commercial development in various and remote reaches of the Antelope
Valley. In the Western EOA particularly, land that was determined by the County's assessment of
areas worthy of expansion and inclusion into the San Andreas SEA 17, was carved out of its
boundaries. Also, the motion “excludes from EOAs the applicability of other proposed policies
limiting Development,” and for our interests, those in “Conservation and Open Space, Scenic
Resource Areas, Agricultural Resource areas, riparian areas, groundwater recharge basins, and
vegetated areas, proximity to National Forests, Hillside Management Areas, and removal of the Rural
Preserve Area map designation from EOAs.” The proximity of EOAs directly adjacent to SEAs will
undoubtedly have spillover or sprawl effects. Such an action giving carte blanche to intensive
commercial development, which bears repeating, is in conflict with the stated principles outlined in
the IG and the intent of the ordinance (IG 4).
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We recognize and support agricultural resources and their value to wildlife in areas of the Antelope
Valley. Audubon identifies the Antelope Valley as an Important Bird Area, where bird life has
flourished in irrigated agricultural fields—which further support a variety wildlife, including special
status species and those protected by state and federal statutes. Renewable energy development and
water adjudication will continue their contribution to fallowing of farmland, which makes
preservation of existing agriculturally zoned properties, especially in SEAs, more important. Careful
consideration must be undertaken in determining the value of even “previously disturbed” and
“grazed” farmland, supported by statements from SEA Technical Advisory Committee Procedures
Guidelines, County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning,
March 2004”:
Indicators of biological significance, and thus of the need for a BCA,
can vary widely depending on the setting and ecological phenomena
of concern associated with a parcel. For instance, a large, undisturbed
area of native habitat is almost universally acknowledged as
biologically significant, due to the intact nature of native associations
and ecological functions likely to be found there. Nevertheless, even
“degraded” areas, such as fallow agricultural land or invaded (with
non-native plant or animal species), but as yet undeveloped land are
undoubtedly important habitat for the biota living there. Furthermore,
lands such as these may provide ecological functions beyond that of
“primary residence” for any particular plant or animal species. Such
functions include dispersal corridors, buffer areas and foraging habitat
(especially for wide-ranging predators like raptors). The uncertainty
with which a parcel can be immediately recognized as “significant” is
therefore considerable, and BCAs may be requested in instances when
such significance is not obvious to the applicant or the Department.
We also note CDFW's comments regarding the destructive clearing of agricultural land, which say,
“The lack of discretionary regulatory oversight by the County has resulted in ongoing significant,
direct, and cumulative losses of important representative elements of the natural heritage and
biological diversity of the County, including species listed as threatened and/or endangered under the
California Endangered Act (CESA) and Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). In the Antelope
Valley, state and federal listed species include but are not limited to Mohave ground squirrel, Mojave
desert tortoise, and Swainson's hawk. Agricultural clearing also adversely impacts other special
status species including but not limited to western burrowing owl, American badger, tricolored
blackbird, coast horned lizard and special status botanical resources such as Joshua tree woodland,
saltbush scrub, and several plant species upon which adverse impacts would be considered significant
under a comprehensive CEQA review process” (CDFW Letter to RP, AVAP NOP Draft PEIR,
September 20th, 2011). Even though this letter addresses the larger Antelope Valley Area Plan, its
statements then become more cogent to application in Significant Ecological Area agricultural use or
development. The definition provided in the SEAO referencing “disturbed farmland” as having been
inactive for a period of less than three years, and excluded from review should be rethought, and for
the reasons stated above, we request any proposed agricultural activities or development, even on
lands with SFRs, and/or supporting livestock with risk of overgrazing, require review and some form
of discretionary permit.
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It would seem most prudent to consider discretionary review for agricultural, SFR, and EOA
development types that have been excluded from SEAO requirements in the AV. Fairness would
dictate that all SEAs in Los Angeles County fall under the same purview and enjoy the same efforts at
sustainability, protection of biodiversity and ecosystems services that improve quality of life, provide
cultural benefits, provide special hazards protection, and provide protection of natural resources
through the SEAO and its implementation.
No matter the impetus for the Supervisors' motion that directed exclusions, we support requesting a
rescission of the exemptions mentioned that will deleteriously affect the Antelope Valley SEAs that
are so important to our work in preserving transitional habitats, protecting our conservation lands, and
protecting public trust lands as well.
Sincerely,

Jill Bays, President
Transition Habitat Conservancy
760 868 5136
Jill@transitionhabitat.org
Po Box 720026
Pinon Hills, CA 92372
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wanda Shimazu <washima5@gmail.com>
Thursday, May 24, 2018 12:45 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

We urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete."
Signed,
Wanda Jean Lee
Steven Shimazu

1
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Monaghan <bmonaghan@heronpacific.com>
Thursday, May 31, 2018 3:54 PM
DRP SEA
Proposed Chapter 22.102 Significant Ecological Areas Program Ordinance Revisions

Dear Sir or Madam:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed updates to the Los Angeles County Significant
Ecological Areas Program ordinance. Wildlands has utilized SEA designations as an important tool in identifying private
lands suitable for habitat mitigation. Several of our mitigation preserves are located within SEA boundaries. We
appreciate that the County is considering offsite mitigation alternatives in the revised draft ordinance.
As background, Wildlands specializes in developing environmental solutions which provide compensatory mitigation to
restore and protect wetlands and other sensitive habitats while allowing public and private sector clients to comply with
their permits. With more than 80 completed and active projects covering over 50,000 acres, Wildlands focuses on
creating open market solutions that protect our environment. These include ecosystem and mitigation banking,
environmental restoration, habitat stewardship, land management and integrated agriculture.
Mitigation and conservation banks and offsite mitigation preserves could provide a balance between responsible
development and permanently conserving important private properties within SEA boundaries. A streamlined and
predictable offsite compensatory mitigation program can be of benefit to public and private developers while
incentivizing the protection and management the most critically important areas within SEA boundaries.
Wildlands would welcome the opportunity to work with the County on developing offsite compensatory solutions
provided there is acknowledgement through the SEA Ordinance that banks and other forms off offsite mitigation
provide a preferred method for mitigating impacts. Perhaps the County should consider a pilot program within a SEA
where impacts are readily occurring.
In order to incentivize the development of offsite compensatory solutions like mitigation or conservation banks or other
large private lands acquisitions, the County should consider revising 22.102.090 Section D, Paragraph 2 to prioritize
Conservation or Mitigation Banks higher in order of preference. The County could also expand and revise the
preference to “Conservation or Mitigation Bank and other private lands acquisitions within an SEA boundary.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide the County comments and more than happy to provide additional input
throughout the revision process.
Sincerely,
Brian Monaghan
Wildlands | Senior Vice President
p: 916.435.3555 | m: 916.743.6633

Wildlands has a new address!
3301 Industrial Avenue | Rocklin, CA 95765
Office phone numbers have not changed.
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Iris Chi
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

wynnk52@aol.com
Friday, May 18, 2018 11:22 AM
DRP SEA
Comments on SEAs

I urge you to add Conceptual SEAs to the existing approved SEAs and to change your definition of when a housing
project application is “deemed complete." Signed,

Wynn Kamen

Advantage Packaging
Cell: (323) 819-3399 Fax: (714) 701-9866
wynnk52@aol.com
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