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1. Introduction

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Los Angeles County General 
Plan Update during the public review period, which began June 23, 2014, and closed August 7, 2014. This 
document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 
independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number: A-1 through A-17 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations, and R-1 through R-6 for letters received from residents and property owners. Individual 
comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the 
corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. County 
of  Los Angeles staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type 
of  significant new information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 
effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is 
determined in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency 
and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact 
report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform 
to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (County of  Los Angeles) to evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the 
DEIR and prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the responses to each comment 
prepared by the Leady Agency. Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for 
reference purposes. Where sections of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown 
indented. Changes to the DEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public 
review period. 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 
A1 Endangered Habitats League July 7, 2014 2-3 
A2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department July 10, 2014 2-17 
A3 Puente Hills Habitat Preservation Authority July 16, 2014 2-21 
A4 Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy July 28, 2014 2-25 
A5 Caltrans August 1, 2014 2-29 
A6 City of Rancho Palos Verdes August 5, 2014 2-35 
A7 County of Ventura August 5, 2014 2-39 
A8 LACMTA (Metro) August 5, 2014 2-45 
A9 California Construction and Industrial Materials Association August 6, 2014 2-59 

A10 City of Carson August 7, 2014 2-65 
A11 City of Montebello August 7, 2014 2-71 
A12 City of Palmdale August 7, 2014 2-75 
A13 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County August 7, 2014 2-79 
A14 Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board August 7, 2014 2-83 
A15 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board August 7, 2014 2-93 
A16 Southern California Gas Company August 7, 2014 2-103 
A17 California Department of Fish and Wildlife August 21, 2014 2-107 

Residents & Property Owners 
R1 Baldwin Stocker, LLC August 6, 2014 2-123 
R2 Freeport-McMoRan Oil & Gas August 6, 2014 2-127 
R3 Cone Fee Trust August 7, 2014 2-133 
R4 Joyce Dillard August 7, 2014 2-141 
R5 Babe Kirkpatrick (Garside) August 7, 2014 2-147 
R6 Angela Toghia August 8, 2014 2-151 
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LETTER A1 – Endangered Habitats League (9 pages) 
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A1. Response to comments from Endangered Habitats League dated July 7, 2014. 

A1-1 Comment noted. No response required.  

A1-2 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A1-3 To determine the appropriateness of  the General Plan Update land use designations, 
various factors were considered at a parcel level. Such factors include, but are not limited 
to: existing zoning of  the subject property; existing uses and densities on the subject 
property; existing land use designations and zoning surrounding the subject property; 
existing uses and densities surrounding the subject property; plan amendments and/or 
zone changes; and previous approvals and projects under construction on the subject 
property. In general, undeveloped, never-disturbed rural land that is not part of  an area 
plan or a community plan is proposed to be down-designated to RL20, which staff  
believes is a significant reduction from the current allowable density range of  one unit 
per five acres to one unit per acre under the existing rural land use designation. Where 
parcelization already exists, other rural land use designations, such as RL 10, RL 2 and 
RL 1 are proposed accordingly to reflect the existing densities and existing lot sizes. 
County staff  believes that this approach is a good balance between the goal of  
discouraging developments in areas with infrastructure, hazard, environmental and/or 
resource constraints, and the need to reflect the existing condition of  those areas. In 
addition, future community-based planning efforts will provide further opportunities to 
refine the land use policy maps with broader outreach and public participation. 

A1-4 As recommended in your comment letter dated July 7, 2014, the implementation 
timeframe of  Program LU-6 Transfer of  Development Rights (TDR) Program has been 
changed to 1-2 years. 

A1-5 It is important to clarify that under the General Plan Update, the maximum allowable 
density and the required minimum lot size are not necessarily correlated. With that said, 
clustering development is permitted in certain areas without additional entitlements. 
Additionally, under the Hillside Management Area (HMA) Ordinance, natural open 
space is required to be configured into separate open space lots in certain land divisions 
that are located in an HMA and in a rural land use designation. In those cases, clustering 
is not simply allowed by the HMA Ordinance, but is a necessary site design tool in order 
to comply with the natural open space requirement set forth in the HMA Ordinance. 

A1-6 There are two major policies in the General Plan Update that serve to concentrate jobs 
and housing in existing communities where infill developments are encouraged and 
improvements in services, transportation and other infrastructure are highly prioritized: 
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1) Transit Oriented Districts (TODs): TODs are areas where the General Plan Update 
encourages infill development, pedestrian-friendly and community-serving uses near 
transit stops. The goal is to encourage walking, bicycling, and transit use. The General 
Plan Update will expand the existing TODs from approximately a ¼ mile radius to ½ 
mile radius from the transit stations. In addition, new TODs will be established around 
transit stations in West Carson, Rancho Dominguez, Del Aire, East Los Angeles and 
East Pasadena-East San Gabriel. As part of  the implementation of  the General Plan 
Update, TODs will be accompanied by a specific plan, or a similar mechanism, with 
standards, regulations, and infrastructure plans that tailor to the unique characteristics 
and needs of  each community, and address access and connectivity, pedestrian 
improvements, and safety. The TOD Program is designed to work in conjunction with 
regional and statewide efforts to incentivize transit-oriented development; creates infill 
development opportunities in many established unincorporated communities; and will 
result in co-benefits, such as an increase in transit use and physical activity. 

2) Employment Protection Districts (EPDs): The General Plan Update identifies 
EPDs, which are existing economically viable industrial sites within the unincorporated 
areas. EPDs are protected by policies that discourage the conversion of  industrial areas 
to non-industrial uses. These policies align with countywide economic development 
efforts, and will prevent any further loss or fragmentation of  industrial areas.  

In addition, Program LU-4 Growth Management Program, with the implementation 
timeframe of  1-2 years, calls for the development of  a growth management program for 
the unincorporated areas that does the following: 

1) Explore the feasibility of  implementing a program that uses infrastructure and 
service levels as a threshold for development and permitting; and  

2) Explore the feasibility of  establishing greenbelts or other growth management 
strategies in urbanized areas. 

Finally, the General Plan Update identifies various types of  opportunity areas in the 11 
Planning Areas, which include but are not limited to: Transit Centers, Neighborhood 
Centers, Corridors, and Economic Opportunity Areas. These areas, providing additional 
opportunities for future concentration of  jobs and housing due to their central 
locations, connectivity, and access to public services and infrastructure, will be further 
studied during future community-based planning efforts. 

While the General Plan Update identifies neither urban expansion areas(Antelope Valley, 
Santa Clarita Valley, Santa Monica Mountains, and East San Gabriel Valley) nor an urban 
growth boundary as part of  its growth management strategy, it guides growth 
countywide through goals, policies and programs, such as those mentioned above, that 
do the following: discourage sprawling development patterns; protect areas with hazard, 
environmental and resource constraints; encourage infill development in areas near 
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transit, services and existing infrastructure; and make a strong commitment to ensuring 
adequate services and infrastructure. It also lays the foundation for future community-
based planning initiatives that will identify additional opportunities for accommodating 
growth. 

A1-7 As recommended in your comment letter dated July 7, 2014, the Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone has been elevated to Class II in the Hazard, Environmental, and Resource 
Constraints Model and Map. Also, as explained above under A1-3, various factors were 
considered when determining the appropriate land use designations and densities on the 
General Plan Land Use Policy Map. During future community-based planning efforts, 
the Hazard, Environmental and Resource Constraints Model will be used to inform the 
land use policy direction of  future community-based planning initiatives, during which 
the land use policy maps may be further refined. 

A1-8 For the most part, parcels that are designated rural RL under the General Plan Update 
are already zoned to have a minimum lot size of  half  an acre or larger. In general, where 
parcelization already exists, the existing zoning, which allows the minimum lot size to be 
less than half  an acre, will remain unchanged in order to reflect the existing lot sizes, 
even though the parcels are proposed to be designated rural. Our General Plan Update 
zoning consistency effort has sought to minimize zone changes where possible. Future 
community-based planning initiatives, with broader outreach and public participation, 
would be a more appropriate tool for further refinement of  the zoning/zoning map, 
which regulates the minimum lot sizes. 

A1-9 As recommended in your comment letter dated July 7, 2014, the implementation 
timeframe of  Program C/NR-4 Native Woodlands Conservation Management Plan has 
been changed to Years 3-5. 

Also, Policy C/NR 3.3 has been edited as recommended: “Policy C/NR 3.3: Restore 
upland communities and significant riparian resources, such as degraded streams, rivers, 
and wetlands to maintain ecological function—acknowledging the importance of  
incrementally restoring ecosystem values when complete restoration is not feasible.” 

For Policy C/NR 3.8, staff  believes that the word “discourage” is more appropriate to 
describe the nature of  the SEA. Since the SEAs are not preserves, the proposed SEA 
Ordinance does not outright limit developments in an SEA. Instead, the proposed SEA 
Ordinance will create a more tiered approach to permitting in the SEAs that favors 
flexibility and sensitive design. While this tiered approach does not outright prohibit or 
restrict developments in the SEAs, the additional layers of  processing time and money 
for project applicants will encourage better siting and more sensitive design and 
discourage otherwise. Also, staff  believes that Policy C/NR 3.9 already covers the 
essence of  the alternative language you suggested for Policy C/NR 3.8 (from San Diego 
County’s General Plan). Finally, the word “discourage” is used in Policy C/NR 3.11 for 
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the same reason that the word “discourage” is used for Policy C/NR 3.8. However, as 
suggested, staff  has extended Policy C/NR 3.11 to other native woodlands. 

A1-10 Again, the term “discourage” is used in Policy LU 3.2 and LU 3.3 because the SEAs are 
not preserves and the proposed SEA Ordinance does not outright limit developments in 
an SEA. 

A1-11 For Policy S 2.1 and S 3.1, the use of  the word “discourage” is a result of  much 
community outreach. However, as mentioned earlier, the Hazard, Environmental and 
Resource Constraints Model will be used during future community-based planning 
efforts to further refine the land use policy maps. The flood zones and the VHFHSZs, 
along with other constraints reflected in the model will inform the land use policy 
direction of  these future community-based planning initiatives. With that said, the 
suggested policy language regarding land use and densities designation in the VHFHSZs 
is therefore unnecessary given that Policy LU 2.9 already requires the constraints model 
to be utilized when assigning land use and densities during future community-based 
planning initiatives.  

Also, Policy S 3.7 has been revised to strengthen the language: “Policy S 3.7: Consider 
siting Site and design for developments located within FHSZs, particularly such as in 
areas located near ridgelines and on hilltops, in a sensitive manner to reduce the wildfire 
risk.” 

Finally, while staff  does not think it is necessary to add the suggested policy in regards 
to “consolidated site design” (or clustering), please see section A1-5 above for more 
information on clustering or density-controlled developments in the unincorporated 
areas. 
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LETTER A2 – County of Los Angeles Fire Department (2 pages) 
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A2. Response to comments from County of Los Angeles Fire Department dated July 10, 2014. 

A2-1 The County of  Los Angeles Fire Department, Planning Division, has indicated that they 
have no comment at this time. No response required. 

A2-2 Comment noted. No response required. 

A2-3 Comment noted. No response required.  

A2-4 The County of  Los Angeles Fire Department, Health Hazardous Materials Division, has 
indicated that they have no comment at this time. No response required. 
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LETTER A3– Puente Hills Habitat Preservation Authority (2 pages) 
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A3. Response to comments from Puente Hills Habitat Preservation Authority dated July 16, 2014. 

A3-1 The commenter states that wildlife corridors are important such that the County should 
include additional mitigation measures in order that the Proposed Project impacts are 
reduced to less than significant. 

The County has conservatively concluded that with the buildout of  the General Plan 
Update, regional wildlife linkages and nursery sites will be impacted (See Page 5.4-116 of  
the Draft EIR). The County will monitor connectivity between core habitats through the 
development review and entitlement processes and will recommend or incorporate 
protection measures to avoid or minimize impacts to wildlife corridors and nursery sites. 
However, if  development impacts regional wildlife linkages and impedes wildlife 
movement, connectivity will be lost on a regional scale in these vital landscape corridors 
and linkages. 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-24 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-25 

LETTER A4 – Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (2 pages) 
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A4. Response to comments from Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy dated July 28, 2014. 

A4-1 The commenter has concerns that Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requiring a biological 
resources assessment as part of  the discretionary approval process will not include a 
project-specific constraints analysis. The commenter further recommends that the 
biological resources assessment include “a distinct biological constraints analysis section 
that identifies, on detailed figures, which area of  a project site and any adjacent 
parklands should be free of  direct impacts, indirect impacts such as lighting and wildlife 
impermeable fencing, and fuel modification impacts.” 

The County requires biological constraints to be identified as part of  the biological 
resources assessment, including the effects of  implementation of  any fire safety fuel 
modification. The County biologist considers impacts associated with fuel modification, 
landscape irrigation that may promote establishment of  Argentine ant, and both direct 
and indirect impacts on any adjacent parklands or publicly owned property. 
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A5. Response to comments from Caltrans dated August 1, 2014. 

A5-1 Comment noted. No response required. 

A5-2 To address your comment, new Mitigation Measure T-4 has been added to this FEIR: 

    T-4 The County of  Los Angeles shall continue to secure the funding needed to implement 
the future planned improvements within the Project Area. A variety of  funding sources 
shall be explored, such as Metro’s CMP Fee Program as described under T-3, Metro Call 
for Project funds, and federal and state grant opportunities. If  the CMP fee program is 
not adopted by Metro and the County of  Los Angeles, other funding sources for 
regional transportation needs in the Project Area, including Caltrans facilities, shall be 
pursued such as a potential North County Development Impact Fee Program, 
development agreements for large projects, and/or mitigation agreements between 
future applicants and Caltrans for projects that impact Caltrans facilities. 

A5-3 This comment has been addressed by new Mitigation Measure T-4 above. 

A5-4 Per your request, Mitigation Measure T-5 (renumbered as Mitigation Measure T-6) has 
been revised as follows: 

  T-56 The County shall require traffic engineering firms retained to prepare traffic impact 
studies for future development projects to consult with Caltrans, when a development 
proposal meets the requirements of  statewide, regional, or areawide significance per 
CEQA Guidelines §15206(b). When preparing traffic impact studies, the most up to date 
Guide for the Preparation of  Traffic Impact Studies from Caltrans shall be followed. 
Proposed developments meeting the criteria of  statewide, regional or areawide include: 

 Proposed residential developments of  more than 500 dwelling units

 Proposed shopping centers or business establishments employing more than
1,000 persons or encompassing more than 500,000 square feet of  floor space.

 Proposed commercial office buildings employing more than 1,000 persons or
encompassing more than 250,000 square feet of  floor space

 Proposed hotel/motel developments of  more than 500 rooms

When the CEQA criteria of  regional significance are not met, Caltrans recommends
transportation engineers and/or city representatives that Project Applicants consult
with Caltrans when a proposed development includes the following characteristics:

 All proposed developments that have the potential to cause a significant impact to
state facilities (right-of-way, intersections, interchanges, etc.) and when required
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mitigation improvements are proposed in the initial study. Mitigation concurrence 
should be obtained from Caltrans as early as possible. 

 Any development that assigns 50 or more trips (passenger car equivalent trips) 
during peak hours to a state highway (freeways)./freeway. 

 Any development that assigns 10 or more trips (passenger car equivalent trips) 
during peak hours to an off-ramp. On/off-ramps that are very close to each other in 
which the project trips may cause congestion on the left-turn lane storage to the on-
ramp. 

 Any development located adjacent to or within 100 feet of  a state highway facility 
and may require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. (Exceptions: additions to single 
family homes or 10 residential units of  or less). 

 When it the County cannot be determined determine whether or not Caltrans will 
expect a traffic impact analysis pursuant to CEQA. 

A5-5 Per your request, reference to SB 743 has been added to Implementation Program M-4. 
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LETTER A6 – City of  Rancho Palos Verdes (1 page) 
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A6. Response to comments from City of Rancho Palos Verdes dated August 5, 2014. 

A6-1 The City of  Rancho Palos Verdes indicates that the DEIR adequately addresses their 
previous comments. No response required. 
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LETTER A7 – County of  Ventura (3 pages) 
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A7. Response to comments from County of Ventura dated August 5, 2014. 

A7-1 Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.5 of  the DEIR. With respect 
to Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, emissions associated with the 
Proposed Project would primarily occur within the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) and 
the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). The meteorological conditions and topography 
of  the SoCAB substantially limit the dispersion of  air pollution between the SoCAB and 
the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB). Consequently, the Proposed Project would 
have a negligible effect on air quality in the SCCAB. Therefore, no significant impacts 
would occur as a result of  the Proposed Project in the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District. Furthermore, cross-jurisdictional issues between the SoCAB and the 
SCCAB are dealt with in each jurisdiction’s air quality management plans. 
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LETTER A8 – LACMTA (Metro) (11 pages) 
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A8. Response to comments from Metro dated August 5, 2014. 

A8-1 Program LU-2 Transit Oriented District Program specifies the components of  a TOD 
plan, which will include a mobility strategy that will incorporate a strategy for parking 
management. Examples of  the parking management strategies suggested in your 
comment letter dated August 5, 2014 have been added to Program LU-2 for 
clarification. Also, Policy 5.2 supports the implementation of  parking strategies that 
facilitate transit use and reduce automobile dependence. 

To address your comment regarding the first-last mile connections to transits, the 
following edits have been made to the General Plan Update: 

- Additional language is added to Policy M 5.1: “Facilitate transit-oriented land uses and 
pedestrian-oriented design, particularly in the first-last mile connections to transit, to 
encourage transit ridership.” 

- Reference and additional language regarding first-last mile connections is added to the 
discussion of  issue #3 Connecting Transportation and Land Use Planning in the 
Mobility Element. 

- Additional language/reference to first-last mile connections is added to the Mobility 
Strategy under Program LU-2. 

A8-2 Our complete street policies can be found in the Mobility Element under Goal M 1. 
Goal M 1 and the associated policies will be implemented through the following 
programs: 

- Program M-2 Community Pedestrian Plan 

- Program M-3 Safe Routes to School Program 

A8-3 Comment noted. As discussed in Section 2.5 of  traffic study prepared for the Proposed 
Project (see Appendix L of  the DEIR), 15 Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 
intersections that are located within the County of  Los Angeles unincorporated area 
boundaries have been assessed for 2035 with and without project conditions. No further 
analysis is required. 

A8-4 Comment noted. The County ensures that all notifications to LACMTA will be done in 
compliance with all state requirements. 
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LETTER A9 – California Construction and Industrial Materials Association (CalCIMA) (4 pages) 
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A9. Response to comments from CalCIMA dated August 6, 2014. 

A9-1 SEAs are a Special Management Area under the General Plan, with the Hillside 
Management and Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance that regulates development 
within SEAs. The commenter expresses concerns over the presence of  the SEAs and 
that the SEA process itself  will “jeopardize the productions of  construction materials 
from within the County.” The SEA Ordinance, which is a zoning overlay, does not 
prevent the operation of  any specific use, such as mining, provided the use is permitted 
in the underlying zone. Within the SEAs, approximately 82% of  analyzed applications 
for Conditional Use Permits were approved at the Regional Planning Commission. As 
the majority of  SEA Conditional Use Permits are approved, we feel that the SEA 
Ordinance does not jeopardize the operation of  permitted uses within an area 
designated SEA.  

The designation of  SEA does not specifically exempt particular uses, even where such 
uses meet other General Plan objectives. Many other large scale uses with regional 
importance are located in or partially within SEAs, such as landfills, oil operations, and 
water processing plants. County staff  does not recommend creating an SEA map that 
exempts areas of  high biological significance if  such area also contains other resources. 

A9-2 The Department of  Regional Planning holds open applications for SEATAC members, 
which is a volunteer body. The requirements for SEATAC are focused on around each 
member’s biological expertise within Los Angeles County. The Department of  Regional 
Planning welcomes any member who has specific experience in mining reclamation 
techniques, provided that they are experienced with the County’s biology and wish to 
volunteer, to serve on SEATAC. 

A9-3 Cumulative impacts to mineral resources are discussed in Section 5.11.5 of  the DEIR. It 
should be noted that the SEA designation does not prohibit use of  lands for mineral 
extraction. As a result, the proposed expansion of  the SEA boundaries would not result 
in cumulative impacts to mineral resources. Please refer to Response A9-1. 

A9-4 County staff  is currently reviewing the proposed General Plan Goals and Policies for 
consistency with SMARA requirements. If  required, the Goals and Policies will be 
revised to maintain compliance with State law. 

A9-5 As mandated by SMARA, aggregate mineral resources within the State are classified by 
the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) through application of  the Mineral 
Resource Zone (MRZ) System. Chapter 9: Conservation and Natural Resources Element 
of  the General Plan Update has been developed in accordance with Public Resources 
Code Section 2762. In addition, mineral resource zones have been mapped on Figure 9.6 
of  the General Plan Update. As a result, the County has determined that the General 
Plan Update is in compliance with State law. 
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A9-6 Although the DEIR does not identify any feasible mitigation measures to address 
mineral resource impacts, the General Plan Update does include policies to address 
potential impacts, including the following (Policies C/NR 10.2 through C/NR 10.6 have 
been added to the General Plan Update since distribution of  the Draft EIR): 

Goal C/NR 10: Locally available mineral resources to meet the needs of  construction, 
transportation, and industry. 

 Policy C/NR 10.1: Protect MRZ-2s and access to MRZ-2s from development and 
discourage incompatible adjacent land uses. 

 Policy C/NR 10.2: Prior to permitting a use that threatens the potential to extract 
minerals in an identified Mineral Resource Zone, the County shall prepare a 
statement specifying its reasons for permitting the proposed use, and shall forward a 
copy to the State Geologist and the State Mining and Geology Board for review, in 
accordance with the Public Resources Code, as applicable. 

 Policy C/NR 10.3: Recognize newly identified MRZ-2s within 12 months of  
transmittal of  information by the State Mining and Geology Board. 

 Policy C/NR 10.4: Work collaboratively with agencies to identify Mineral Resource 
Zones and to prioritize mineral land use classifications in regional efforts. 

 Policy C/NR 10.5: Manage mineral resources in a manner that effectively plans for 
access to, development, and conservation of, mineral resources for existing and 
future generations. 

 Policy C/NR 10.6: Require that new non-mining land uses adjacent to existing 
mining operations be designed to provide a buffer between the new development 
and the mining operations. The buffer distance shall be based on an evaluation of  
noise, aesthetics, drainage, operating conditions, biological resources, topography, 
lighting, traffic, operating hours, and air quality. 

Most of  the Mineral Resource Zones in Los Angeles County have agricultural zoning, 
and the General Plan Update retains such zoning for the majority of  those areas. 
Agricultural zoning does not preclude the extraction of  mineral resources, nor does an 
SEA designation, as discussed above. Therefore, the majority of  Mineral Resource 
Zones are protected in perpetuity. The significant impact identified in the DEIR is 
related to lands designated for development, which may contain mineral resources. After 
development, these lands would no longer be available for mineral resource extraction. 
However, considering the long-range nature of  the General Plan Update, these lands 
would be available for extraction of  mineral resources prior to development, which is 
expected to occur post-2035. Taking these factors into consideration, along with the 
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other benefits of  the Proposed Project, the County feels a Statement of  Overriding 
Considerations is justified. 

A9-7 CEQA requires an analysis of  the physical impacts on the environment as a result of  a 
proposed project. Analysis of  economic impacts is not required unless it could lead to a 
direct or indirect physical impact on the environment. With respect to potential GHG 
impacts related to increased import of  aggregate materials, no significant impact is 
anticipated. As described above in Responses A9-1 through A9-7, the Proposed Project 
adequately protects mineral resources within the Project Area so that importation of  
aggregate materials from distant locations would not be necessary. 

A9-8 Most of  the Mineral Resource Zones in Los Angeles County have agricultural zoning, 
and the updates to the General Plan would retain such zoning for the majority of  those 
areas.  

The commenter states, “it remains unclear why maintaining open space zoning in these 
mineral resource areas would not be consistent with the County’s goals of  both creating 
and maintaining open space, as well as the future development of  these mineral resource 
lands and their subsequent reclamation to a land use consistent with the underlying 
zoning.” 

We are not aware of  any particular mineral resource area with open space zoning that is 
being changed under the General Plan Update. 
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LETTER A10 – City of Carson (2 pages) 
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A10. Response to comments from City of Carson dated August 7, 2014. 

A10-1 The Proposed Project consists of  a comprehensive update to the Los Angeles County 
General Plan, which provides the general land use designations for the unincorporated 
portions of  Los Angeles County. The Project Proponent for the Proposed Project is the 
County. While the Proposed Project provides land use designations for the West Carson 
TOD and Del Amo Station TOD, no project-level entitlements will be granted if  the 
Proposed Project is adopted. Any development proposed by the subject property 
owners will require separate development applications by the landowner/developer, 
project-level approvals including a specific plan or similar planning document, tract 
maps, and a project-level EIR. Therefore, the level of  analysis provided in the DEIR is 
appropriate for a general plan, since project-specific details are not available at this time. 

However, it should be noted that any future development projects within the Project 
Area including the West Carson TOD and Del Amo Station TOD, may tier off  of  the 
Program EIR for the Proposed Project to the extent permitted by CEQA. “Tiering” 
refers “to the coverage of  general matters in broader EIRs (such as on general plans or 
policy statements) with subsequent narrower EIRs or ultimately site-specific EIRs 
incorporating by reference the general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues 
specific to the EIR subsequently prepared. Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of  
EIRs is: [¶] (a) From a general plan, policy, or program EIR to a . . . site-specific EIR.” 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15385). 

Furthermore, as part of  the implementation of  the General Plan, TODs will be 
accompanied by a specific plan, or a similar mechanism, that will include standards, 
regulations, and infrastructure plans—and accompanying environmental review—that 
are tailored to the unique characteristics and needs of  each community. These planning 
mechanisms will address access and connectivity, pedestrian improvements, and safety. 

Please note that the City of  Carson contracts with Los Angeles County Sheriff ’s 
Department for law enforcement services and the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
for fire service. In addition, library services in the City of  Carson are provided by the 
County of  Los Angeles Public Library. Potential impacts to these service providers as a 
result of  the Proposed Project are provided in Section 5.14, Public Services, of  the DEIR. 
Potential impacts to recreational facilities are provided in Section 5.15, Recreation. Traffic 
related impacts are addressed in Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic. 

A10-2 No project-specific planning for the West Carson TOD and Del Amo Station TOD area 
has occurred at this time. Only General Plan land use designations are being proposed as 
part of  the Project. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to 
the appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A11 – City of Montebello (1 page) 
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A11. Response to comments from City of Montebello dated August 7, 2014. 

A11-1 The Montebello Hills Specific Plan is located outside of  the County’s jurisdiction in the 
incorporated City of  Montebello, within an SEA that has been on the County’s SEA 
map since 1980. The existing SEAs located within incorporated areas outside of  the 
County’s jurisdiction were retained without major changes, unless the areas had been 
developed in the interim. Although the Montebello Hills Specific Plan is currently in the 
entitlement process, it is the understanding of  our staff  that it has not reached the 
construction phase. As a result, at this point in time, the resources of  this historic SEA 
still exist. Should the General Plan be adopted prior to finalization of  this project, staff  
does not support adjusting the SEA boundaries. 

Provided that the Montebello Hills Specific Plan project is constructed following 
adoption of  this General Plan Update, staff  believes it would be consistent with the 
aims of  the SEA Program to amend the boundaries of  the Puente Hills SEA to exclude 
developed portions of  the Montebello Hills Specific Plan. This adjustment could be 
presented during any of  the biennial status reports on the SEA Program established in 
Chapter 15: General Plan Maintenance. 

A11-2 In general, the General Plan Update has policies and goals that support and encourage 
infill developments that enhance communities: 

- Goal LU 4: Infill development and redevelopment that strengthens and enhances 
communities. 

- Policy LU 4.1: Encourage infill development in urban and suburban areas on vacant, 
underutilized, and/or brownfield sites. 

- Policy LU 4.2: Encourage the adaptive reuse of  underutilized structures and the 
revitalization of  older, economically distressed neighborhoods. 

- Policy LU 4.3: Encourage transit-oriented development in urban and suburban areas 
with the appropriate residential density along transit corridors and within station areas.  

- Policy LU 4.4: Encourage mixed use development along major commercial corridors in 
urban and suburban areas. 

Specifically, East Los Angeles, South San Gabriel, and Whittier Narrows are the three 
unincorporated communities that are adjacent to the City of  Montebello. While the 
General Plan Update sets the framework for all future community-based planning 
initiatives with broader goals and policies that apply to the unincorporated areas as a 
whole, future community-based plans will be a more appropriate tool to address 
planning challenges at a sub-regional and/or community level. For instance, an Area 
Plan will be prepared for the West San Gabriel Valley Planning Area, which covers the 
unincorporated communities of  South San Gabriel and Whittier Narrows. During this 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-74 PlaceWorks 

future area planning process, the County will be able to target specific sites and areas 
where infill developments and redevelopments should be further encouraged and 
promoted. The East Los Angeles 3rd Street Specific Plan and the East Los Angeles 
Community Standards District Update are the two community-based planning initiatives 
that were adopted by the Board of  Supervisors on November 12, 2014. These initiatives 
address the blighted conditions on certain properties in unincorporated East Los 
Angeles. For more information regarding the planning initiatives in East Los Angeles, 
please contact the Community Studies East Section at (213) 974-6425 or email at 
commplan@planning.lacounty.gov. 

A11-3 Related to your request, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 was included in the DEIR, which 
requires applicants to submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the County prior to 
future discretionary project approval of  projects involving sensitive land uses near these 
types of  facilities. 

 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-75 

LETTER A12 – City of Palmdale (2 pages) 
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A12. Response to comments from City of Palmdale dated August 7, 2014. 

A12-1 Comment noted. The proposed land uses analyzed in the DEIR for the Antelope Valley 
Planning Area have been superseded by the recent approval of  the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan by the Board of  Supervisors on November 12, 2014. 

A12-2 The Antelope Valley Area Plan, which was the basis for the Antelope Valley Reduced 
Intensity Alternative analyzed in the DEIR, was approved by the Board of  Supervisors 
on November 12, 2014.  
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LETTER A13 – County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (2 pages) 
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A13. Response to comments from County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County dated 
August 7, 2014. 

A13-1 Comment noted. No response required. 

A13-2 Comment noted. The County will continue to coordinate with the County Sanitation 
Districts of  Los Angeles County as future development applications are submitted. 

A13-3 Comment noted. No response required. 

A13-4 Comment noted. No response required. 

A13-5 Comment noted. No response required. 
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LETTER A14 – Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (6 pages) 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-84 PlaceWorks 

 

 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-85 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-86 PlaceWorks 

 

 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-87 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-88 PlaceWorks 

 

 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-89 

A14. Response to comments from Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board dated August 
7, 2014. 

A14-1 Please refer to Responses A14-3 through A14-12. 

A14-2 Comment noted. No response required. 

A14-3 Comment noted. Related to your request, the following General Plan Goals and Policies 
have been incorporated in to the Proposed Project (see DEIR Page 5.9-25): 

Conservation and Natural Resources Element 

 Policy C/NR 5.1: Support the LID philosophy, which seeks to plan and design public and private
development with hydrologic sensitivity, including limits to straightening and channelizing natural flow
paths, removal of  vegetative cover, compaction of  soils, and distribution of  naturalistic BMPs at
regional, neighborhood, and parcel-level scales.

 Policy C/NR 5.2: Require compliance by all County departments with adopted Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4), General Construction, and point source NPDES permits.

 Policy C/NR 5.3: Actively engage with stakeholders in the formulation and implementation of
surface water preservation and restoration plans, including plans to improve impaired surface water
bodies by retrofitting tributary watersheds with LID types of  BMPs.

 Policy C/NR 5.4: Actively engage in implementing all approved Enhanced Watershed Management
Programs/Watershed Management Programs and Coordinated Integrated Monitoring
Programs/Integrated Monitoring Programs or other County-involved TMDL implementation and
monitoring plans.

 Policy C/NR 5.5: Manage the placement and use of  septic systems in order to protect nearby
surface water bodies.

 Policy C/NR 5.6: Minimize point- and nonpoint- source water pollution.

 Policy C/NR 5.7: Actively support the design of  new and retrofit of  existing infrastructure to
accommodate watershed protection goals, such as roadway, railway, bridge, and other–particularly–
tributary street and greenway interface points with channelized waterways.

 Policy C/NR 6.1: Support the LID philosophy, which incorporates distributed, post-construction,
parcel-level stormwater infiltration as part of  new development.

 Policy C/NR 6.2: Protect natural groundwater recharge areas and regional spreading grounds.
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 Policy C/NR 6.3: Actively engage in stakeholder efforts to disperse rainwater and stormwater 
infiltration BMPs at regional, neighborhood, infrastructure, and parcel-level scales. 

 Policy C/NR 6.4: Manage the placement and use of  septic systems in order to protect high 
groundwater. 

 Policy C/NR 6.5: Prevent stormwater infiltration where inappropriate and unsafe, such as in areas 
with high seasonal groundwater, on hazardous slopes, within 100 feet of  drinking water wells, and in 
contaminated soils. 

 Policy C/NR 7.1: Support the LID philosophy, which mimics the natural hydrologic cycle using 
undeveloped conditions as a base, in public and private landuse planning and development design. 

 Policy C/NR 7.2: Support the preservation, restoration and strategic acquisition of  available land for 
open space to preserve watershed uplands, natural streams, drainage paths, wetlands, and rivers, which 
are necessary for the healthy function of  watersheds. 

 Policy C/NR 7.3: Actively engage with stakeholders to incorporate the LID philosophy in the 
preparation and implementation of  watershed and river master plans, ecosystem restoration projects, 
and other related natural resource conservation aims, and support the implementation of  existing 
efforts, including Watershed Management Programs and Enhanced Watershed Management 
Programs. 

 Policy C/NR 7.4: Promote the development of  multiuse regional facilities for stormwater quality 
improvement, groundwater recharge, detention/attenuation, flood management, retaining 
nonstormwater runoff, and other compatible uses. 

A14-4 Protection of  water resources is addressed in the Public Services and Facilities Element 
and Conservation and Natural Resources Element of  the General Plan Update and has 
been prepared in compliance with State General Plan law. Potential impacts to hydrology 
and water quality as a result of  the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 5.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality of  the DEIR. Please refer to Section 5.9 of  the DEIR for a 
discussion of  the hydrologic regions serving the Project Area and the regulatory 
programs intended to protect water quality in the Project Area. 

A14-5 Potential impacts to hydrology and water quality as a result of  the Proposed Project are 
discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality of  the DEIR. Potential impacts 
related to wastewater treatment are discussed in Section 5.17.1, Wastewater Treatment and 
Collection, of  the DEIR.  

A14-6 Per your request, the following text has been added to Page 5.9-18 of  the DEIR: 
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Additional constituents of  concern (COCs) have been identified in the Draft Antelope 
Valley Salt and Nutrient Management Plan (SNMP) These COCs include boron, 
chloride, fluoride, nitrate, and total dissolved solids (TDS).1 

A14-7 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A14-8 Water quality requirements for operation of  developed land uses in the Project Area are 
in the LID Standards Manual issued by the County Department of  Public Works in 
2013. This applies to all development within the Project Area and is referenced in the 
DEIR. As a result, inclusion in the appendix FEIR is not considered necessary.  

A14-9 Comment noted. See Response A14-8. 

A14-10 As discussed on Page 5.9-5 of  the DEIR, issues related to hydromodification are 
addressed in the County’s Low Impact Development Standards Manual.  

A14-11 Comment noted. Use of  recycled water is discussed in Section 5.17.2, Water Supply and 
Distribution Systems, of  the DEIR.  

A14-12 The Proposed Project consists of  an update to the Los Angeles County General Plan. 
No specific development is proposed at this time. However, the County acknowledges 
that future development will be required to obtain all necessary permits from the State 
Water Board or the Lahontan Water Board. 

1 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 2013, June. Draft Salt and Nutrient Management Plan for the Antelope Valley. 
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LETTER A15 – Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (5 pages) 
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A15. Response to comments from Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board dated 
August 7, 2014. 

A15-1 As discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the DEIR, impacts to 
hydrology and water quality were determined to be less than significant through 
compliance with existing regulatory programs and the goals and policies incorporated 
into the Proposed Project. For instance, the following General Plan Goals and Policies 
have been incorporated in to the Proposed Project related to water quality (see DEIR 
Page 5.9-25): 

Conservation and Natural Resources Element 

 Policy C/NR 5.1: Support the LID philosophy, which seeks to plan and design public and private
development with hydrologic sensitivity, including limits to straightening and channelizing natural flow
paths, removal of  vegetative cover, compaction of  soils, and distribution of  naturalistic BMPs at
regional, neighborhood, and parcel-level scales.

 Policy C/NR 5.2: Require compliance by all County departments with adopted Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4), General Construction, and point source NPDES permits.

 Policy C/NR 5.3: Actively engage with stakeholders in the formulation and implementation of
surface water preservation and restoration plans, including plans to improve impaired surface water
bodies by retrofitting tributary watersheds with LID types of  BMPs.

 Policy C/NR 5.4: Actively engage in implementing all approved Enhanced Watershed Management
Programs/Watershed Management Programs and Coordinated Integrated Monitoring
Programs/Integrated Monitoring Programs or other County-involved TMDL implementation and
monitoring plans.

 Policy C/NR 5.5: Manage the placement and use of  septic systems in order to protect nearby
surface water bodies.

 Policy C/NR 5.6: Minimize point- and nonpoint- source water pollution.

 Policy C/NR 5.7: Actively support the design of  new and retrofit of  existing infrastructure to
accommodate watershed protection goals, such as roadway, railway, bridge, and other–particularly–
tributary street and greenway interface points with channelized waterways.

 Policy C/NR 6.1: Support the LID philosophy, which incorporates distributed, post-construction,
parcel-level stormwater infiltration as part of  new development.

 Policy C/NR 6.2: Protect natural groundwater recharge areas and regional spreading grounds.
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 Policy C/NR 6.3: Actively engage in stakeholder efforts to disperse rainwater and stormwater 
infiltration BMPs at regional, neighborhood, infrastructure, and parcel-level scales. 

 Policy C/NR 6.4: Manage the placement and use of  septic systems in order to protect high 
groundwater. 

 Policy C/NR 6.5: Prevent stormwater infiltration where inappropriate and unsafe, such as in areas 
with high seasonal groundwater, on hazardous slopes, within 100 feet of  drinking water wells, and in 
contaminated soils. 

 Policy C/NR 7.1: Support the LID philosophy, which mimics the natural hydrologic cycle using 
undeveloped conditions as a base, in public and private landuse planning and development design. 

 Policy C/NR 7.2: Support the preservation, restoration and strategic acquisition of  available land for 
open space to preserve watershed uplands, natural streams, drainage paths, wetlands, and rivers, which 
are necessary for the healthy function of  watersheds. 

 Policy C/NR 7.3: Actively engage with stakeholders to incorporate the LID philosophy in the 
preparation and implementation of  watershed and river master plans, ecosystem restoration projects, 
and other related natural resource conservation aims, and support the implementation of  existing 
efforts, including Watershed Management Programs and Enhanced Watershed Management 
Programs. 

 Policy C/NR 7.4: Promote the development of  multiuse regional facilities for stormwater quality 
improvement, groundwater recharge, detention/attenuation, flood management, retaining 
nonstormwater runoff, and other compatible uses. 

In addition, new development will be required to comply with the water quality 
requirements in the LID Standards Manual issued by the County Department of  Public 
Works in 2013. With the exception of  the Antelope Valley and Santa Clarita Valley 
Planning Areas, future development will primarily consist of  infill development and 
redevelopment. As a result, compliance with existing County standards have the 
potential to actually improve water quality as compared to existing conditions. With 
respect to the Antelope Valley and Santa Clarita Valley Planning Areas, water quality will 
be protected through compliance existing regulatory requirements and the goals and 
policies included in the General Plan Update.  

A15-2 Comment noted. Smart growth principles have been incorporated into the Proposed 
Project as well as the Antelope Valley Area Plan. Both of  these long-range planning 
documents direct future development to areas served by existing transportation facilities 
and infrastructure. The associated goals and policies also incorporate smart growth 
strategies.  
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A15-3 The DEIR analyzes the impacts of  the Proposed Project. Proposed land use 
designations within forest land, including SEA designations, limit the potential for future 
development. Private inholdings within National Forests can be identified on the 
General Plan Land Use Policy Maps (see Appendix B to this FEIR) with designations 
other than the Open Space-National Forest (OS-NF) designation (see the Land Use 
Policy Map for Kagel/Lopez Canyons as an example). Therefore, a map specifically 
highlighting the private inholdings within National Forests is not considered necessary. 

A15-4 The buildout projections consider all potential future development based on the 
proposed land use designations, including open space and areas covered by an  

A15-5 Comment noted. Due to the scale of  Figure 5.9-2, which covers all of  Los Angeles 
County, the Los Cerritos Channel and Alamitos Bay Watershed Management Area is not 
shown. However, potential impacts to this watershed are addressed in Section 5.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, as part of  the discussion for San Gabriel River Watershed. 

A15-6 Per your request, Page 4-3 of  the DEIR has been revised as follows: 

Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, California’s water quality control law, the 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has ultimate control over water quality 
policy and allocation of  state water resources. The SWRCB, through its nine Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), carries out the regulation, protection, and 
administration of  water quality in each region. Each regional board is required to adopt 
a water quality control plan or basin plan. In 1972, the SWRCB adopted the California 
Ocean Plan for ocean waters of  California. Over the years, the Ocean Plan has been 
amended numerous times, with the most recent amendment in 2012. The Ocean Plan 
helps to protect the water quality of  California’s coastal ocean through the control of  
the discharge of  waste into the ocean. The Ocean Plan identifies beneficial uses of  
ocean waters and establishes water quality objectives and implementation programs to 
protect those beneficial uses. In 1975, the Los Angeles Regional Board adopted two 
basin plans: one for the Santa Clara Basin and another for the Los Angeles Basin. In 
1994, these plans were adopted and consolidated into the current Water Quality Control 
Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). Since 1994, numerous amendments have 
been made to the 1994 Basin Plan. The Basin Plan is currently undergoing another 
comprehensive update to reflect these amendments and to provide more current 
information on the Los Angeles Regional Board’s programs. Los Angeles County is in 
the Los Angeles… 

Per your request, Page 4-20 of  the DEIR has been revised as follows: 

The County works with other stakeholders, including the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District, in various ways to manage the function and health of  its watersheds. In 
1975, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Regional 
Board) adopted two basin plans: one for the Santa Clara Basin and another for the Los 
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Angeles Basin. In 1994, these plans were adopted and consolidated into the current 
Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). Since 1994, 
numerous amendments have been made to the 1994 Basin Plan. The Basin Plan is 
currently undergoing another comprehensive update to reflect these amendments and to 
provide more current information on the Los Angeles Regional Board’s programs. The 
Basin Plans designate beneficial uses for inland and coastal surface waters, establish 
water quality objectives and implementation programs and policies to protect those uses. 

A15-7 Waste discharge requirements are discussed on Page 5.9-3, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  
the DEIR. No additional changes are necessary. 

A15-8 Per your request, the following text has been added to Page 5.17-19: 

State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy 

The purpose of  the Recycled Water Policy is to increase the use of  recycled water from 
municipal wastewater sources that meets the definition in Water Code Section 13050(n), 
in a manner that implements state and federal water quality laws. When used in 
compliance with the Recycled Water Policy, water recycling criteria in Title 22 of  the 
California Code of  Regulations, and all applicable state and federal water quality laws, 
the State Water Board finds that recycled water is safe for the approved uses. The State 
Water Board strongly supports recycled water as a safe alternative to potable water for 
such approved uses. 

A15-9 Please refer to Response A15-1. 

A15-10 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-103 

LETTER A16 – Southern California Gas Company (2 pages) 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-104 PlaceWorks 

 

 



L O S  A N G E L E S  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

2. Response to Comments

March 2015 Page 2-105 

A16. Response to comments from Southern California Gas Company dated August 7, 2014. 

A16-1 Government Code Section 53091 preempts certain types of  energy generation activities 
from local building and zoning. Such permitting exemptions matter during the 
construction of  projects, to ensure that facilities are subject to the correct local and state 
level review. The establishment of  SEAs does not in any way supersede the regulations 
of  the State of  California. Even where a facility is preempted from local land use review, 
the local government retains the right to establish zoning and land use for all areas 
within its jurisdiction, which includes the enforcement of  land use designations and 
overlays within Aliso Canyon. 
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A17. Response to comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife dated August 21, 
2014. 

A17-1 The commenter requests a definition for the term “intensity” in contrast to the term 
“density” in reference to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The commenter also 
recommends avoidance of  sensitive biological resources through denser developments 
within smaller development footprints. 

The planning term density in general refers to the amount of  development within a 
given area. For residential development, this is measured in the number of  dwelling units 
per acre. Density for nonresidential development is most often calculated as a 
measurement of  floor area ratio (FAR). For planning purposes, density is used as a 
control for development intensity. The term intensity in planning context is a measure 
of  the extent to which an area of  land is developed. 

By far, the greatest land use categories of  the General Plan are Rural and Natural 
Resources, comprising 93% of  the land use categories of  the County (Chapter 6, Land 
Use Element, page 62). Both of  these categories have low density development, 
regardless of  development footprint size. As a consequence, development intensity 
would also be lower than for urban areas. 

General Plan Chapter 3, Guiding Principles, includes an “Employ Smart Growth” 
principle, to protect and conserve the County’s natural and cultural resources, and an 
“Excellence in environmental resource management” principle, to provide policy 
guidance to protect and conserve natural resources. The Hillside Management CUP 
allows clustered development at the base of  the slope, limited grading, and ensures that 
the drainage configuration remains as natural as possible. Hillside design guidelines are 
imposed as design conditions, making a more sensitive development that respects the 
natural topography and biological resources of  the area. During the development 
entitlement process, projects will be evaluated for their potential to impact sensitive 
biological resources and developments will be required to feature smaller development 
footprints when deemed necessary by such evaluation. 

A17-2 The commenter requests clarification if  the Antelope Valley Reduced Intensity 
Alternative reduced impacts to biological resources and clarification if  forestry resources 
are considered to be biological resources. 

As stated in Chapter 7.7 Environmentally Superior Alternative (page 7-28), the Antelope 
Valley Reduced Intensity Alternative would lessen impacts to agriculture and forestry, 
and biological resources. However, as stated in Chapter 7.6.4, Biological Resources (page 7-
23), biological resources impacts would remain significant although impacts would be 
reduced by the Antelope Valley Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to the 
Proposed Project because the residential development would be reduced within the 
Antelope Valley Planning Area. 
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While related, forestry resources are not considered to be biological resources, which is 
why they are treated in different sections. Forestry resources are associated with forest 
lands, as defined in the California Public Resources Code Section 12220(g). Forest land 
is land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of  any species, including 
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of  one or more 
forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, 
recreation, and other public benefits. 

A17-3 SEAs are excluded in the ARAs because agricultural activities are not promoted in the 
SEAs. Historically, agricultural development has severely reduced many biotic 
communities that were once common in Los Angeles County. As the SEA designation is 
given to lands that contain irreplaceable biological resources, agricultural activities 
should not be promoted on these lands. The ARAs and the SEAs are therefore two 
special areas with different goals and policy focuses that should not overlap. 

 The commenter states that retention of  hillside attributes contribute to biological and 
watershed integrity, which should be more clearly recognized in the DEIR. 

The County concurs that hillside areas contribute to biological diversity and to 
watershed definition. The policy of  the County is to preserve significant natural features 
in hillside areas. The goal of  hillside development is to preserve significant habitat, 
natural watercourses, wildlife corridors and distinctive natural features. 

A17-4 The commenter requests clarification on whether biological resource preservation is a 
compatible use in Agricultural Resource Areas (ARAs) and an explanation why the 
proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are excluded from ARAs. The commenter 
suggests that if  the reason for exclusion of  SEAs within the ARAs is to further protect 
biological resources within SEAs, then this should be clearly stated in DEIR Chapters 
5.2 and 5.4. The commenter also requests that an analysis of  biological resource impacts 
from the proposed ARA program should be provided. Lastly, the commenter expresses 
concern that agricultural practices will result in the loss of  biological diversity. 

Agricultural Resource Areas are defined in the General Plan Update (Chapter 9.V 
Agricultural Resources, Page 145) as consisting of  farmland identified by the California 
Department of  Conservation, including Prime Farmland, Farmland of  Statewide 
Importance, Farmland of  Local Importance, and Unique Farmland. Lands receiving 
permits from the Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner/Weights and 
Measures are also considered ARAs. The County promotes the preservation of  
agricultural land within areas identified as ARAs. As such, preservation of  biological 
resources would not be considered a compatible use. 

The SEAs were not designated within ARAs because the priorities in these two 
designations are not considered to be compatible since the promotion of  agricultural 
uses is contrary to the goal of  biological resource conservation for the SEAs. The 
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exclusion of  SEAs within the ARAs is not to further protect biological resources within 
SEAs but to promote the preservation of  agricultural lands, which is inconsistent with 
the goals of  the SEA Program. However, it should be noted that, although the ARAs 
and SEAs function separately as policy tools, General Plan Update policies related to 
agriculture and natural resource protection are not mutually exclusive; the General Plan 
Update promotes the preservation of  both agricultural land and biological resources. 

The areas within ARAs are zoned for agricultural uses being permitted uses. As such, 
these areas would not ordinarily require discretionary approval to conduct agricultural 
practices and environmental review would not be undertaken. As a consequence, no 
specific analysis of  project specific impacts to biological resources would be completed. 
Although not specifically referenced, the buildout of  the Proposed Project includes 
agricultural uses as one of  the components contributing to biological resource impacts, 
which are concluded to be significant for impacts to special-status species and associated 
habitat and on wildlife movement and nursery sites. As such, the concern expressed by 
the commenter about agricultural practices resulting in the loss of  biological diversity is 
a real possibility. However, it should be noted that a small number of  special-status 
wildlife species, including short-eared owl, ferruginous hawk, Swainson’s hawk, 
loggerhead shrike, white-faced ibis, actual make use of  agricultural fields as one of  their 
preferred habitats. 

A17-5 The commenter recommends that the DEIR acknowledge that the current 
representation of  sensitive biological resources within the County are not static and that 
new information in regard to sensitive biological resources will be result from future 
discoveries. The commenter also recommends that botanical assessments use vegetation 
descriptions contained in A Manual of  California Vegetation to avoid the use of  generic 
terms like chaparral or coastal sage scrub. Lastly, the commenter recommends the 
addition of  desert dune scrub communities, specifically halophytic saltbush (allscale 
scrub) and xerophytic saltbush (shadscale scrub), to the County’s list of  vegetation 
communities list in the DEIR. 

While it is true that sensitive biological resources change over time, for example, a State 
or federally-listed species could be removed from listing after successful efforts to 
increase stable population, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not 
require environmental analysis for future unknown scenarios because such an analysis 
would be speculative. If  new information regarding special-status species becomes 
available and known in the future, project specific environmental analysis at the time 
would be undertake and would address potential impacts to such special-status species. 

The County ordinarily requests that biological resource reports make use of  the current 
standard manuals for the reference of  biological resources. For vegetation descriptions, 
the County strongly encourages all consultants preparing such reports to following the 
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procedures for vegetation classification contained A Manual of  California Vegetation; 
however, this is not a formal requirement. 

It is noted and appreciated to learn that both shadscale scrub and allscale scrub are 
located within the Los Angeles County as desert vegetation communities. The plant 
communities listed under Section 5.4.1.2 Existing Conditions (beginning on page 5.4-10) 
was not intended to be a comprehensive list, but the more common pant communities 
identified within Los Angeles County. It should be noted that shadscale scrub and any 
forms of  allscale scrub occurring within Los Angeles County are not considered to be 
sensitive communities by CDFW.2 

A17-6 Reference to three new bills (AB 1739, SB 1168 & 1319, signed by the Governor on 
9/16/2014) has been added (as a text box) in the Conservation and Natural Resources 
Element. These three bills create a framework for local sustainable groundwater 
management plans, with a definition of  sustainable groundwater management, an 
implementation timeline, and measurable objectives and milestones. Local water 
agencies and the County will work together to ensure compliance with this legislation. 

Also, Implementation Programs C/NR 10 Water Quality Initiatives and C/NR 11 
Watershed and Rivers Master Plans will be an appropriate tool where the watershed 
value of  permeable surfaces and the multi-benefit outcomes, such as water quality 
benefits, enhanced aquatic habitats, and restored natural features will be discussed and 
analyzed. 

The commenter cautions the County to not rely solely on the South Coast Missing 
Linkages report, while being an excellent reference source, because the report is not 
exhaustive and only includes known wildlife movement opportunities. 

This comment is noted and appreciated. The South Coast Missing Linkages report is 
currently the most comprehensive report completed for the Southern California region. 
It is acknowledged that the report is not exhaustive, but by containing the known 
wildlife movement opportunities, this is an important basis for any subsequent studies. 
As part of  the County’s ongoing effort to improve the understanding of  wildlife 
movement, the County’s SEA Connectivity and Constriction mapping effort is designed 
to provide greater specificity to the more general linkages identified by the South Coast 
Missing Linkages reports. This effort will be continued. 

A17-7 The commenter expresses concern about the availability of  groundwater in supporting 
biological resources, especially during the current drought conditions. The commenter 
requests discussion of  the protection of  groundwater resources with recognition of  the 
value of  permeable surfaces. 

                                                      
2 List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations. Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program, California Department of Fish and 
Game. Sacramento, CA. September 2010. 
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The commenter is referred to Chapter 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the DEIR for 
discussion and analysis of  the Proposed Project on groundwater resources. For example, 
the impact from an increase in impervious areas is concluded to be less than significant 
(see Impact 5.9-2, Page 5.9-30). 

A17-8 The commenter expresses concern that fire protection measures such as fuel 
modification around habitable structures may escape biological resource protection 
regulation. The commenter recommends that the County implement a brush clearing 
ordinance through the General Plan Update that is protective of  biological resources, 
such as requiring pre-project native nesting bird surveys. 

The commenter is referred to Chapter 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for 
discussion of  fire hazards and the use of  fuel modification to reduce risk to lives and 
property (under Impact 5.8-5, Page 5.8-21). The County Fire Department is open to 
modification of  fuel modification guidelines to reduce the impact on native biological 
resources, especially sensitive species. This is done on a project specific basis for most 
locations in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones have unique features that must be 
considered. 

It is now typically routine for discretionary approvals for County-approved projects that 
pre-project implementation nesting bird surveys be conducted in compliance with 
Section 3503 of  the California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

A17-9 The commenter recommends clarifying language that the DEIR-stated wildlife linkages 
are currently known but with the understanding that additional linkages could likely be 
documented in the future. 

As mentioned in Response A17-5 above, CEQA requires an analysis of  known 
environmental impacts and speculation about future impacts to unknown resources is 
not allowed. Therefore, the analysis contained in the DEIR is based on the information 
that is currently documented such as the wildlife linkages referenced. While it is 
conceivable that additional linkages may be documented in the future, there can be no 
evaluation at this time. 

A17-10 The commenter disagrees with the DEIR statement that wildlife linkage connectivity 
could be lost through development impacts, assuming that such a significant impact 
would not warrant mitigation to reduce such impact. The commenter continues by 
suggesting potential mitigation in delineating wildlife corridor areas to be set aside for 
current and future conservation efforts. 

The County recognizes the importance of  wildlife corridors and has identified as best is 
currently known the corridors that provide for wildlife linkage connectivity. The DEIR 
conservatively acknowledges that impacts to these corridors may occur in the future as 
many of  the linkage areas are presently under private ownership. While environmental 
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analysis, including for impacts to wildlife corridors, would be undertaken for 
discretionary approvals in the future, it cannot be assumed that wildlife corridor areas 
for future conservation that can be set aside because those properties may not become 
publicly owned. 

A17-11 The commenter recommends a thorough, recent floristic-based assessment of  special 
status plants and natural communities be performed for each development request 
within the Project Area, which should be consistent with the CDFW's Protocols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities, for the implementation of  Mitigation Measure BIO-1. 

As mentioned in Response A15-5 above, the County ordinarily requests that biological 
resource reports make use of  the current standard manuals for the reference of  
biological resources. For assessment of  special status plants and natural communities, 
CDFW's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Natural Communities is one of  the standard protocols that the County 
recommends. 

A17-12 The commenter states that in order for proposed Mitigation Measure BIO-2 to be 
successful that habitat in need of  restoration and presumably void or below carrying 
capacity of  the targeted species must be adjacent to the approved development site and 
the adjacent habitat would need to be restored to functioning levels that are supportive 
of  the target species. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 will be implemented on a project by project basis and 
relocation of  individual wildlife species may not always be possible. Where restoration is 
included in project mitigation measures, the goals and success criteria of  the restoration 
efforts will be documented prior to initiation of  approved projects. 

A17-13 The commenter questions whether Mitigation Measure BIO-3 for impacts to wildlife 
movement may be contradictory with statements in the DEIR (page 5.4-117) that the 
policies proposed in the Proposed Project do not provide for mitigation for loss of  
wildlife movement opportunities or nursery sites. The commenter also suggests that 
mitigation for loss of  wildlife movement opportunities or nursery sites should be a 
standard approval condition by the lead agency. 

It is assumed that the commenter understands that Mitigation Measure BIO-3, while 
acknowledging that there are no feasible mitigation measures available that would 
completely reduce impacts to wildlife movement from the build out of  the General Plan, 
individual projects will be required to offer mitigation for significant impacts to 
documented wildlife movement corridors or nursery sites. Consequently, the 
commenter’s suggestion is precisely the intent of  Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and no 
additional changes are necessary. 
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A17-14 The commenter recommends that parcels proposed for rezoning that are within or 
adjacent to natural open space or proposed Significant Ecological Areas that would 
result in adverse impacts to biological resources be analyzed in the DPEIR for biological 
impacts, avoidance and mitigation measures. 

Analysis of  the rezoned properties for impacts to biological resources would be 
speculative at this time because no specific projects are currently proposed. Where 
discretionary approval is required for project development on these properties in the 
future, the environmental analysis of  impacts to biological resources would be evaluated 
at that time. 
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LETTER R1 – Baldwin Stocker, LLC (2 pages) 
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R1. Response to comments from Baldwin Stocker, LLC dated August 6, 2014. 

R1-1 The General Plan Update is a countywide planning document providing general 
intended uses and development intensities. Specificity regarding allowable uses on 
parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations that implement the 
proposed land use designations. The Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) 
is not being modified as part of  this process and will not be affected by the adoption of  
the General Plan Update. 

R1-2 The General Plan Update proposes to designate the parcels within the Inglewood Oil 
Field (IOF) as Mineral Resources (MR), with the publicly-owned portions of  the “utility 
corridors” designated Public and Semi-Public (P). The P land use designation was 
applied to parcels including those that are shown by the Assessor as being publicly-
owned and either accommodate public utilities or may accommodate public utilities in 
the future. This is consistent with the purpose statement of  P and our revision to the 
purpose statement of  P that public access is not conferred. The Land Use Legend 
provides general intended uses and development intensities. Specificity regarding 
allowable uses on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations, 
such as the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD), that implement the 
proposed land use designations. The publicly-owned portions of  the utility corridors 
that are to be designated P are within the CSD and have compatible zoning that will not 
be changed. As is the case with the existing land use designations under the 1980 
General Plan, the proposed land use designations would not affect recorded deed 
restrictions, easements or other mechanisms related to access. 

R1-3 The General Plan Update proposes to designate parcels within the Inglewood Oil Field 
(IOF) as Mineral Resource (MR), with the publicly-owned portions of  the “utility 
corridors” designated Public and Semi-Public (P). The Land Use Legend provides 
general intended uses and development intensities. Specificity regarding allowable uses 
on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations, such as the 
Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD), that implement the proposed land 
use designations. Map ZC.16 depicts proposed zone changes as of  May 2014, including 
for some parcels within the IOF to ensure compatibility with the CSD and the proposed 
MR land use designation. The majority of  the IOF already has compatible zoning that 
will not be changing. 
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LETTER R2 – Freeport-McMoRan Oil & Gas (3 pages) 
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R2. Response to comments from Freeport-McMoRan Oil & Gas dated August 6, 2014. 

R2-1 The General Plan Update is a countywide planning document providing general 
intended uses and development intensities that determine how and where the County 
will grow through the year 2035. Specificity regarding allowable uses on parcels is 
provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations, such as the Baldwin Hills 
Community Standards District (CSD), that implement the proposed land use 
designations. The Baldwin Hills CSD is not being modified as part of  this process and 
will not be affected by the adoption of  the General Plan Update. 

R2-2 The General Plan Update proposes to designate the parcels within the Inglewood Oil 
Field (IOF) as Mineral Resources (MR), with the publicly-owned portions of  the “utility 
corridors” designated Public and Semi-Public (P). The P land use designation was 
applied to parcels including those that are shown by the Assessor as being publicly-
owned and either accommodates public utilities or may accommodate public utilities in 
the future. This is consistent with the purpose statement of  P and our revision to the 
purpose statement of  P that public access is not conferred. The Land Use Legend 
provides general intended uses and development intensities. Specificity regarding 
allowable uses on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations, 
such as the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD), that implement the 
proposed land use designations. The publicly-owned portions of  the utility corridors 
that are to be designated P are within the CSD and have compatible zoning that will not 
be changed. As is the case with the existing land use designations under the 1980 
General Plan, the proposed land use designations would not affect recorded deed 
restrictions, easements or other mechanisms. 

R2-3 Specificity regarding allowable uses on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and 
the zoning regulations, and in the case of  the Inglewood Oil Field (IOF), specifically the 
Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD). The CSD is not being modified in 
this process and remains fully functional in implementing the proposed General Plan 
policies and land use designations. All General Plan goals and policies are weighted 
equally and cannot be considered out of  context. The changes requested would not add 
meaningful clarification and could serve to weaken the County’s commitment to 
protecting important biological resources. 

R2-4 Particulate matter can have serious health effects on sensitive receptors, such as 
hospitals, schools, etc. As a result, your suggested changes to Mitigation Measure AQ-2 
are not considered appropriate. 

R2-5 Per your request, Page 5.10-12 of  the DEIR has been revised as follows: 

Although there are few unincorporated areas in the Westside Planning Area, they are 
widely dispersed and contain a diverse range of  land uses. The largest unincorporated 
area in the Planning Area is located at it southern boundary, directly south of  the City of  
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Culver City. Commonly referred to as the Baldwin Hills, it is centered on the recreational 
uses of  Kenneth Hahn State Recreational Area and includes the communities of  Ladera 
Heights and Viewpark/Windsor Hills. Ladera Heights and ViewPark/Windsor Hills 
consist primarily of  single-family residential uses. However, commercial and multifamily 
residential uses are oriented along Slauson Avenue and the major arterial connecting it 
and downtown Inglewood to the south. Major institutional uses are located in the 
northwest portion of  the Baldwin Hills: Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery and West Los 
Angeles College. Approximately one mile to the west, a small unincorporated island 
includes single family and public uses. Also included in the Westside Planning Area is the 
Inglewood Oil Field covering approximately 1,000 acres, making it one of  the largest 
contiguous urban oil fields in the United States. 

R2-6 Your comment will be considered in preparation of  the County Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan, at the time it is prepared. 
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R3. Response to comments from Cone Fee Trust dated August 7, 2014. 

R3-1 The General Plan Update is a countywide planning document providing general 
intended uses and development intensities. All General Plan goals and policies are 
weighted equally and cannot be considered out of  context. Specificity regarding 
allowable uses on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations 
that implement the proposed land use designations. The Baldwin Hills Community 
Standards District (CSD) is not being modified as part of  this process and will not be 
affected by the adoption of  the General Plan Update. There are no references to the 
Inglewood Oil Field (IOF), either directly or indirectly, in any discussion of  open space 
or open space acquisition and no part of  the IOF is indicated on the Open Space 
Resources Policy Map. 

R3-2 The General Plan Update proposes to designate the parcels within the Inglewood Oil 
Field (IOF) as Mineral Resources (MR), with the publicly-owned portions of  the “utility 
corridors” designated Public and Semi-Public (P). The P land use designation was 
applied to parcels including those that are shown by the Assessor as being publicly-
owned and either accommodates public utilities or may accommodate public utilities in 
the future. This is consistent with the purpose statement of  P and our revision to the 
purpose statement of  P that public access is not conferred. The Land Use Legend 
provides general intended uses and development intensities. Specificity regarding 
allowable uses on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations, 
such as the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD), that implement the 
proposed land use designations. The publicly-owned portions of  the utility corridors 
that are to be designated P are within the CSD and have compatible zoning that is not 
changing. As is the case with the existing land use designations under the 1980 General 
Plan, the proposed land use designations would not affect recorded deed restrictions, 
easements or other mechanisms. 

R3-3 The General Plan Update contemplates the future use of  privately owned parcels within 
the Inglewood Oil Field (IOF) in the same manner and to the same extent as the 
Baldwin Hills Community Standards District. Furthermore, there are no references to 
the IOF, either directly or indirectly, in any discussion of  open space or open space 
acquisition and no part of  the IOF is indicated on the Open Space Resources Policy 
Map. Staff  believes that further clarification of  this point is unnecessary. 

R3-4 The General Plan Update proposes to designate the parcels within the Inglewood Oil 
Field (IOF) as Mineral Resources (MR), with the publicly-owned portions of  the “utility 
corridors” designated Public and Semi-Public (P). The P land use designation was 
applied to parcels including those that are shown by the Assessor as being publicly-
owned and either accommodate public utilities or may accommodate public utilities in 
the future. This is consistent with the purpose statement of  P and our revision to the 
purpose statement of  P that public access is not conferred. The Land Use Legend 
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provides general intended uses and development intensities. Specificity regarding 
allowable uses on parcels is provided though the parcel zoning and zoning regulations, 
such as the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD), that implement the 
proposed land use designations. The publicly-owned portions of  the utility corridors 
that are to be designated P are within the CSD and have compatible zoning that will not 
be changed. As is the case with the existing land use designations under the 1980 
General Plan, these proposed land use designations have no effect on recorded deed 
restrictions, easements or other mechanisms. The MR land use designation was 
previously modified to include the changes substantially as referenced. 

R3-5 Your comment will be considered in preparation of  the County Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan, at the time it is prepared. The General Plan Update contemplates the future 
use of  parcels within the Inglewood Oil Field (IOF) in the same manner and to the 
same extent as the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD). Furthermore, 
there are no references to the IOF, either directly or indirectly, in any discussion of  open 
space or open space acquisition and no part of  the IOF is indicated on the Open Space 
Resources Policy Map. 
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R4. Response to comments from Joyce Dillard dated August 7, 2014. 

R4-1 Waste discharge requirements for discharges to municipal storm drain systems in the 
Los Angeles Water Board Region are set forth in Order No. R4 2012-0175 (“MS4 
Permit”) issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2012. The 
MS4 permit process is primarily related to the protection of  water quality rather than 
biological resources. Please refer to Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of  the DEIR for a 
discussion of  potential impacts to biological resources, including birds and wildlife. 

R4-2 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

R4-3 The MS4 Permit for Los Angeles County was adopted in 2012 and is not subject to 
review as part of  the Proposed Project. Similarly, the Los Angeles River Ecosystem 
Feasibility Study is not related to the Proposed Project. However, your comment is 
hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 

R4-4 Thank you for your comment. Table 1-2 from the DEIR will be revised accordingly. 
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R5. Response to comments from Babe Kirkpatrick dated August 7, 2014. 

R5-1 Please refer to Section 5.5, Cultural Resources, of  the DEIR for a discussion of  potential 
impacts to cultural resources, including Native American resources. With respect to 
resources within the Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area, the land use designations 
for this area severely limit the amount of  potential development. As a result, potential 
impacts related to aesthetics and noise are expected to be minimal. 
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R6. Response to comments from Angela Toghia dated August 8, 2014. 

R6-1 The Los Angeles County General Plan was last updated in 1980. The General Plan is 
being updated to maintain compliance with State law. The population and employment 
data presented in Section 5.13, Population and Housing, of  the DEIR is based on regional 
projections adopted by the Southern California Association of  Governments (SCAG). 
SCAG’s population projections consider birthrates, legal immigration, and illegal 
immigration.  

R6-2 The Department of  Regional Planning exceeded all CEQA noticing and document 
availability requirements. 

R6-3 The County of  Los Angeles is also the lead agency for the Antelope Valley Area Plan 
(AVAP); however, the AVAP is a separate project and has its own EIR, which was 
certified by the County Board of  Supervisors on November 12, 2014.  

R6-4 Continuation of  the Existing General Plan is analyzed in Chapter 7.4 of  the DEIR as 
the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative. This alternative, which is required by 
CEQA, assumes that the Existing General Plan and implementing zoning would remain 
unchanged. The Existing General Plan originally adopted on November 25, 1980 would 
remain in effect, and no update to the Existing General Plan goals and policies would 
occur. Under the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative, a total of  602,024 
dwelling units (additional 301,546 units from existing), a total population of  2,199,477 
(additional 1,133,063 persons from existing), and total of  444,393 employees (additional 
191,734 employees from existing) would occur at buildout. As a result, a significant 
amount of  new development could occur within the Project Area whether or not the 
Proposed Project is approved. 

R6-5 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

R6-6 The Department of  Regional Planning will continue to meet or exceed all applicable 
state and local public noticing requirements. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the 
time of  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation 
measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation 
requirements included in the DEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter any 
impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in 
strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

Approval of Antelope Valley Area Plan 

The above buildout projections identified in Table 3-6 of  the DEIR utilized the 1986 Antelope Valley Area 
Plan land use designations to estimate population, housing, and employment projections for the Antelope 
Valley Planning Area. On November 12, 2014, after release of  the DEIR, the County Board of  Supervisors 
adopted an update to the Antelope Valley Area Plan, which is consistent with the buildout projections 
identified in the Antelope Valley Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in the DEIR. The Proposed Project, 
as analyzed in the DEIR, assumed 278,158 dwelling units, 1,070,571 population, 51,219 employees, and a 
jobs/housing ratio of  0.18 for the Antelope Valley Planning Area. With adoption of  the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan Update, anticipated growth in the Antelope Valley has been substantially reduced. The revised numbers 
are 106,180 dwelling units, 405,410 population, 134,351 employees, and a jobs/housing ratio of  1.3.  The 
County will make the necessary updates to the Proposed Project to be consistent with the recently adopted 
Antelope Valley Area Plan. As compared to the Proposed Project analyzed in the DEIR, the subsequent 
reductions in allowable residential development associated with the recently adopted Antelope Valley Area 
Plan result in reduced impacts to agriculture, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse 
gas emissions, mineral resources, noise, transportation/traffic, and water supply and eliminates the previously 
identified significant impact related population and housing. Since the Proposed Project, as revised, was 
analyzed in the DEIR as the Antelope Valley Reduced Intensity Alternative, and no new significant impacts 
are related to the changes, no revisions to the DEIR are necessary. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 

Page 4-3, Section 4, Environmental Setting, is hereby modified as follows: 

Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, California’s water quality control law, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) has ultimate control over water quality policy and allocation of  state water 
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resources. The SWRCB, through its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), carries out the 
regulation, protection, and administration of  water quality in each region. Each regional board is required to 
adopt a water quality control plan or basin plan. In 1972, the SWRCB adopted the California Ocean Plan for 
ocean waters of  California. Over the years, the Ocean Plan has been amended numerous times, with the most 
recent amendment in 2012. The Ocean Plan helps to protect the water quality of  California’s coastal ocean 
through the control of  the discharge of  waste into the ocean. The Ocean Plan identifies beneficial uses of  
ocean waters and establishes water quality objectives and implementation programs to protect those beneficial 
uses. In 1975, the Los Angeles Regional Board adopted two basin plans: one for the Santa Clara Basin and 
another for the Los Angeles Basin. In 1994, these plans were adopted and consolidated into the current 
Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). Since 1994, numerous amendments 
have been made to the 1994 Basin Plan. The Basin Plan is currently undergoing another comprehensive 
update to reflect these amendments and to provide more current information on the Los Angeles Regional 
Board’s programs. Los Angeles County is in the Los Angeles… 

Page 4-20, Section 4, Environmental Setting, is hereby modified as follows: 

The County works with other stakeholders, including the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, in 
various ways to manage the function and health of  its watersheds. In 1975, the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Regional Board) adopted two basin plans: one for the Santa Clara Basin 
and another for the Los Angeles Basin. In 1994, these plans were adopted and consolidated into the current 
Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). Since 1994, numerous amendments 
have been made to the 1994 Basin Plan. The Basin Plan is currently undergoing another comprehensive 
update to reflect these amendments and to provide more current information on the Los Angeles Regional 
Board’s programs. The Basin Plans designate beneficial uses for inland and coastal surface waters, establish 
water quality objectives and implementation programs and policies to protect those uses. 

Page 5.4-105, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

 Policy C/NR 3.3: Restore upland communities and significant riparian resources, such as degraded 
streams, rivers, and wetlands to maintain ecological function—acknowledging the importance of  
incrementally restoring ecosystem values when complete restoration is not feasible. 

Page 5.8-15, Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Page 5.14-9, Section 5.14, Public Services, are 
hereby modified as follows: 

 Policy S 3.7: Consider siting Site and design for developments located within FHSZs, such as particularly 
in areas located near ridgelines and on hilltops, in a sensitive manner to reduce the wildfire risk. 
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Page 5.9-18, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, is hereby modified as follows: 

An emerging contaminant of  concern is hexavalent chromium or chromium-6. Chromium-6 can occur 
naturally in the environment from the erosion of  natural chromium deposits, but can also be produced by 
industrial processes where it is used for chrome plating, dyes and pigments, and leather and wood 
preservation. This element has been known to cause cancer when inhaled and has also been linked to cancer 
when ingested. California has proposed an MCL of  10 ppb. Twelve wells belonging to various agencies within 
the southern portion of  the Antelope Valley have tested in excess of  this proposed MCL within the last 
10 years; these wells require continued monitoring (AVEKWA 2012). 

Additional constituents of  concern (COCs) have been identified in the Draft Antelope Valley Salt and 
Nutrient Management Plan (SNMP) These COCs include boron, chloride, fluoride, nitrate, and total 
dissolved solids (TDS).13

13 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 2013, June. Draft Salt and Nutrient Management Plan for the Antelope Valley. 

Page 5.10-12, Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, is hereby modified as follows: 

Although there are few unincorporated areas in the Westside Planning Area, they are widely dispersed and 
contain a diverse range of  land uses. The largest unincorporated area in the Planning Area is located at it 
southern boundary, directly south of  the City of  Culver City. Commonly referred to as the Baldwin Hills, it is 
centered on the recreational uses of  Kenneth Hahn State Recreational Area and includes the communities of  
Ladera Heights and Viewpark/Windsor Hills. Ladera Heights and Viewpark/Windsor Hills consist primarily 
of  single-family residential uses. However, commercial and multifamily residential uses are oriented along 
Slauson Avenue and the major arterial connecting it and downtown Inglewood to the south. Major 
institutional uses are located in the northwest portion of  the Baldwin Hills: Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery 
and West Los Angeles College. Approximately one mile to the west, a small unincorporated island includes 
single family and public uses. Also included in the Westside Planning Area is the Inglewood Oil Field covering 
approximately 1,000 acres, making it one of  the largest contiguous urban oil fields in the United States. 

Pages 5.14-16 and 5.14-17, Section 5.14, Public Services, are hereby modified as follows: 

The majority of  new development pursuant to the Proposed Project would occur in the Santa Clarita Valley 
and Antelope Valley Planning Areas (82 percent of  future housing units). As described above, a mitigation fee 
has been adopted for the Santa Clarita Valley to fund capital improvements for law enforcement, and no 
significant impacts are anticipated. Currently, no mitigation fee has been adopted for the Antelope Valley 
Planning Area, which is expected to grow by approximately one million residents. However, tax revenues 
generated by new land uses in the Antelope Valley are anticipated to grow proportionally to the need for law 
enforcement services generated in that Planning Area. As described above, a portion of  such General Fund 
revenues are allocated for Sheriff ’s services. This is considered a potentially significant impact without 
mitigation. Potential impacts in the remaining Planning Areas are not anticipated to be significant because of  
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they are largely built out, with limited potential for growth. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement services 
are anticipated to be less than significant. 

Pages 5.14-17 and 5.14-18, Section 5.14, Public Services, are hereby modified as follows: 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE BEFORE MITIGATION 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.14-2 Currently no mitigation fee has been adopted for the Antelope Valley Planning 
Area, which is a high growth area. This is considered a potentially significant impact. Upon 
implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following 
impacts would be less than significant: 5.14-2.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 5.14-2 

PS-4 Prior to adoption of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan, the County shall identify an 
implementation program to ensure adequate funding is available to provide law enforcement 
services within the Antelope Valley Planning Area. The funding mechanism must provide 
sufficient revenue to pay for land acquisition, engineering, construction, installation, 
purchasing, or any other direct costs for capital law enforcement facilities and equipment 
needed to serve the new development in the Antelope Valley Planning Area. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Compliance with existing regulatory programs would reduce potential impacts to law enforcement to a level 
that is less than significant. The mitigation measures identified above would reduce potential impacts 
associated with law enforcement to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts relating to law enforcement services remain. 

Page 5.16-19, Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, is hereby modified as follows: 

 Policy M 5.1: Facilitate transit-oriented land uses and pedestrian-oriented design, particularly in the first-
last mile connections, to transit to encourage transit ridership. 
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Page 5.16-82 and 5.16-83, Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, are hereby modified as follows (note that 
Mitigation Measure T-4 is now Mitigation Measure T-5 and that Mitigation Measure T-5 is now Mitigation 
Measure T-6):  

T-4 The County of  Los Angeles shall continue to secure the funding needed to implement the 
future planned improvements within the Project Area. A variety of  funding sources shall be 
explored, such as Metro’s CMP Fee Program as described under T-3, Metro Call for Project 
funds, and federal and state grant opportunities. If  the CMP fee program is not adopted by 
Metro and the County of  Los Angeles, other funding sources for regional transportation 
needs in the Project Area, including Caltrans facilities, shall be pursued such as a potential 
North County Development Impact Fee Program, development agreements for large 
projects, and/or mitigation agreements between future applicants and Caltrans for projects 
that impact Caltrans facilities. 

T-45 The County shall work with Caltrans as they prepare plans to add additional lanes or 
complete other improvements to various freeways within and adjacent to unincorporated 
areas. This includes adding or extending mixed flow general purpose lanes, adding or 
extending existing HOV lanes, adding Express Lanes (high occupancy toll lanes), 
incorporating truck climbing lanes, improving interchanges and other freeway related 
improvements. 

T-56 The County shall require traffic engineering firms retained to prepare traffic impact studies 
for future development projects to consult with Caltrans, when a development proposal 
meets the requirements of  statewide, regional, or areawide significance per CEQA 
Guidelines §15206(b). When preparing traffic impact studies, the most up to date Guide for 
the Preparation of  Traffic Impact Studies from Caltrans shall be followed. Proposed 
developments meeting the criteria of  statewide, regional or areawide include: 

 Proposed residential developments of  more than 500 dwelling units

 Proposed shopping centers or business establishments employing more than
1,000 persons or encompassing more than 500,000 square feet of  floor space.

 Proposed commercial office buildings employing more than 1,000 persons or
encompassing more than 250,000 square feet of  floor space

 Proposed hotel/motel developments of  more than 500 rooms

When the CEQA criteria of  regional significance are not met, Caltrans recommends 
transportation engineers and/or city representatives that Project Applicants consult with 
Caltrans when a proposed development includes the following characteristics: 

 All proposed developments that have the potential to cause a significant impact to state
facilities (right-of-way, intersections, interchanges, etc.) and when required mitigation
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improvements are proposed in the initial study. Mitigation concurrence should be 
obtained from Caltrans as early as possible. 

 Any development that assigns 50 or more trips (passenger car equivalent trips) during 
peak hours to a state highway (freeways). 

 Any development that assigns 10 or more trips (passenger car equivalent trips) during 
peak hours to an off-ramp. On/off-ramps that are very close to each other in which the 
project trips may cause congestion on the left-turn lane storage to the on-ramp. 

 Any development located adjacent to or within 100 feet of  a state highway facility and 
may require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. (Exceptions: additions to single family 
homes or 10 residential units of  or less). 

 When the County it cannot be determined determine whether or not Caltrans will 
expect a traffic impact analysis pursuant to CEQA. 

Page 5.17-19, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act states that every urban water supplier that provides water to 
3,000 or more customers or provides over 3,000 acre-feet (af) of  water annually should make every effort to 
ensure the appropriate level of  reliability in its water service to meet the needs of  its various categories of  
customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Both SB 610 and SB 221 identify the urban water 
management plan (UWMP) as a planning document that can be used by a water supplier to meet the 
standards in both statutes. Thorough and complete UWMPs are foundations for water suppliers to fulfill the 
specific requirements of  these two statutes, and they are important source documents for cities and counties 
as they update their general plans. Conversely, general plans are source documents as water suppliers update 
the UWMPs. These planning documents are linked, and their accuracy and usefulness are interdependent 
(DWR 2008). 

State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy 

The purpose of  the Recycled Water Policy is to increase the use of  recycled water from municipal wastewater 
sources that meets the definition in Water Code Section 13050(n), in a manner that implements state and 
federal water quality laws. When used in compliance with the Recycled Water Policy, water recycling criteria in 
Title 22 of  the California Code of  Regulations, and all applicable state and federal water quality laws, the State 
Water Board finds that recycled water is safe for the approved uses. The State Water Board strongly supports 
recycled water as a safe alternative to potable water for such approved uses. 
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3.3 ADDITIONAL DEIR REVISIONS 
The following text has been revised to update information or correct errors. 

Table 1-4, Page 1-39, Section 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified as follows: 

Impact 5.9-5: Implementation of 
the Proposed Project could place 
housing within 100 year flood 
hazard areas. 

Potentially Significant 
Less than significant. 

HYD-1 Prior to approval of a tentative 
map, future project applicants/developers 
shall provide proof to the Department of 
Public Works that all structures are located 
outside the 100-year floodplain. No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Less Than Significant 

Table 1-4, Page 1-42, Section 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified as follows: 

Impact 5.13-1: The Proposed 
Project would directly result in 
population growth in the Project 
Area 

Potentially Significant 
Less Than Significant 

PH–1 Prior to adoption of the 
Antelope Valley Area Plan Update, the 
County shall identify land use changes to 
achieve a minimum jobs-housing ratio of 
1.3 for the Antelope Valley Planning Area. 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Less Than Significant 

Table 1-4, Page 1-43, Section 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified as follows: 

Impact 5.14-2: Buildout of the 
Proposed Project would 
introduce new structures, 
residents and employees into the 
LASD service boundaries, 
thereby increasing the 
requirement for law enforcement 
facilities and personnel. 

Potentially Significant 
Less than significant. 

PS–4 Prior to adoption of the 
Antelope Valley Area Plan, the County 
shall identify an implementation program to 
ensure adequate funding is available to 
provide law enforcement services within 
the Antelope Valley Planning Area. The 
funding mechanism must provide sufficient 
revenue to pay for land acquisition, 
engineering, construction, installation, 
purchasing, or any other direct costs for 
capital law enforcement facilities and 
equipment needed to serve the new 
development in the Antelope Valley 
Planning Area. No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Less Than Significant 

Page 5.1-23, Section 5.1, Aesthetics, is hereby modified as follows: 

Growth anticipated during the planning period of  the Proposed General Plan Update would have the 
potential to affect the visual character and quality of  the Project Area and its surroundings. As shown in 
Table 3-7, Summary of  Existing and Projected Units, Population, Employment and Jobs/Housing Ratios by Planning Area, 
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buildout of  the Proposed Project is anticipated to increase the number of  units in the Project Area 
from 300,478 to 668,910 659,409, an increase of  368,432 358,931 units at buildout. Additionally, some of  the 
guiding principles of  the Proposed Project advocate the use of  Smart Growth development strategies—
which aim to create compact, walkable, and transit-oriented communities—as well as excellence in 
environmental resource management. Part of  the way that the Proposed Project seeks to adhere to these 
principles is by encouraging more compact development patterns, including infill development in areas with 
existing infrastructure and access to transit, rather than continuing historical sprawling land use patterns. To 
complement this key goal, the Proposed Project would create TODs. Figure 5.1-3, Transit Oriented Districts 
Policy Map, shows the location of  the TODs established in the Proposed Project. 

Page 5.3-31, Section 5.3, Air Quality, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified as 
follows: 

Impact 5.3-4: Buildout of the Proposed Project could result in new source sources of criteria air pollutant 
emissions and/or toxic air contaminants proximate to existing or planned sensitive 
receptors. [Threshold AQ-4] 

Page 5.4-123, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, are hereby 
modified as follows: 

BIO–1 Biological resources shall be analyzed on a project-specific level by a qualified biological 
consultant. A general survey shall be conducted to characterize the project site, and focused 
surveys should be conducted as necessary to determine the presence/absence of  special-
status species (e.g., focused sensitive plant or wildlife surveys). For proposed discretionary 
projects within SEAs, a A biological resources assessment report shall be prepared to 
characterize the biological resources on-site, analyze project-specific impacts to biological 
resources, and propose appropriate mitigation measures to offset those impacts. The report 
shall include site location, literature sources, methodology, timing of  surveys, vegetation 
map, site photographs, and descriptions of  biological resources on-site (e.g., observed and 
detected species as well as an analysis of  those species with potential to occur onsite). 

Pages 5.5-23 and 5.5-24, Section 5.5, Cultural Resources, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, are 
hereby modified as follows: 

CUL-4 Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit, applicants shall provide written evidence to the 
County of  Los Angles that a County-certified archaeologist has been retained to observe 
grading activities greater than six feet in depth and salvage and catalogue archaeological 
resources as necessary. The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall 
establish procedures for archaeological resource surveillance, and shall establish, in 
cooperation with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to 
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of  the artifacts as appropriate.  
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If  the archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeological observer shall 
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant, for exploration 
and/or salvage. Prior to the release of  the grading bond the applicant shall obtain approval 
of  the archaeologist’s follow-up report from the County. The report shall include the period 
of  inspection, an analysis of  any artifacts found and the present repository of  the artifacts. 
Applicant shall prepare excavated material to the point of  identification.  

Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of  Los Angeles, 
or its designee, on a first refusal basis. These actions, as well as final mitigation and 
disposition of  the resources, shall be subject to the approval of  the County. Applicant shall 
pay curatorial fees if  an applicable fee program has been adopted by the Board of  
Supervisors, and such fee program is in effect at the time of  presentation of  the materials to 
the County or its designee, all in a manner meeting the approval of  the County.  

Unanticipated discoveries shall be evaluated for significance by a County-certified 
archaeologist. If  the archaeological resources are found to be significant, then the project 
shall be required to perform data recovery, professional identification, radiocarbon dates as 
applicable, and other special studies; submit materials to the County of  Los Angeles, or its 
designee, on a first refusal basis California State University Fullerton; and provide a 
comprehensive final report including appropriate records for the California Department of  
Parks and Recreation (Building, Structure, and Object Record; Archaeological Site Record; or 
District Record, as applicable). 

CUL-5 Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit, applicants shall provide written evidence to the 
County of  Los Angles that a County-certified paleontologist has been retained to observe 
grading activities greater than six feet in depth and salvage and catalogue paleontological 
resources as necessary. The paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall 
establish procedures for paleontologist resource surveillance, and shall establish, in 
cooperation with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to 
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of  the artifacts as appropriate.  

If  the paleontological resources are found to be significant, the paleontologist observer shall 
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant, for exploration 
and/or salvage. Prior to the release of  the grading bond the applicant shall obtain approval 
of  the paleontologist’s follow-up report from the County. The report shall include the period 
of  inspection, an analysis of  any artifacts found and the present repository of  the artifacts. 
Applicant shall prepare excavated material to the point of  identification.  

Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of  Los Angeles, 
or its designee, on a first refusal basis. These actions, as well as final mitigation and 
disposition of  the resources, shall be subject to the approval of  the County. Applicant shall 
pay curatorial fees if  an applicable fee program has been adopted by the Board of  
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Supervisors, and such fee program is in effect at the time of  presentation of  the materials to 
the County or its designee, all in a manner meeting the approval of  the County.  

Unanticipated discoveries shall be evaluated for significance by a County-certified a 
paleontologist. If  the paleontological resources are found to be significant, then the project 
shall be required to perform data recovery, professional identification, radiocarbon dates as 
applicable, and other special studies; submit materials to the County of  Los Angeles, or its 
designee, on a first refusal basis, California State University Fullerton; and provide a 
comprehensive final report including appropriate records for the California Department of  
Parks and Recreation.  

Page 5.9-43, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, is hereby modified as follows: 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impacts 
would be less than significant: 5.9-1, 5.9-2, 5.9-3, 5.9-4, 5.9-5, 5.9-6, and 5.9-7. 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.9-5 Buildout of  the Proposed Project would place housing or structures that would
redirect flood flows in 100-year flood zones (Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan only). 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 

HYD-1 Prior to approval of  a tentative map, future project applicants/developers shall provide 
proof  to the Department of  Public Works that all structures are located outside the 100-year 
floodplain. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Compliance with existing regulatory programs and the mitigation measure identified above would reduce 
potential impacts to hydrology and water quality to a level that is less than significant. 

Page 5.11-46, Section 5.11, Mineral Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

Conclusion 

Many smaller oil fields in Los Angeles Count have become inaccessible due to urban development. Buildout 
of  the Proposed Project, which is anticipated to involve the development of  368,432358,931 additional 
housing units and 4 million additional square feet of  nonresidential space in the Project Area, would result in 
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development of  land above oil and natural gas reserves. This would result in reductions in availability of  fossil 
fuel reserves. 

Page 5.13-9, Section 5.13, Population and Housing, is hereby modified as follows: 

3.3.2 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be less than significant: 5.13-1 and 5.13-2. 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.13-1 As shown in Table 5.13-3, the Antelope Valley Planning Area goes from an existing
jobs-housing ratio of  1.29 to 0.18 at buildout, which is considered housing-rich. This would be 
considered a significant impact without mitigation. 

3.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

PH-1 Prior to adoption of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan Update, the County shall identify land 
use changes to achieve a minimum jobs-housing ratio of  1.3 for the Antelope Valley 
Planning Area. 

On November 12, 2014, the Los Angeles County Board of  Supervisors approved the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, which governs land use in the Antelope Valley Planning Area. Buildout of  the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan would result in a job-housing balance of  1.3 in the Planning Area, which is considered a healthy balance 
of  jobs and housing. Therefore, Mitigation Measure PH-1 is not required to mitigate Impact 5.13-1 to a level 
that is less than significant. 

3.3.4 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

The mitigation measure identified above would reduce p Potential impacts to population and housing to a 
level that is are less than significant. 

Pages 5.15-17 and 5.15-18, Section 5.15, Recreation, are hereby modified as follows: 

An increase in population, regardless of  location, would result in increased demand for recreational facilities, 
which has the potential to result in the deterioration of  existing facilities. Table 5.15-5, Increase in Population and 
Housing Units by Planning Area, identifies the anticipated increase in population by Planning Area under the 
Proposed Project. As shown in this table, 1,066,414 1,290,476 new residents are anticipated in the 
unincorporated areas.  
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Page 5.16-82, Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, is hereby modified as follows: 

T-3 The County shall participate with Metro, the Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
Agency CMP Agency in Los Angeles County, on a potential Congestion Mitigation Fee 
program that would replace the current CMP Debit/Credit approach. Under a countywide 
fee program, each jurisdiction, including the County, will select and build capital 
transportation projects, adopt a fee ordinance, collect fees and control revenues. A fee 
program will require a nexus analysis, and apply only to net new construction on commercial 
and industrial space and additional residential units and needs to be approved by Metro and 
the local jurisdictions. A countywide fee, if  adopted, will allow the County to mitigate the 
impacts of  development via the payment of  the transportation impact fee in lieu of  asking 
each development project for individual mitigation measures, or asking for fair share 
payments of  mitigation. The fee program would itself  constitute a “fair-share” program that 
would apply to all development (of  a certain size) within the unincorporated areas. 

Table 5.2-2, Page 5.2-4, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

Planning Area 
Prime 

Farmland 

Farmland of 
Statewide 

Importance 
Unique 

Farmland 

Subtotal: 
Prime, 

Statewide, 
Unique 

Farmland of 
Local 

Importance 
Grazing 

Land 

Subtotal: 
Local 

Importance, 
Grazing Total 

Antelope Valley 23,231 749 463 24,443 6,723 135,342 142,065 166,508 

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

1,039 181 264 1,484 130 55,222 55,352 56,836 

Santa Monica 
Mountains 

104 - 2041 3081 - - 308- 616308 

San Fernando 
Valley 

- - - - - 14,629 14,629 014.629 

Coastal Islands, East San Gabriel Valley, West San Gabriel Valley, Gateway, Metro, South Bay, and Westside 

Total 24,374 930 931 26,235 6,853 205,193 212,046 238,281 

 

General Plan Policies and Implementation Programs: 

In addition to the text revisions above, policies and implementation programs have been modified, added to, 
or removed from the General Plan Update since distribution of  the Draft EIR. Policies and programs 
referenced in the Draft EIR are hereby modified to be consistent with those identified in Appendix A to this 
Final EIR. 

General Plan Figures and Maps: 

General Plan Update figures and Land Use Policy Maps included in Appendix C to the Draft EIR have been 
modified as shown in Appendix B to this Final EIR. 




