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4. The Districts own and operate two wastewater treatment plants, the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation 
Plant (WNWRP) and the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant (SJCWRP), within the proposed project 
area. The WNWRP is located on an easement in the Whittier Narrows Flood Control Basin property, which 
is owned by the Federal Government. The SJCWRP is located on property owned by the Districts. The 
DPEIR should consider and evaluate, if necessary, any potential impacts by the WNWRP and SJCWRP on 
the proposed project. Additionally, any amendments to the General Plan or updates to the zoning map that 
arise from this project should in no way limit or alter the Districts' rights or ability to safely and efficiently 
operate and maintain the WNWRP and SJCWRP, which are vital public facilities that ensure the health and 
safety of the communities they serve. 

5. The wastewater generated by the unincorporated communities will be treated at one or more of the 
following: the San Jose Creek WRP, which is located in an unincorporated area adjacent to the City of 
Industry and has a capacity of I 00 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes an average 
wastewater flow of 60.0 mgd; the Whittier Narrows WRP, which is located in an unincorporated area near 
the City of South El Monte and has a capacity of 15 mgd and currently processes an average wastewater 
flow of 8.9 mgd; the Los Coyotes WRP, which is located in the City of Cerritos and has a capacity of 3 7 .5 
mgd and currently processes an average wastewater flow of 18.8 mgd: and/or the A.K. Warren Water 
Resource Facility (formerly known as the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant), which is located in the City 
of Carson and has a capacity of 400 mgd and currently processes an average wastewater flow of247.2 mgd. 

6. Details for any particular development within the project area should be submitted to the Districts for review 
to determine whether or not sufficient trunk sewer capacity exists to serve each project and if Districts' 
facilities will be affected by the project. This is accomplished through the Districts' Will Serve Program, 
information for which can be found on our website at Will Serve Program. 

7. In order to estimate the volume of wastewater that any particular development within the project area will 
generate, a copy of the Districts' average wastewater generation factors is available on our website at Table 
1, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use. 

8. The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee to connect facilities 
(directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or to increase the strength or quantity of 
wastewater discharged from connected facilities. This connection fee is used by the Districts for its capital 
facilities. Payment of a connection fee may be required before this project is permitted to discharge to the 
Districts' Sewerage System. For more information and a copy of the Connection Fee Information Sheet, 
go to www.lacsd.org. under Services, then Wastewater (Sewage) and select Rates & Fees. In determining 
the impact to the Sewerage System and applicable connection fees, the Districts will determine the user 
category (e.g. Condominium, Single Family Home, etc.) that best represents the actual or anticipated use 
of the parcel(s) or facilities on the parcel(s) in the development. For more specific information regarding 
the connection fee application procedure and fees, please contact the Districts' Wastewater Fee Public 
Counter at (562) 908-4288, extension 2727. 

9. In order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the capacities 
of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth forecast adopted by the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific policies included in the development 
of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into clean air plans, which are prepared by the South 
Coast and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management Districts in order to improve air quality in the South 
Coast and Mojave Desert Air Basins as mandated by the CAA. All expansions of Districts' facilities must 
be sized and service phased in a manner that will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for 
the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available 
capacity of the Districts' treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved 
growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater service but 
is to advise the developer that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels that are legally 
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permitted and to inform the developer of the currently existing capacity and any proposed expansion of the 
Districts' facilities. 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2742, or 
phorsley@lacsd.org. 

PLH:plh 

cc: S. Wang 
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Very truly yours, 

'P.,.::t~ 1104-
Patricia Horsley 
Environmental Planner 
Facilities Planning Department 
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Response to Comment C-1 
This comment is introductory in nature, identifying that the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
(Districts) received the Notice of Availability for the Project’s Draft PEIR, and states the Project is within 
the jurisdictional boundaries of Districts No. 2, 15, 16, 17 and 22. Since this comment does not raise an 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-2 
This comment states that the majority of the La Crescenta-Montrose unincorporated community is located 
out of the sphere of influence of the Districts, and until the Local Agency Formation Commission amends 
the sphere of influence, the Districts will be unable to annex the area and provide sewer service. This 
information has been noted, as the Project does not propose annexation at this time. Since this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment C-3 
This comment states that a portion of the Kinneloa Mesa unincorporated community is located outside of 
the jurisdiction of the Districts and will require annexation into District No. 16 before sewer service can 
be provided. This information has been noted, as the Project does not propose annexation at this time. 
Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-4 
This comment states that the Districts own, operate and maintain the large trunk sewers in the region, and 
at this time there are no deficiencies in the Districts’ facilities that serve the unincorporated communities. 
This information has been noted. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-5 
The Districts provide information on the two wastewater treatment plants they operate in the Project area, 
the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plan and the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant. This 
comment also states that the Draft PEIR should consider and evaluate any potential impacts of the 
wastewater treatment plants on the Project. CEQA evaluates the Project’s impact on the environment, not 
the environment’s impact on the Project. Therefore, any potential impacts the existing wastewater 
treatment plants may have on the Project have not been evaluated within the Draft PEIR. However, the 
Draft PEIR evaluated the Project’s potential impact on the wastewater treatment plants with Section 4.19, 
Utilities and Service Systems, in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, the comment states that any amendments 
to the General Plan or Zoning Map should not limit or alter the Districts’ rights or ability to operate and 
maintain these wastewater treatment plants. There are no changes occurring at either wastewater 
treatment plant locations, and the Project would not limit or alter the Districts’ rights or ability to operate 
and maintain the treatment plants.  
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Response to Comment C-6 
This comment provides information on various water reclamation plants, including the capacity and 
average rates of treatment. This information is consistent with what was analyzed within the Draft PEIR. 
Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-7 
This comment states that details for any particular development within the Project area should be 
submitted to the Districts for review to determine whether or not sufficient trunk sewer capacity exists to 
serve each project and if Districts’ facilities will be affected by the Project, and provide additional 
information on the Districts’ Will Serve Program. This information has been noted, as the Project does 
not propose any development at this time. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-8 
This comment provides resources to estimate the volume of wastewater that any particular development 
within the Project area will generate. This information has been noted, as the Project does not propose any 
development at this time. Future projects developed under the WSGVAP would be subject to subsequent 
planning and environmental review in accordance with County requirements and CEQA, which would 
evaluate future projects’ impacts on a project-by-project basis, including the estimation of wastewater. 
Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-9 
This comment provides information regarding connection fees. This information has been noted, as the 
Project does not propose any development at this time. Future projects will be required to comply and pay 
connection fees, as appropriate. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-10 
This comment states that the capacity of the Districts’ treatment facilities will be limited to levels 
associated with the approved growth identified by SCAG. This comment also states that this letter does 
not guarantee wastewater service but is to advise the developer that the Districts intend to provide this 
service up to the levels that are legally permitted. This information has been noted, as the Project does not 
propose any development at this time. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment C-11 
This comment provides contact information and serves as a conclusion to this letter. Since this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is 
required.  



To:   Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, 13th Floor 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 

Attention: Evan Sensibile 

Re:  PROJECT NAME: West San Gabriel Valley Area Plan 
PROJECT/PERMIT NUMBERS: PRJ2023-003982 
ADVANCE PLANNING CASE NO. RPPL2023005880 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. RPPL2023005884 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT: RPPL2023005882 
ZONE CHANGE NO. RPPL2023005883 
ORDINANCE NO. RPPL2024002630 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2023110351 

Dear Mr. Sensibile: 

Attached you will find my comments and objections to the above project and PEIR. I sent 
the exhibits with supporting evidence to you on Monday, August 5, 2024. 

I have a B.S. cum laude in biology from Vanderbilt University where I studied population 
biology, ecology, developmental biology and cellular biology. I also have a minor in chemistry 
including a course in organic chemistry. I graduated from George Washington Law School 
where I studied environmental law, toxic and hazardous waste, water rights and zoning law. I 
worked at Emory University in the fields of immunology and cancer markers.  

I have forwarded the source documents referenced in my objections and comments 
including portions of Dr. Mack’s text on Patterns of Malignant Disease in Los Angeles County, 
as well as the JPL Public Health Assessment that I obtained at the Superfund meeting in 
Altadena, many years ago.   

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

M. Calvert
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To: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Evan Sensibile 

From:   M. Calvert  

Date: August 4, 2024 

Re: Objections and Comments to LA County (WSGVP) Draft PEIR, dated June 2024 

These comments are written in response to the Draft PEIR, prepared by Environmental Science 
Associates (ESA) for the West San Gabriel Valley Planning Committee (“WSGVP”). I am a long-term 
resident of Altadena and I object to any and all plans, projects and/or construction whether proposed in 
the draft Plan Environmental Impact Report (“PEIR”) or not, as well as the proposed amendment of Title 
22, for the reasons discussed in this Memorandum. 

Volatile Organic Compounds in the Soil, Water and Air Pose Significant Health Risks in the West San 
Gabriel Valley (“WSGV”) 

• All of the contemplated activities (excavation, grading, dewatering, removal of soil, creation
of fugitive dust, removal of construction debris and other ground-disturbing activities) pose
an unacceptable risk to residents’ health and safety from exposure to toxic volatile
(vaporous) organic compounds in the soil and groundwater of Altadena.

• The consulting firm hired by Los Angeles County (ESA) recognized this issue in a Background
Brief, dated December 2023: “Four major superfund sites are found within the WSGV and
soil contamination from underground storage tanks is dispersed throughout the area.”
(Emphasis provided). ESA Task B1 Background Brief at page 68.

• The Jet Propulsion Lab, located at Hahamonga Watershed near Altadena and La Canada
Flintridge, is one of these four Superfund sites and has been designated as a National
Priorities Site or one that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) deems to be most in
need of clean-up due to risks to the public health and safety. (CERCLIS CA 9800013030,
August 5, 1999).

• For fifteen years, from 1945-1960, toxic liquid and solid wastes were disposed into
forty seepage pits and waste pits at the current site of JPL. (Supra at page 3).

• As a result, volatile organic compounds (VOC’s) were released into the soil and
water. (Supra at page 1).

• These VOC’s traveled in an underground plume to drinking water wells in Altadena
and Pasadena. (Supra at page 4).

• By 1980, two VOC’s (carbon tetrachloride and trichloroethylene) were identified in
wells by the City of Pasadena. (Supra at page 4).

• Carbon tetrachloride may cause liver problems and increase the risk of cancer. [EPA
list of drinking water contaminants and maximum contaminant levels (MCL’s)].

• Trichloroethylene may cause liver problems and increase the risk of cancer. [EPA list
of drinking water contaminants and maximum contaminant levels (MCL’s)].

• The groundwater plume can change direction and even reverse for short periods of
time. (CERCLIS CA 9800013030, August 5, 1999, at page 12).

• Around 1980, VOC’s were also detected in the wells of Lincoln Water, located in
Altadena. (Supra at page 4)

• When the contaminant concentration exceeded drinking water standards in 1985,
Pasadena closed two wells. (Supra at page 4)
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• When the contaminant concentration exceeded drinking water standards in 1987,
Lincoln Avenue (in Altadena) closed two wells. (Supra at page 4)

• When the contaminant concentration continued to exceed drinking water standards in
1989, Pasadena closed another two wells. (Supra at page 4)

• This was wide-spread contamination by the underground plume.
• In 1992, the EPA identified other VOC contaminants at the JPL/Hahamonga site: 1,1-

dichloroethane and tetrachloroethylene. (Supra at page 4)
• 1,1 dichloroethane and1,2 dichloroethane are associated with an increased risk of

cancer and 1,1 dichloroethylene is associated with liver problems). [EPA list of
drinking water contaminants and maximum contaminant levels (MCL’s)].

• Tetrachloroethylene is associated with increased risk of cancer and liver problems.
[EPA list of drinking water contaminants and maximum contaminant levels
(MCL’s)].

• A total of six Raymond Water Basin purveyors operate wells within four miles of the
JPL/Hahamonga site. These include Rubio Canyon, Los Flores and Lincoln Avenue
Water.  The cities of Alhambra, Arcadia, La Canada-Flintridge, San Marino and
Sierra Madre also received water from the Raymond Basin. (CERCLIS CA 9800013030,
August 5, 1999, at page 8).

• This Raymond Groundwater Basin extends about 41 square miles. (PEIR at page
4.10-5)

• Groundwater extraction accounts for nearly one-third of the water usage in the
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. (ESA Task B1 Background Brief at
page 68, referencing LACounty Planning 2022a).

• VOC’s can be easily vaporized or become gaseous. (CERCLIS CA 9800013030, August
5, 1999, at Appendix A-7).

• Routes for exposure can be inhalation, ingestion or by skin contact. (Supra at page A-
7).

• Since the VOC’s are in the soil and water of Altadena’s area, activities that create
disruption cause release into the air.

o Take, for example, “pre-watering and de-watering” discussed in the PEIR. (At
page 4.3-32 to 4.3-33; page 4.7-11; page 4.7-17; and page 4.9-17).

o VOC-contaminated water can evaporate into the air creating a toxic
environment for humans.

• The WSGVP’s PEIR recognizes that soils can contain toxic contaminants that are
released through particle emissions. (PEIR at page 4.3-53)

• In its background brief, the ESA firm, hired by the County, stated that the cancer rate
in Altadena was 6%, or above average. This means that 2,559 of Altadena’s current
residents (42,658) have had cancer diagnoses.

• In 2004, Dr. Thomas Mack, Norris Cancer Center, analyzed cancer surveillance data
from ten million people in Los Angeles County over a twenty-six (26) year period.
Elsevier Academic Press published the first edition in 2004, entitled Cancers in the
Urban Environment, Patterns of Malignant Disease in Los Angeles County and its
Neighborhoods. Dr. Mack identified census tracts at high risk and adjusted for social
class. There were at least six instances of nonrandom distribution that did not

D-5
cont.

D-6

D-7

D-8

D-9

D-10

D-11



3 

conform to the pattern that would have been predicted by available knowledge. 
(Mack at page 645) 

• The identified nonrandom cancers included oropharyngeal carcinoma, small cell
carcinoma and adenocarcinoma of the lung, papillary carcinoma of the thyroid,
squamous carcinoma of the bladder and diffuse mixed B-cell non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma. (Mack at page 645):

o For oropharyngeal carcinoma, there was a cancer cluster of female patients in
Altadena and another cluster of males in Pasadena. (Mack at page 55).

o For salivary gland malignancies, there was a cancer cluster of males in
Altadena. (Mack at page 62).

o For carcinoma of the larynx, there were cancer clusters of males in Pasadena
and Altadena. (Mack at page 167)

o For small cell carcinoma of the lung, there was a cancer cluster of males in
Altadena. (Mack at page 197)

o For adenocarcinoma of the lung and bronchi, there was a cancer cluster of
females in La Canada Flintridge. (Mack at page 205)

o For osteosarcoma, there was a cancer cluster of females in Altadena. (Mack at
page 261-262)

o For squamous carcinoma of the bladder, there was a cancer cluster of males
near the Glendale and Altadena area. (Mack at page 352).

o For brain malignancies (gliomas), there was a cancer cluster of females in
Altadena. (Mack at page 379)

o For papillary carcinoma of the thyroid, there was a large cancer cluster of
females in La Canada-Flintridge. (Mack at page 412)

o For nodular sclerosis Hodgkin’s lymphoma, there was a large cancer cluster of
males between Altadena and La Canada-Flintridge. (Mack at page 460)

o For diffuse mixed B-cell non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, there were two male
clusters, one in Pasadena and one in La Canada-Flintridge. (Mack at page
503).

o For chronic lymphocytic leukemia, there was a large mixed gender cluster
near La Canada-Flintridge. (Mack at 581)

o For other leukemias, there were two clusters, one for females in Altadena and
another for mixed genders in Pasadena. (Mack at page 609)

o There was also a large cluster of malignancies in older children extending
from Altadena to La Canada-Flintridge. (Mack at page 623)

o Finally, there was also a large cluster of young adult females with
malignancies in La Canada-Flintridge. (Mack at page 630)

• Future development would increase the number of residents (in Altadena) and would
potentially increase the number of people exposed to toxic contaminants. (PEIR at
page 4.9-25).

• It is reasonably foreseeable that future projects and/or natural disasters would release
hazardous materials into the environment. (PEIR at page 4.9-27).

o Although the ESA (WSGVP) adopts OSHA as its band aid fix, that is a statute
designed to protect workers. OSHA remedial measures do not reduce the
adverse impact to Altadena’s residents.
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o Although the PEIR states that the WSGVP was required to consult the EPA
National Priorities List and the EPA’s CERCLIS site, as well as archived
sites, the ESA and the WSGVP “overlooked” the hazards site at
JPL/Hahamonga Superfund site. (PEIR at page 4.9-2 to page 4.9-4).

• Although the PEIR acknowledges that VOC’s, including tetrachloroethane, may be in
the soil and groundwater throughout the Plan area and that soil vapor intrusion may
occur, the impact of VOC’s on human health and safety is not mentioned. (PEIR at
page 4.9-7, page 4.9-12, page 4.9-17)

• Construction or redevelopment on contaminated properties could potentially generate
vapors or fugitive dust containing contaminants that pose a health risk. (PEIR at page
4.9-27).

o As demonstrated in Dr. Mack’s book, above, the risk is significant and it is
not limited to “sensitive receptors,” young children, persons with disabilities
and older residents.

• The ESA (WSGVP) asserts that future projected growth would result in 25,954 new
residents, 10,874 new jobs and 16,243 new housing units. This would increase the
demand for water and pumping from groundwater wells. (PEIR at page 4.10-22).

• It is not clear how many new residents would be added to Altadena’s current
population of 43,344, as this section was conveniently omitted from the PEIR and
Appendices. Altadena is only 8.5 square miles. (PEIR at page 4.11-2)

• It is also not clear how many new housing units would be added to Altadena’s current
total of 15,334, as this section was omitted from the PEIR and Appendices. The
Regional Housing Needs Allocation assigned 4,479 new units to the entire WSGV.
(PEIR at page 4.11-8).

• Although the ESA (WSGVP) naively asserts that compliance with applicable
environmental laws would protect the public from resulting contaminant exposure,
causing serious health risks (PEIR at page 4.9-29), this is an overstatement.

o Take, for example, the history of the JPL/Hahamonga Superfund site on the
National Priorities List. Carcinogenic volatile organic chemicals were
allegedly first discovered in 1980. Almost twenty years later, the EPA and
JPL published the CERCLIS report and held the required Superfund meeting
to inform Altadena residents.

o Another resounding example of government inaction is the Stringfellow Acid
Pits in Jurupa. Toxic waste, including volatile organic compounds, spilled into
groundwater in 1972. Toxins had been spilling into the nearby creek between
1969 and 1980. Litigation related to this site lasted three decades and involved
the conviction of Rita LaVelle, then Director of Superfund, and the
resignation of Anne Gorsuch Burford, then EPA administrator. Clean-up has
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not been completed and will take five hundred (500) years. Wikipedia, 
StringfellowAcid Pits, Accessed July 28, 2024.  

• Another questionable assumption in the ESA/WSGVP’s PEIR is the use of the VOC
maximum contaminant or significance levels established by the SCAQMD (South
Coast Air Quality Management District). (PEIR at 4.3-34 to 3.4-35). They should
have and could have used the VOC criteria significance levels established by the EPA
for drinking water.

o Members of the AQMD are drawn from businesses (both small and large),
labor organizations, law firms, the chamber of commerce, community
environmental organizations and some government agencies. Other than JPL,
discussed above, the member roster does not appear to include persons having
scientific-based knowledge. AQMD.gov/home. See AQMD advisory group
board, September 2023-September 2027, accessed July 27, 2024.

o The SCAQMD has arbitrarily determined the cancer burden without
supporting empirical evidence, such as Dr. Mack’s surveillance data,
discussed above. (PEIR at page 4.3-37)

o Additionally, for criteria pollutants, the SCAQMD has used dated thresholds
from 1993. (PEIR at page 4.3-43)

o The SCAQMD has also utilized an unsupported assumption that construction
impacts are temporary. (PEIR 4.3-35). As demonstrated above, the health
impacts are far from temporary.

• The WSGVP’s PEIR marginalizes significant health risks from VOC’s. Despite the
known health risks of VOC’s, the WSGVP states that it would like to use recycled
water for landscape irrigation in County parks. (PEIR at page 4.3-31).

• Although the PEIR states a concern for water quality and aquatic resources, it allows
project developers to simply purchase credits, in lieu of remediation, at an approved
mitigation bank. (PEIR at page 4.4-34).

• Although there is a process for monitoring pollutant discharges, this process lies
squarely in the hands of the developer or contractor under the Construction General
Permit. (PEIR at pages 4.17-16 to 4.7-17). This questionable process seems to have
little oversight by governmental authorities.

Voltile Organic Compounds Combine with Nitrogen Oxide to Form Ozone, A Greenhouse 
Gas, That Causes Known and Significant Health Risks in the WSGV  

• When VOC’s are released into the air, they combine with nitrogen oxides to form
ozone. (PEIR at page 4.3-2 to 4.3-3). Ozone is a greenhouse gas and one that causes
increased temperatures on Earth. Wikipedia, Greenhouse Gas, Accessed 7/25/24.
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• Based on ambient air quality monitoring, Los Angeles County regularly exceeded the
state’s one hour and federal eight hour ozone level within the last five years. (PEIR at
page 4.3-9). This is considered extreme “non-attainment” in the PEIR. (Page 4.3-36)

• Ozone is a criteria pollutant and one which can lead to the following medical
problems:

Breathing problems, such as asthma, emphysema and chronic bronchitis; 

Inflammation and damage to airways;  

Aggravation of lung diseases; 

Susceptibility to lung infections; 

Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and  

Permanent lung damage. (PEIR at page 4.3-2 to 4.3-3). 

• Ozone (made by the combination of VOC’s and nitrogen oxide, as noted in the
WSGVP PEIR) creates risk to human health, particularly in older adults, children and
outdoor workers (“sensitive receptors”). (PEIR at page 4.3-2 to 4.3-3).

o Altadena has 19.5% residents aged sixty-five and older. (ESA Background
Brief).

The WSGVP’s PEIR Contemplates the Release of Both Small and Large Particulate 
Matters that Cause Known and Significant Health Risks in WSGV.    

• Projects developed under the WSGVP would involve ground-disturbing activities
during construction. (PEIR at page 4.5-24). Excavating, grading, handling, treating,
stock-piling, transferring and removing soil, construction/demolition and travel of
construction equipment may cause “fugitive dust emissions.” (PEIR at page 4.3-22 to
4.3-24).

o The topography of the San Gabriel Mountains rising to the north of Altadena
is conducive to trapping of pollutants in the foothill communities.

Emissions may be downwind of sensitive receptors. One option is to cease all
activities. (PEIR at page 4.3-22 to 4.3-24).

• Particulate matter (PM 10 micrometers and PM 2.5 micrometers) may be inhaled by
residents.

• Particulate matter (PM 10 and PM 2.5) is deposited into the lungs and can cause
tissue damage and lung inflammation. (PEIR page 4.3-5).

• PM 10 particles include dust from construction sites and landfills.
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Despite the known risks from release of particulates, the WSGVP wants to recycle 
construction and demolition debris from construction sites. (PEIR at page 4.3-31) 

• Sources of PM 2.5 particles arise from combustion of gasoline, oil and diesel.

o Bulldozers, loaders, backhoes, cranes, excavators, forklifts and haul trucks are
frequently diesel powered and emit criteria air pollution. (PEIR at page 4.3-
15, page 4.3-32).

o Although idling at construction sites is purportedly limited to five minutes, the
equipment fleet has not been fully replaced by new emissions-controlled
fleets. (PEIR at page 4.3-15 to page 4.3-16)

• Based on ambient air quality monitoring, Los Angeles County regularly exceeded the
state and federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards within the last five years. (PEIR at page
4.3-9).  This is considered “non-attainment” status. (PEIR at page 4.3-42 to page 4.3-
43)

The Scope of the WSGVP is Very Large, Impacting Many Residents, Many of Whom Did 
Not Receive Notice From Los Angeles County’s Department of Regional Planning. 

• The scope of the proposed Plan is very large, impacting many residents and areas of
Los Angeles County, including Altadena.

• Most residents did not receive notice of the NOP or scoping in November-December
2023. This author received no notice until Spring 2024.

• In Spring 2024, a few residents attended the meeting at the Altadena library, and two
subsequent Zoom meetings. The initial meeting was cast as proposed “administrative
corrections” of zoning to reflect how properties were actually being utilized in
Altadena.

• At the Altadena library meeting, residents were asked to complete a forced choice
survey to rank their preferences. Question No. 7 asked residents to rank what they
would like to see more of in their community. Question No. 9 asked residents to rank
the issues they would like to see “managed” in their community. Question 12 asked
residents to select the “housing types” that could fit into their community.

Many of these questions were economically divisive, pitting citizens of West 
Altadena against those in East Altadena. This perpetrated a historical racial and 
socio-economic division within Altadena.  

The survey had few open-ended questions on whether residents were satisfied 
with their community and whether they wanted additional development. 

In the survey, there was no explanation of the broad intended scope of the 
WSGVP. 
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At the Altadena library meeting, the development maps were taped to the wall, had 
glare and could not be seen at eye level. Even the smaller paper maps placed on the 
tables were not fully legible in terms of streets. 

• When the draft PEIR was released in June 2024, most residents were on summer
vacations. By including boilerplate recitation of laws and regulations (without much
discussion of applicability to the facts), the WSGVP has made the PEIR into eight
hundred, ten (810) pages. The sheer length of the PEIR imposes an impediment to
transparency.

• Although the WSGVP PEIR references the County General Plan, by incorporation,
the author did not receive notice of the EIR for the County General Plan and cannot
compare the two documents.

• When the WSGVP ultimately sent post cards, with QR codes, to each resident, the
post card did not inform residents of the extent of the plan, or projects, with the dates
of hearings and matters to be addressed. It was purposefully designed to look like a
throw-away piece of mail. Most residents do not know what the County envisions for
their community. Many residents and businesses believed that the development was
limited to the former location of Webster’s Pharmacy.

Altadena is Unique in Several Important Ways. In the Spirit of Self-Determination, 
Altadena Should Keep Its Own Community Standards (“CSD’s”)   

• In June 2024, the draft PEIR laid out the vast extent of the development plan and used
a process called “tiering.” The process of “tiering,” or assuming that all
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles are the same in enough ways that they should be
included within the rubric of one single Plan, the WSGVP, is not well-taken.

• After the WSGVP PEIR was drafted, the San Gabriel Mountains were designated as a
federal National Monument. The foothills in Altadena are immediately south of, and
directly abut, this National Monument. The WSGVP’s PEIR does not consider the
designation.

• A stated goal of the WSGVP is to reduce wildfire hazards and to preserve biological
resources by decreasing density in areas adjacent to natural resources. (PEIR at page
4.7-19). Altadena is directly adjacent to the natural resources in the San Gabriel
Mountains. Density should not be increased by any new development in Altadena.

• The San Gabriel Mountains’ designation causes more traffic in Altadena’s limited
north-south roads and increases the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT’s) beyond that
contemplated by the WSGVP’s PEIR.

• The only freeway that runs near Altadena, but not necessarily through Altadena, is the
210 Freeway. By framing the geographic area more broadly, the WSGVP has
misstated the extent of freeway access.

D-42
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To access Altadena for evacuation purposes, there are no north-south “highways.” 
However, there are several secondary roads, running north-south: Lake, Allen, 
Hill, Lincoln, Los Robles, Altadena Drive and Fair Oaks. Many of these roads 
have traffic choke-points due to drive-through establishments and commercial 
build-out near Pasadena. 

The other unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County have more freeway 
access: the 60 Freeway, the 10 Freeway, the 605 Freeway, the 2 Freeway, the 5 
Freeway and the 105 Freeway. These are the more reasonable choices for new 
growth.   

• The hilly topography of Altadena is not conducive to walking, riding bicycles or razor
scooters unless one plans a one-way trip, downhill. The buses that run from the Lake
Avenue Metro Station are infrequent and take a long time.

• In Altadena, there are “areas with underlying materials that include undocumented
fills, soft compressible deposits or loose debris that could be inadequate to support
development” especially of multi-story buildings. (PEIR at page 4.7-25). This is
another reason to keep height and set-back limits in Altadena’s own CSD.

• Altadena is an historic area that should be preserved. More than one hundred and
ninety (190) homes in Altadena were built in Jane’s Village between 1924 and 1926.
There are eighty (80) additional Jane’s homes outside the Village area and in
Altadena.

A Jane’s home could be purchased for as little as $ 7,950-$11,000 with as little as 
$ 500 down payment and monthly payments of only $100.  

The Jane’s homes are recognized in the PEIR as “Altadena Heritage” homes but 
dismissively referred to as having no “legally binding” protection. (PEIR at page 
4.5-8)     

• The WSGVP would like to take Altadena’s Community Standards (“CSD”) and fold
it into a “one-size fits all” area Plan or PASD, despite the differences between
Altadena and the other three unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. (PEIR at
page 4.4-31).

• “Local land use plans and policies… are not required to be consistent with either the
Regional Transportation Plan or the Sustainable Communities Strategy.” (PEIR at
page 4.6-9). Altadena should keep its self-determined CSD.

///

///
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What is the Extent of Development and Displacement Contemplated by the WSGVP for 
Altadena’s 8.5 Square Miles? 

• Superficially, the WSGVP wants to increase “development” intensity along
commercial corridors and in “select” areas near commercial corridors and transit with
low existing residential density. (PEIR at page 4.3-32)

• The WSGVP wants to concentrate growth within one mile from major transit stops,
one-half mile from high quality transit corridors and one quarter mile from
commercial corridors and commercial areas where there is access to existing or
proposed transit. (PEIR at page 4.11-16)

To change the growth pattern, all the planners have to do is propose new transit in 
an area of Altadena.  

• The WSGVP wants to increase population density over and beyond that contemplated
by the Regional Housing Element Regional Allocation. (PEIR at page 5-39).

• The WSGVP contemplates infill development and re-development on “underutilized”
sites, as well as “adaptive reuse” of “underutilized structures,”  “appropriate
residential density” along transit corridors, “encouragement of sustainable
subdivisions” and “acquisition” of resource-sensitive lands. (PEIR at page 4.3-29 to
page 4.3-30; page 4.4-25).

If we look at the context of “appropriate residential density,” the WSGVP 
disfavors existing single family homes in Altadena (referred to as “aging stock”) 
and favors mixed use, multi-story residences that concededly block scenic views 
and full enjoyment of a National Monument, the San Gabriel Mountains. 

• The WSGVP PEIR states that they want to utilize anti-displacement measures, so
“existing community members can remain in …their neighborhoods, while accepting
new residents through more compact, mixed use development.” (PEIR at page 4.8-
36).

The WSGVP has identified no site(s) for new residents and no sites for multi-
density complexes. Vulnerable elderly people, people of color and people with 
limited economic means would be systemically displaced from their homes. See, 
for example, the historic seizure of Chavez Ravine in Los Angeles or the large 
scale razing of homes in Capetown, South Africa. 

In Altadena, 19.5% of residents are 65 years or older and 74% of all residents are 
home owners. Many residents are retired, living on fixed income. If these home 
owners had to transition to rentals in Altadena, they would likely have to pay 
more than their mortgage. Currently, the average rental in Altadena is $ 1,626.  
(ESA Background Brief). 
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“Relocation assistance” is not adequate to compensate the susceptible 
elderly for the disruption and health risks near the end of life.   

Displacement of elderly people also imposes a burden on inter-
generational transfer of wealth in Altadena, a neighborhood that was 
historically favored by African-Americans.  

Vulnerable older individuals in R-1 housing would be disfavored to the advantage 
of younger residents with families. Younger newlyweds and families resent not 
being able to buy a home. Older residents just want to live their lives in peace, 
without the noise and nuisance of nearby construction. The WSGVP creates 
division.  

Although there are needs for affordable housing, builders would not be required 
to offer affordable housing in Altadena. Mr. Drevno, one of the planners, stated 
that all units could be offered at market rates in Altadena. The background brief 
prepared by the ESA consulting firm also stated that Altadena was not eligible for 
market incentives due to the residents’ higher income.  

The WSGVP’s PEIR is Defective Due to Vagueness, Inconsistencies and Omissions of 
Significant Impacts on Human Health and Safety. 

• The WSGVP does not propose any site-specific development because “specific
location, timing and type of future projects proposed to be developed are unknown,”
detailed analysis would be speculative and beyond the scope of this PEIR. (PEIR at
page 4.3-32, page 4.3-46, page 4.4-20, page 4.7-19).

• Although the PEIR acknowledges a potential increase in cancer, acute or chronic risk
from exposure to toxic air contaminants based on the nature and extent of future
projects under the WSGVP,  it states: “Since the exact nature, location and operation
of future developments are unknown”…quantification of health risks from toxic air
contaminants “would be speculative.” (PEIR at page 4.3-53, page 4.3-34).

• Although the PEIR stated that the quantification of the health risks from toxic air
contaminants is considered speculative, it also stated that the health risk is considered
significant and unavoidable. (PEIR at page 4.3-53 and page 4.3-50)

The PEIR considered only the health impact on “sensitive receptors.” (PEIR at 
page 4.3-53) 

The draft PEIR states that “construction of future projects developed under the 
Plan (WSGVP) would be consistent with AQMD.” (PEIR at page 4.3-43).  

Only one page later, the draft PEIR states “all future projects would be required to 
demonstrate compliance with air quality on a project-by-project basis.” (PEIR at 
page 4.3-45).  

D-64
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“Impacts related to criteria pollutants associated with future projects developed 
under the Plan (WSGVP) are considered significant and unavoidable. (PEIR at 
page 4.3-47).  

Fortunately, a table explains that mobile emissions, only, under the Plan 
(WSGVP) would exceed threshold for all criteria pollutants by 2045, as opposed 
to “No Project” by 2045. (PEIR at page 4.3-48).  

The WSGVP Does Not Achieve Many of its Ostensible Goals. 

• One stated goal of the WSGVP is to reduce VMT’s or vehicle miles traveled. (PEIR
at page 4.3-29). The PEIR does not achieve its goal. The total VMT’s are increased
by implementation of the WSGVP. (PEIR at page 4.6-21; page 4.8-48 to 4.8-49)

By increasing the population of residents or denominator, the WSGVP plays a 
numbers game by arguing that the VMT per service population is lower. (PEIR at 
page 4.6-21) This is disingenuous.  

• Although another stated goal of the WSGVP is to reduce greenhouse gases, the
planned construction increases ozone, a greenhouse gas.

• Construction of future projects under the WSGVP would have the potential to further
increase GHG emissions through the use of heavy duty equipment such as excavators,
cranes, forklifts and haul trucks. (PEIR at page 4.8-39)

The WSGVP increases the mobile source of GHG as opposed to the “No Project” 
alternative. (PEIR at page 4.8-48)   

• Fuel consumption, a primary source of greenhouse gas, is greater under the WSGVP
than the “No Project” alternative. (PEIR at page 4.6-20)

• The “Cap and Trade” program sets an overall limit on greenhouse gas emissions for
covered entities. It does not guarantee reductions in any discrete location or by any
source. Reductions are only guaranteed on a state-wide basis. This program allows
covered facilities to trade permits to emit GHG. (PEIR at pages 4.8-23 to 4.8-24).

o This is an easy escape for prolific polluters who use diesel-powered
bulldozers, loaders, backhoes and forklifts. (PEIR at page 4.8-25)

The WSGVP believes that Alternative # 3, Housing Element, Regional Housing Needs, Is 
the Superior Plan. (PEIR at page 5-44). 

• The WSGVP wants to cram an additional 25,954 residents into WSGV.

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan wants to add only 17,875 new 
residents into WSGV. (PEIR at page 5-31)  

• The WSGVP wants to crowd an additional 16,243 new housing units into WSGV.
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o Under the proposed PASD, there are restrictions on renovations, remodeling,
the number of windows, parking, floor area and even restoration after damage.
This is a possible deprivation of property rights without due process.

o Although the proposed Title 22 references the Lake Avenue, Mixed Use
Center at the end of this Chapter, it is missing. (Pages 136-137). In any event,
the proposed amendment previously suggested that a building in this area may
be 35-45 feet high. Again, this proposed height restricts enjoyment of the
scenic San Gabriel Mountains.

I reserve the right to further comment on the proposed amendments to Title 2 and 
Title 22 in the “Tune-Up 003 Ordinance” by September 5, 2024. Of particular 
concern, based on headings, are Numbers 9, 10, 12 and 13 in the e-mail dated July 
31, 2024.  
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Salivary Gland Malignancies 

Figure 11: Map of census tracts at high risk, adjusted for social class. 
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Carcinoma of the Larynx 

Figure 9: Map of census tracts at high risk. 
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Small Cell Carcinoma of the Lung and Bronchus 

Figure 9: Map of census tracts at high risk. 
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Adenocarcinoma of the Lung and Bronchus 

Figure 9: Map of census tracts at high risk. 
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Osteosarcoma 

Figure 9: Map of census tracts at high risk. 
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COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT-PLANNING 
CITY OF TEMPLE CITY     9701 LAS TUNAS DR.     TEMPLE CITY, CA 91780     (626) 285-2171 

August 12, 2024 

Evan Sensibile, Regional Planner 
County of LA Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, 13th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Comments for Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the West San Gabriel Valley 
(WSGV) Area Plan 

Dear Evan Sensible, 

Thank you for including the City of Temple City in the review process for the Draft Program EIR for the WSGV 
Area Plan.  Based on our review of the public review documents, the planning areas that are within close 
proximity and would potentially affect the City of Temple City are the “East Pasadena–East San Gabriel” and 
“South Monrovia Islands”.  Upon review of the proposed zoning changes for these areas, the following comments 
have been prepared for your response: 

1. Community Standards Districts. It appears that specific community development standards (also known as
“Community Standards Districts” or CSDs) were previously established exclusively for the following planning
areas: Altadena, East Pasadena – East San Gabriel, La Crescenta-Montrose, South San Gabriel, and
Chapman Woods.  As such, the Draft Area Plan Ordinance proposes to amend various sections of the CSDs
for these planning areas and area-wide development standards have been proposed that would establish
general development standards for the entire WSGV planning area.  Please confirm that this is the intention
and that the South Monrovia Islands would only need to follow the area-wide development standards.

2. Allowed Density. The East Pasadena–East San Gabriel and South Monrovia Islands areas include proposals
to re-zone properties to allow “Mixed Use Development” that would be reclassified as “MXD”.   Please confirm
what the maximum allowable density will be for the MXD zone within the East Pasadena–East San Gabriel
area and for the South Monrovia Islands area. In addition, provide an explanation on how to calculate the
allowable densities (e.g., based on lot size). Also, please provide the exact reference document(s) and
section(s) that stipulate such allowed densities.

3. Public Noticing.  For proposed projects within the East Pasadena-East San Gabriel and South Monrovia
Islands areas in the MXD zone, please confirm the type of projects that require public noticing.  Also, provide
the exact reference document(s) and section(s) that stipulate such public noticing requirements.

Your detailed response to the comments listed above is much appreciated. Should you have any questions 
regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at tbu@templecity.us or (626) 285-2171 ext. 4328.  

Thank you, 

Tony Bu, Community Development Supervisor 
CC:  Scott Reimers, Community Development Director 
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Response to Comment E-1 
This comment serves as an introduction, and notes that the unincorporated communities of East 
Pasadena–East San Gabriel the South Monrovia Islands are in proximity to the City of Temple City. Since 
this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment E-2 
This comment asks for confirmation that the East Pasadena–East San Gabriel CSD would be amended 
and that the South Monrovia Islands would only need to follow the area-wide development standards. 
Future development in East Pasadena-East San Gabriel would comply with the amended CSD and the 
area-wide development standards, while future development in South Monrovia Islands would only need 
to comply with the area-wide development standards since there is no CSD for the community. Since this 
comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment E-3 
This comment asks for confirmation as to what the maximum allowable density will be for the MXD zone 
within the East Pasadena–East San Gabriel and the South Monrovia Islands areas. The maximum 
allowable density under the MXD zone would depend on the underlying land use policy, which would 
either be MU (Mixed-Use) or CG (General Commercial). Please refer to Table 6.2, Land Use 
Designations, in the County’s General Plan Land Use Element for more information on these land use 
policy categories.3 Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment E-4 
This comment asks how to calculate allowable densities in the MXD zone, and the exact reference 
documents and sections that stipulate such allowed densities. The maximum allowable density under the 
MXD zone would depend on the underlying land use policy, which would either be MU (Mixed-Use) or 
CG (General Commercial). Please refer to Table 6.2, Land Use Designations, in the County’s General 
Plan Land Use Element for more information on these land use policy categories.4 Since this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment E-5 
This comment asks for confirmation as to which type of projects within the East Pasadena-East San 
Gabriel and South Monrovia Islands areas in the MXD zone require public noticing, and also ask for the 
exact reference documents and sections that stipulate such public noticing requirements. Future projects 
developed under the WSGVAP would be subject to subsequent planning and environmental review in 
accordance with County requirements and CEQA, which would provide public noticing on a project-by-

 
3 County of Los Angeles, 2022. County of Los Angeles General Plan 2035, last updated July 14, 2022, 

https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/GP_Chapter6_052024.pdf 
4 County of Los Angeles, 2022. County of Los Angeles General Plan 2035, last updated July 14, 2022, 

https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/GP_Chapter6_052024.pdf. 
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project basis. For uses subject to a public hearing, please refer to Section 22.222.120 of the Los Angeles 
County Planning and Zoning Code 5. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment E-6 
This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter and provides contact information. Since this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is 
required.  

 
5 County of Los Angeles, 2024, Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning Code. Last updated August 2, 2024. 

https://library.municode.com/ca/los_angeles_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT22PLZO_DIV9AD_CH22.222A
DPR_22.222.120PUHEPR 

https://library.municode.com/ca/los_angeles_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT22PLZO_DIV9AD_CH22.222ADPR_22.222.120PUHEPR
https://library.municode.com/ca/los_angeles_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT22PLZO_DIV9AD_CH22.222ADPR_22.222.120PUHEPR
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COUNTY OF Los ANGELES

ROBERT G. LUNA, SHERIF’F

August 12, 2024

Mr. Evan Sensibile, Planner
County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Community Studies East Area
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Mr. Sensibile:

WEST SAN GABRIEL VM.TEY AREA PLAN
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF

DRAFT ENVIROIVIENTAI IMPACT REPORT
BACK CHECK REVIEW COMMENTS

Thank you for inviting the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
(Department) to review and comment on the June 2024 Notice of Availability
of Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (NOA DPEIR), for the
proposed West San Gabriel Valley Area Plan (WSGVAP). The proposed
WSGVAP would be implemented in the following nine unincorporated areas of
Los Angeles County (County): Altadena, East Pasadena—East San Gabriel,
Kinneloa Mesa, La Crescenta—Montrose, San Pasqual, South Monrovia Islands,
South San Gabriel, Whittier Narrows and South El Monte Island. These nine
communities in the WSGVPIF make up approximately 23 square miles and are
primarily single-family residential, with some commercial corridors and
concentrated areas of open space.

As mentioned in the previous departmental review comments, the law
enforcement service ratio noted in the Sheriff Protection Services section of the
DPEIR (page 4.15-3 and page 4.15-22) is considered an inaccurate statement
due to continuous change in communities. The Sheriffs Department does not
have a standardized law enforcement service ratio at the present time, as
staffing needs vary significantly between Stations. The appropriate service
ratio should be based on the patrol personnel at the corresponding Sheriff
Station relative to the factors that influence these needs, including the volume

211 WEST TEMPLE STREET, Los ANGELES, CALIFORNiA 90012
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Mr. Sensibile - 2 - August 12, 2024

and nature of service calls, patrol and response times based on priority,
personnel workload, performance metrics, and the modeling of service call
patterns.

Beyond population and housing, the proposed policies for expanding
community recreation, parks, open spaces, and trails on pages 2-12 of the Area
Plan will result in the growth of daytime and evening population within the
servicing Patrol Stations and Parks Bureau. It will generate an increased
demand for law enforcement services, which have not been addressed in the
cumulative impacts.

The Department expects future environmental documents for individual
projects to be considered to describe potential impacts in order for decision-
makers to identify additional funding resources to support increased patrol
operations. The Department’s Contract Law Enforcement Bureau shall be
informed during the planning phases so that potential impacts and their cost
implications to our resources, operations, and law enforcement services may
be properly re-evaluated and amended as necessary.

For future reference, the Department provides the following updated address
and contact information for all requests for reviews comments, law
documents, and other related correspondence:

Tracey Jue, Bureau Director
Facilities Planning Bureau
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
211 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: Planning Section

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at
(323) 526-5657, or your staff may contact Ms. Yu Chun Teresa Ou of my staff,
at (323) 526-5568.

Sincerely,

ROBERT G. LTINA, SHERIFF

Tra ey Jue, Bureau Director
Facifities Planning Bureau

F-2
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Response to Comment F-1 
This comment serves as an introduction and summarizes unincorporated areas that make up the WSGV 
Planning Area. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment F-2 
This comment raises concern that the analysis contained within the Draft PEIR is based on a standardized 
law enforcement service ratio that does not exist, and states that the appropriate service ratio should be 
based on the patrol personnel at the corresponding Sheriff Station relative to many factors that influence 
these needs. The service ratio used in the Draft PEIR was established in the County’s General Plan EIR. 
However, as stated in Section 4.15, Public Services, of the Draft PEIR, “As future projects are developed 
under the WSGVAP, tax revenues from property and sales taxes would be generated and deposited in the 
County’s General Fund and the State Treasury. A portion of these revenues would be allocated to the 
LASD during the County’s annual budgeting process, as is the case in current conditions, to address 
staffing and equipment needs to serve the communities, including WSGV Planning Area. Development, 
population and law enforcement demands are all considered when determining funding, which would 
ensure that each County department has the necessary resources to provide sufficient services.” Therefore, 
as future projects facilitated by the Project are required to undergo environmental review in accordance 
with CEQA, impacts to LASD resources and operations would be identified and mitigated, as needed. 

Response to Comment F-3 
This comment claims that the increased demand on law enforcement activities from the combination of 
population with expanding parks, open spaces, and trails has not been addressed in the cumulative 
impacts. As stated in Section 4.15, Public Services, of the Draft PEIR, “Cumulative development in the 
County would incrementally increase the demand for law enforcement services to serve new population 
and development.” While the WSGVAP itself does not include any physical development, future projects 
developed under the WSGVAP could increase population growth within the WSGV Planning Area. The 
impact analyses contained within the Draft PEIR, including cumulative analyses, consider the whole of 
the Project.  

Response to Comment F-4 
This comment states that the Sheriff’s Department expects future environmental documents to describe 
potential impacts in order to identify additional funding resources and inform the Department’s Contract 
Law Enforcement Bureau during the planning process. As stated in Section 4.15, Public Services, of the 
Draft PEIR, individual projects proposed under the WSGVAP would be reviewed by County and LASD 
staff prior to obtaining project approval and relevant permits. Additionally, all future projects developed 
under the WSGVAP would be required to pay all applicable developer fees and comply with relevant 
federal, State, and local laws and regulations to minimize impacts related to Sheriff’s services.  

Response to Comment F-5 
This comment serves as the conclusion to the letter and provides contact information. Since this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is 
required.  
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August 12, 2024 

VIA EMAIL (wsgvap@planning.lacounty.gov) 

Mr. Evan Sensibile, Regional Planner 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, Room 1362 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re:  West San Gabriel Valley Area Plan – Comments on Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report, Project No. PRJ2023-003982; Environmental Assessment No. 
RPPL2023005884; Advance Planning Case No. RPPL2023005880; General Plan 
Amendment No. RPPL2023005882; Zone Change No. RPPL2023005883; Ordinance 
No. RPPL2024002630; State Clearinghouse No. 2023110351 

Dear Mr. Sensibile: 

This firm represents Enoteca, LLC (“Enoteca”), a small, family-run business that owns 
real property that will be significantly downzoned by and through the County of Los Angeles’ 
(“County”) adoption of West San Gabriel Valley Area Plan (“WSGVAP”). Specifically, Enoteca 
owns approximately 52 acres of real property1 within the unincorporated community of Altadena 
herein referred to as the “Enoteca Property.” The County’s existing land use regulatory 
framework for the Enoteca Property permits the development of up to approximately 52 homes.  
Under the WSGVAP, this allowance would be reduced to a mere two homes.  

For obvious reasons, Enoteca strongly objects to adoption of the WSGVAP as proposed 
because it would completely extinguish Enoteca’s redevelopment rights in the Enoteca Property. 
However, Enoteca also objects to adoption of the WSGVAP on grounds that the environmental 
review document prepared to analyze the potential significant impacts of the WSGVAP fails to 
meet the procedural and substantive mandates of the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.).  Thus, we request that the County include this comment letter in the 
record of proceedings for Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“Draft PEIR”), Project 
No. PRJ2023-003982; Environmental Assessment No. RPPL2023005884; Advance Planning 
Case No. RPPL2023005880; General Plan Amendment No. RPPL2023005882; Zone Change 
No. RPPL2023005883; and Ordinance No. RPPL2024002630.   

Furthermore, we are compelled to point out that the County’s persistence in drastically 
downzoning entire communities without involving those communities and land owner 
stakeholders is procedurally and constitutionally improper. We note that the Draft PEIR, Section 

1 This real property is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number 5862-011-001. 
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ES.7, “Areas of Controversy,” offers a highly misleading discussion of “the primary areas of 
controversy known to the County” and the County’s purported community engagement efforts 
when the County commenced environmental review in November 2023. The Draft PEIR states 
that, “Prior to preparation of this Draft PEIR, the County circulated a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) . . . Comments on the NOP were received from two agencies, one group, and one 
individual . . . .”  (Draft PEIR ES-7.)  From that incredibly small set of responses, the County 
concluded that “The primary areas of controversy known to the County” included impacts to 
lighting and dark skies, facilitation of urban farming and the Urban Agriculture Incentive Zone 
Program, wildlife movement, lighting impacts to wildlife, how to best analyze air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, and unspecified “guidance” on “park and recreation facilities.”  (Draft 
PEIR ES-8.)   

Without question, the draconian downzoning of numerous properties across the lands 
encompassed by the WSGVAP is an “area of controversy,” and the impacted stakeholders would 
have made the County aware of this fact had the County meaningfully engaged those 
stakeholders. As discussed below, there are numerous legal issues implicated by the planned 
downzoning, none of which have been addressed by the County, let alone resolved. Given the 
County utter failure to include those community members most directly harmed by the 
WSGVAP as currently proposed, the WSGVAP can hardly be described as a “community-based 
plan” as the Draft PEIR does throughout.   

Finally, on behalf of Enoteca and similarly situated land owners in the community who 
have found their property suddenly stripped of its development potential, we strongly urge the 
County to consider adoption of “Alternative 2: Dispersed Growth Alternative.”  As discussed 
more fully below, Alternative 2: Dispersed Growth Alternative, allows for the County to grow in 
ways that will accommodate its housing needs, assure the development of new housing stock 
(which in turn will reduce housing costs for County residents), and provide a better diversity of 
housing options all without stripping existing property owners of their rights.  Alternative 2 is 
good planning policy and is much more likely than the proposed WSGVAP to result in increased 
housing development.  As discussed below in regards to the Draft PEIR’s flawed analysis of land 
use and planning and population and housing impacts, downzoning Enoteca’s property slashes 
its development potential from more than 50 dwelling units to a mere two units—an action that 
directly obstructs the community’s ability to address ongoing issues such as aging housing stock 
and high housing costs.  Downzoning available and primarily vacant developable land results in 
less housing construction and higher housing costs.  Further, the WSGVAP is a suburban area—
increasing land use designation densities on paper on property that is already developed (even if 
that development is low and not high density residential) is not likely to actually result in new 
housing construction.  Alternative 2: Dispersed Growth Alternative, addresses this flaw.   
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I. CEQA STANDARD OF REVIEW

Public agency determinations as to the cause, effect, and significance of environmental
impacts must be supported by substantial evidence.  (Pub. Resources Code, §21168.)  A public 
agency abuses its discretion and fails to proceed in the manner required by law when its actions 
or decisions do not substantially comply with the requirements of CEQA.  (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5.)  An agency’s application of an erroneous legal standard in making a 
CEQA determination also constitutes a failure to proceed as required by law.  (City of San Diego 
v. Board of Trustees of Cal. State University (2015) 61 Cal.4th 945, 956.)  Whether an
environmental impact report (“EIR”) fails to include the information necessary for an adequate
analysis of an environmental issue is a question of law, and when reviewed by the courts, the
courts do not defer to an agency's determinations.  (Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. County
of Madera (2011) 199 Cal.App.4th 48, 102 [“whether an EIR is sufficient as an informational
document is a question of law subject to independent review by the courts”].)  Failure to comply
with the basic substantive requirements of CEQA is necessarily prejudicial error, requiring the
decertification of any EIR and vacation of any project approvals adopted in reliance upon the
same.  (North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (20 1 5) 243 Cal.App.41h 647, 67 1 .)

While program EIRs are necessarily broader in scope than project-level EIRs, they must 
still adhere to CEQA’s requirements; significance determinations must still be supported by 
substantial evidence, program EIRs must still apply the correct legal standard to CEQA 
determinations, and program EIRs must still include all information necessary for an adequate 
analysis of environmental effects.  (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of 
Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 431.)  Use of a program EIR does not permit a lead 
agency to defer an analysis of reasonably foreseeable significant environmental impacts to a later 
stage of review to avoid addressing those impacts in the program EIR itself.  (State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15152(b).)  “The ‘foremost principle’ in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature 
intended the act to be read so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment 
within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.”  (Communities for a Better Environment 
v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 109.)

II. CEQA COMMENTS

A. Unclear and Indecipherable Project Description

EIR project descriptions must be accurate, stable and complete, including all components 
of a proposed project, and include all foreseeable future activities that are consequences of the 
project being approved.  (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199.)  
However, here, the maps presented in the Draft PEIR are very small in scale and depicted in 
unclear colors, making it nearly impossible for an individual property owner to understand how 
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the WSGVAP will affect his or her property. This is especially inequitable where the County is 
proposing to drastically downzone property.   

B. Aesthetics

The Draft PEIR summarily concludes that impacts to scenic vistas, visual character and 
public views will be significant and unavoidable. Yet the Draft PEIR fails to analyze these 
impacts with any particularity and fails to identify any mitigation measures that could reduce 
these impacts.  Instead, the Draft PEIR merely lists a handful of policies that offer generic and 
permissive suggestion about how to maintain aesthetic quality.  The efficacy and enforceability 
of these policies is utterly speculative. By way of example, see the Draft PEIR’s assertion that a 
land use policy that “encourages new and existing development to use locally native species in 
landscaping” will function as feasible, enforceable mitigation for impacts to visual resources. 
(Draft PEIR at 4.1-17.) 

With respect to impacts to views from bike trails, multi-use trails and hiking trails, the 
Draft PEIR concludes that impacts will be less than significant because it assumes that such 
trails exist exclusively in open spaces. However, the Draft PEIR offers zero evidence to support 
that conclusion. (Draft PEIR 4.1-18 – 4.1-19 “However, the proposed focused densification that 
would occur under the WSGVAP is not anticipated to occur in proximity to regional riding, 
hiking, or multi-use trails, which are understood to primarily exist in open space areas.”) 

Similarly, the Draft PEIR offers no evidence to support its conclusion that impacts to 
scenic highways will be less than significant. The Draft PEIR merely assets that “intervening 
topography and soundwalls” will screen future development from view. There is no evidence 
presented to demonstrate that planned, future multi-story development will not be readily visible 
from scenic highways. (Draft PEIR 4.1-19.) 

Finally, the Draft PEIR’s conclusion that there we will be no significant impacts 
associated with the new sources of shadow, light and glare created by future development also 
fails to meet CEQA’s legal requirements. The Draft PEIR acknowledges that new sources of 
light, shadow and glare will be generated, but dismisses the relative significance of those new 
sources because they will be generated “within an urban setting.” The Draft PEIR simply 
dismisses the impacts because the receptors are in an urban setting. (Draft PEIR 4.1-21.) 

C. Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The Draft PEIR discloses that important farmland exists near San Gabriel and Rosemead 
and that “there are approximately 218 acres of Unique Farmland and 51 acres of Prime 
Farmland within the approximately 14,848-acre Plan Area.” (Draft PEIR 4.2-10.) The Draft 
PEIR then concludes, without any further elaboration, that impacts to agricultural lands will be 
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insignificant because: (1) any agricultural lands that will be converted to other uses under the 
WSGVAP “are not currently being utilized for agricultural purposes”; and (2) “future projects 
developed under the WSGVAP would be required to preserve agricultural areas” in order to be 
consistent with WSGVAP Policy LU-5.14. These two assertions cannot be reconciled. On the 
one hand, the Draft PEIR asserts agricultural lands will be converted, but assures the public and 
decision makers that such conversion “is fine” because those lands are not being used for 
agricultural purposes anyway. On the other hand, the Draft PEIR asserts that agricultural lands 
will not be converted because Policy LU-5.14 will prevent such conversion. Policy LU-5.14 in 
no way prevents such conversion. (Draft PEIR 4.2-9 quoting Policy LU-5.14 “Support 
preservation of nurseries and other agricultural uses located on utility easements in the 
WSGV[AP] for agricultural and open space uses.”) For the above reasons, the DEIR’s 
significance conclusion regarding Impact 4.2-4 is also legally infirm.  

D. Air Quality

The Draft PEIR identifies several significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the 
emission of air pollutants.  However, throughout the analysis, the Draft PEIR fails to analyze 
these impacts with any particularity and fails to identify any mitigation measures that could 
reduce these emissions to a level of less than significant.  In nearly every instance, the Draft 
PEIR punts any analysis and mitigation to future projects, but the County cannot avoid CEQA 
review simply because it is proceeding with a program-level, as opposed to a project-level, 
environmental review document.   

Impacts associated with air quality management plan consistency are potentially 
significant, yet the Draft PEIR does not identify any mitigation measures.  The Draft PEIR 
concludes that the WSGVAP is consistent with the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s (“South Coast AQMD”) 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (“AQMP”), but the 
analysis is perfunctory and conclusory.  The analysis focuses on the consistency between the 
2022 AQMP and the Connect SoCal 2020, which is the Southern California Association of 
Governments’ (“SCAG”) plan and not the WSGVAP.  The Draft PEIR attempts to avoid any and 
all analysis of the WSGVAP’s impacts with generalized statements such as the WSGVAP’s “aim 
[is] to create more defined community centers” and a desire for future residents to “be able to 
easily access commercial, retail, and community-serving uses” but there is nothing in the Draft 
PEIR explaining how the WSGVAP will achieve these broad goals.  These generic statements 
are not enough to show, with substantial evidence, that the WSGVAP “would be consistent with 
the AQMP” and thus impacts would be less than significant.   

Furthermore, the Draft PEIR concludes, somehow, that the WSGVAP “is considered to 
be generally consistent with SCAG’s regional projections” despite the fact that just one sentence 
earlier, the PEIR admits that the anticipated growth under the WSGVAP will be greater than 
SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2020 projections.  Given that, as the Draft PEIR states, a project might 
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be in conflict with the AQMP if the development is greater than that anticipated in the SCAG’s 
growth projections, the Draft PEIR fails to explain how the greater growth here is “generally 
consistent” such that impacts associated with conflicts with the growth projections is less than 
significant.  The Draft PEIR fails to identify any applicable significance threshold above which 
growth is significant and below which growth is less than significant, let alone support that 
threshold with substantial evidence.  

Next, the Draft PEIR concludes that because “all future projects developed under the 
WSGVAP would be subject to subsequent planning and environmental review” any 
inconsistencies with the 2022 AQMP can be overlooked.  But this is false—the WSGVAP is not 
being approved in a vacuum, and also includes a myriad of zoning code amendments with the 
potential to offer future developers the opportunity to develop by-right, and/or tier from the 
WSGVAP Draft PEIR.  The promise of “future environmental review” cannot be a basis for 
excusing a failure to provide adequate environmental review now, before the WSGVAP and its 
numerous implementation actions are adopted.  

Finally, the Draft PEIR states, without any analysis or quantification, that a small 
selection of WSGVAP policies “would potentially reduce emissions, which would address 
potential impacts related to conflicts with an applicable air plan. Therefore, impacts are 
considered less than significant.”  CEQA requires more than conclusory statements to support an 
EIR’s significance determinations.  

The Draft PEIR determines emissions of criteria air pollutants is significant, yet puts no 
effort into identifying feasible mitigation measures, or even explaining why such measures 
would be infeasible.  The Draft PEIR concludes that emissions of ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 will 
be significant and unavoidable, but simultaneously notes that analysis of the quantity or effects 
of such emissions “would be speculative at best.”  The Draft PEIR once again punts even the 
most basic impacts analysis to future projects undergoing environmental review, arguing that at 
that point the County might quantify emissions and identify mitigation measures.  However, just 
because this is a program and not project-level EIR does not allow the County to avoid any 
attempt to comply with CEQA today.  Furthermore, as discussed above, the promise of “future 
environmental review” is specious at best, considering the implementation actions that are being 
proposed alongside adoption of the WSGVAP. 

The Draft PEIR relies on unspecified “transportation policies” in making an 
unsubstantiated conclusion that the WSGVAP “would further help to reduce VMT.”  Instead of 
identifying concrete mitigation measures that would reduce the admittedly significant impacts 
associated with criteria air pollutants, the Draft PEIR makes a passing reference to the 
WSGVAP’s transportation policies and concludes that these policies would reduce VMT and 
therefore reduce air pollutant emissions.  But there is absolutely no analysis of what these 
policies are, whether they are feasible, where they will be implemented, and how and to what 
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extent emissions will be reduced.  There are feasible mitigation measures available, such as 
requiring future projects within the WSGVAP to be conditioned on the incorporation and 
implementation of specific policies.  However, the Draft PEIR fails to even consider such 
measures.  

Despite a clear warning from the South Coast AQMD, the Draft PEIR does not contain a 
Health Risk Assessment.  In its December 22, 2023 comment letter on the NOP, the South Coast 
AQMD noted: “If the Proposed Project generates diesel emissions from long-term construction 
or attracts diesel-fueled vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it is 
recommended that the Lead Agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment.”  The Draft 
PEIR references the air district’s recommendation in its analysis of impacts associated with 
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Yet, once again, instead of 
performing the analysis, the Draft PEIR merely punts to future projects, again arguing that 
“future project[s] developed under the WSGVAP would be subject to subsequent planning and 
environmental review.”  For all the reasons addressed above, this cannot absolve the County 
from performing the necessary environmental analysis now.    

E. Biological Resources

The Draft PEIR identifies several significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 
biological resources (see Impact 4.4-1, 4.4-2).  However, throughout the analysis, the Draft PEIR 
fails to analyze these impacts with any particularity and fails to identify any mitigation measures 
that could reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant.  Instead, the Draft PEIR punts 
any analysis and mitigation to future projects, but the County cannot avoid CEQA review simply 
because it is proceeding with a program-level, as opposed to a project-level, environmental 
review document. The Draft PEIR suffers from the same legal infirmity in concluding that 
impacts to wetlands would be less than significant (see Impact 4.4-3).  

F. Energy

The Draft PEIR concludes that wasteful or inefficient energy consumption associated 
with buildout (construction) of the WSGVAP will be insignificant, but fails to support that 
conclusion with any evidence. (Draft PEIR 4.6-18 – 4.6-19.) The WSGVAP envisions 
densification and intensification of residential and commercial uses over the decades-long life of 
the WSGVAP. This means that there will be major construction activities taking place over 
many years within the WSGVAP. Nevertheless, the Draft PEIR concludes that none of these 
future construction activities will rise to a level of significance in terms of energy consumption 
because: (1) construction equipment will be powered off when not in use; (2) natural gas 
typically isn’t used in construction activities; and (3) domestic transportation fuel supplies for 
construction vehicles are adequate to serve construction needs over the life of the WSGVAP. 
None of this amounts to evidence supporting the Draft PEIR’s significance conclusion. The Draft 
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PEIR’s significance conclusion regarding operational energy consumption is equally 
unsupported.   

G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Draft PEIR finds that the WSGVAP will not result in any greenhouse gas emissions-
related impacts, even without the imposition of any mitigation measures.  The Draft PEIR’s 
conclusion is based in substantial part on the fallacy that “[t]he WSGVAP is a long-range policy 
document, the approval of which would not directly result in the development of land uses and 
would not directly result in GHG emissions.”  However, as the Draft PEIR admits, adoption of 
the WSGVAP “would increase land use and zoning densities and development intensity” in 
many areas.  

With no explanation whatsoever as to how emissions were calculated, the Draft PEIR 
asserts that future development under the WSGVAP would result in an additional 56,817 metric 
tons per year of greenhouse gas emissions.  Yet, despite the admitted emission of this significant 
amount of emissions, the Draft PEIR does not provide any significance threshold against which 
to compare this amount.  The analysis then pivots, once again, to its reiteration that future 
projects will undergo separate CEQA review, and thus, no review is required today.   

The Draft PEIR’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis concludes by describing the State’s 
mandated GHG emissions target of reducing Statewide emissions to 40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2023, and achieving carbon neutrality no later than 2045.  Yet, again, buildout of the 
WSGVAP will increase emissions by 56,817 metric tons per year, which is the antithesis of 
consistency with California’s statewide emissions reductions targets.  There is no explanation 
provided of how this increase is consistent with goals and policies mandating reductions.   

H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

With respect to the WSGVAP’s impact on emergency response plan or evacuation plan 
(see Impact 4.9-6), the Draft PEIR concedes that the WSGVAP will introduce new development 
that could impede or impair emergency response and evacuation. Nevertheless, the Draft PEIR 
once again punts on addressing this impact with mitigation measures and insists that this impact 
will be addressed at some point on the future when development proposals come forward. This is 
improper under CEQA.  

I. Hydrology and Water Quality

The Draft PEIR’s conclusion that buildout of the WSGVAP will not deplete groundwater 
supplies is not supported, and is arguably undermined by the what little discussion on this topic 
is contained in the Draft PEIR.  Per the Draft PEIR, the WSGVAP will “result in approximately 
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25,954 new residents, 10,874 new jobs, and 16,243 new housing units, which would increase the 
demand for water, which in turn could lead to groundwater pumping.” (Draft PEIR 4.10-22.)  
The Draft PEIR then seems to argue that this clear increase in water demand will somehow not 
impact water supply because the County does not control groundwater pumping. (Id.)  Whether 
or not groundwater pumping is controlled by the County is irrelevant. Under CEQA, the County 
cannot conclude that groundwater supply impacts will be less than significant if it does not show 
that increase in groundwater consumption can be offset by groundwater replenishment. The 
Draft PEIR does not make this showing. Additionally, the Draft PEIR concedes that buildout of 
the WSGVAP could impede implementation of a groundwater plan due to increased use of 
groundwater, but nevertheless concludes that impacts will be insignificant without any basis for 
that conclusion.  

J. Land Use and Planning

The Draft PEIR’s analysis of and land use and planning impacts fails to note the 
inconsistencies between the WSGVAP’s downzoning of significant swaths of property that, 
today, could be developed with housing, and the ongoing issues that the WSGVAP identifies as 
needed to be addressed within the Area Plan bounds.  Specifically, the WSGVAP and Draft 
PEIR acknowledge that the communities within the proposed WSGVAP struggles with aging 
housing stock, high housing costs, and lack of housing diversity.  (See, e.g., Draft PEIR, p. 2-1.)  
Yet, at the same time, the WSGVAP downzones Enoteca’s property such that its housing 
development potential falls from more than 50 to a mere two units—an action that directly 
obstructs the community’s ability to address ongoing issues such as aging housing stock and high 
costs.  If anything, downzoning results in less housing construction and higher housing costs.  
Further, in suburban areas, such as the WSGVAP, increasing land use designation densities on 
paper likely will do nothing to increase development, or the density of development, even in 
those areas that the WSGVAP purports to concentrate density.  So, in the end, the WSGVAP 
loses development potential on those parcels that it downzones, but will likely never realize a 
gain in units and density elsewhere, ending up with a net loss of buildable units.   

The severe downzoning proposed in the WSGVAP also results in internal inconsistencies 
between the WSGVAP’s proposed land use designation changes and the Area Plan’s own goals, 
policies, and objections.  Specifically, downzoning property so significantly in the Altadena 
community conflicts with at least the following:  

 WSGVAP Policy LU-1.2: Increase Land Diversity.  Enable a diverse land use pattern to
meet the needs of residents and employees, including increased proximity between
housing and commercial uses, job centers, parks and open spaces, and community
services and amenities to support the well-being of the community.
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 WSGVAP Policy LU-3.1: Promote diverse housing options. Promote development of
duplex, fourplex, accessory dwelling units and cottage court housing in low-density
housing areas.

 WSGVAP Policy LU-3.2: Allow compatible uses in residential neighborhoods.  Allow
compatible uses on or near the edges of residential neighborhoods that bring amenities
closer to homes, such as child and adult day-care centers, educational facilities, cultural
facilities, and corner markets.

 WSGVAP Policy LU-11.1: Ensure equitable and accessible community engagement.
Expand community engagement efforts to people who otherwise might not participate,
including working parents, people with disabilities, and people of color.

 WSGVAP Policy LU-11.2: Encourage collaboration with community partners.  Partner
with community groups, local community-based organizations, and public agencies to
increase participation in the planning process and foster collaboration.

We find the inconsistency with the last two of the above policies, “ensure equitable and
accessible community engagement” and “encourage collaboration with community partners” to 
be especially egregious.  The land use decision to downzone Enoteca’s property, and reduce its 
development potential by nearly 100 percent without any engagement or collaboration with the 
property owner is the absolute opposite of “equitable and accessible community engagement” or 
“collaboration with community partners.”   

K. Mineral Resources

 Here, the Draft PEIR once again concludes that WSGVAP implementation will have no 
impact on “known mineral resources” within the communities of East San Gabriel, South 
Monrovia Islands, Altadena, and Kinneloa Mesa because “there are no active sand or gravel 
mines within any of these unincorporated WSGV[AP] communities.” (Draft PEIR at 4.12-7.)  
Whether or not such resources are actively being extracted is not the CEQA question. The 
required analysis here is to disclose where the mineral resources are located and analyze whether 
new development under the WSGVAP will impair access to and recovery of those mineral 
resources.  The Draft PEIR fails to do this.   

L. Population and Housing

Like the Draft PEIR’s land use analysis, the analysis of population and housing-related 
impacts is based on the fallacy that by wiping out nearly all development potential on currently 
vacant or underdeveloped property (like Enoteca’s) and increasing (paper) density “along 
commercial corridors and major roadways through infill development and redevelopment as well 
as within a select few areas near commercial corridors and transit with low existing residential 
density” will ultimately result in an increase in actual, built dwelling units.  The County is 
ignoring the fact that is highly likely that vacant and underdeveloped property will be converted 
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into new housing, while existing low density housing will likely not be razed and replaced with 
high density development merely because a planner at the County decided to change the shades 
on a land use map one day.   

Again, the WSGVAP downzones Enoteca’s property such that its housing development 
potential falls approximately 96 percent, from more than 50 homes to only two.  Downzoning of 
primarily vacant, developable land results in less housing construction, higher housing costs, and 
lack of housing diversity.  At the same time, increasing the density of existing low density 
residential development, like the WSGVAP proposes to do, is not likely to result in an increase 
in actual development.  The result in that the WSGVAP loses development potential, rather than 
gaining it.  These factors are wholly ignored by the Draft PEIR’s analysis of population and 
housing impacts, which tout growth projects that are unmoored from reality.   

M. Public Services

Once again the Draft PEIR reaches a conclusion without evidence to support it when it 
asserts that impacts to fire, emergency and law enforcement services will be insignificant. The 
Draft PEIR recognizes that “approximately 25,954 new residents” will move into the WSGVAP, 
but simply chooses to ignore the additional burden those residents will place on these critical 
services. Instead, the Draft PEIR alternatively relies on: (1) the bare assertion that future projects 
developed under the WSGVAP would be required to demonstrate consistency with the goals and 
policies of the General Plan related to such services (see Draft PEIR at 4.15-21, 4.15-23); and (2) 
the assumption that these impacts will be addressed in subsequent CEQA review. (Id.) This is 
improper. The number of residents that will burden these service providers is known now, and 
mitigation for the impacts those known residents will generate must be mitigated now. For the 
same reasons the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding school and library impacts are likewise 
legally infirm.  

N. Recreation

Once again the Draft PEIR reaches a conclusion without evidence to support it when it 
asserts that recreational facilities will not substantially deteriorate or deteriorate at an accelerated 
rate due to increased use. The Draft PEIR recognizes that “approximately 25,954 new residents” 
will move into the WSGVAP. Those new residents will use the available recreational facilities 
within the WSGVAP, which is an increase in the use of those facilities compared to current 
conditions.  Yet the Draft PEIR provides no analysis or explanation as to why those additional 
people will not cause the existing recreational facilities to deteriorate at an increased rate. (Draft 
PEIR 4.16-20). Instead, the Draft PEIR simply asserts that population growth will not be 
“unplanned” and because the growth is not unplanned, recreational facilities will not be affected. 
(Id.)  
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O. Transportation

The Draft PEIR determines that implementation of the WSGVAP will result in 
significant and unavoidable direct and cumulative impacts relating to vehicle miles traveled 
(“VMT”).  The Draft PEIR identifies two ineffective mitigation measures that fail to reduce 
 these impacts to a level of less than significant.   

The Draft PEIR admits that the WSGVAP falls far short in meeting the County’s 
threshold of significance for VMT.  For impacts to be less than significant, the WSGVAP would 
have to result in VMT of no greater than 25.3 daily total VMT, a mark the WSVAP misses by 
17.1 percent.  Yet, instead of identifying measures that would actually reduce VMT, the Draft 
PEIR again kicks the can down the road with the pointedly indeterminate statement that, in the 
future, “the County would work to implement [VMT reduction] policies in coordination with 
State, regional and local agencies to ensure projects throughout the WSGV Planning Area 
contribute to the region achieving a substantial reduction in VMT.”  This statement is so vague 
and non-committal as to be meaningless.  Similarly, the Draft PEIR directs future project 
applications “to consider a menu of [transportation demand management] strategies that could 
be implemented” at some point in the future.  (Emphasis added.)   

The Draft PEIR identifies a short menu of strategies for reducing VMT in Mitigation 
Measures 4.17-1 and 4.17-2, but does little to analyze the effectiveness of these strategies except 
to say that that many “would only have a marginal effect” on overall VMT.  The Draft PEIR 
admits that the “predominantly suburban land use context of the West San Gabriel Valley may 
limit the effectiveness” of any strategy the County may employ.  Yet, if that is truly the case, 
then it begs the question of why the County is building up land use density in some areas of the 
this Area Plan at all.  If, overall, the WSGVAP is too suburban to contribute to a County-wide 
reduction in VMT, perhaps the County should be focusing its planning efforts elsewhere, and 
leave the WSGVAP land use designations where they stand. 

P. Utilities and Service Systems

Once again the Draft PEIR reaches a conclusion without evidence to support it when it 
asserts that impacts to utilities and service systems will be insignificant. As discussed above, the 
increase in users of services within the WSGVAP is known, and the impacts those users have on 
water supply, wastewater treatment, solid waste, solid waste disposal and the facilities that 
provide these service must be evaluated now. The Draft PEIR improperly fails to undertake this 
analysis and, once again offers the unsupported assertion that any impacts to utilities and service 
systems will be addressed through some unknown level of future CEQA review. (Draft PEIR at 
4.19-20, 4.19-21, 4.19-22, 4.19-25.) 
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The Draft PEIR’s assessment of water supply is also legally infirm due to its failure to 
show that there is, in fact, sufficient water to meet the needs of the WSGVAP buildout. The 
Draft PEIR expressly admits that it is unknown at this time whether water needs can be met if the 
WSGVAP is adopted. (Draft PEIR at 4.19-22 “growth under the WSGVAP was not specifically 
accounted for in MWD’s 2020 UWMP, MWD would be required to account for this projected 
growth during the next UWMP update cycle in 2025.”)  The County cannot adopt a project 
absent a showing that there is actual water available to serve that project.  (See Vineyard Area 
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412.)  

Q. Wildfire

In purporting to consider and evaluate wildfire risks, the Draft PEIR once again asserts, 
without proper basis, that such risks will be less than significant. As to impairing an emergency 
response plan or evacuation plan, the Draft PEIR states “[t]he General Plan also includes goals 
and policies that ensure that emergency response and evacuation is not impaired or interfered 
with by new development.” (Draft PEIR 4.20-12.) As to exacerbating wildfire risks, the Draft 
PEIR also generally punts to County general plan policies that may or may not actually address 
this risk. (Draft PEIR 4.20-14.)  As to the installation of WSGVAP infrastructure that could 
exacerbate wildfire risk, the Draft PEIR defers consideration to some future date when some 
level of CEQA review may be undertaken. (Draft PEIR 4.20-15.) The foregoing does not meet 
CEQA’s requirements.  

R. Alternatives

The Draft PEIR identifies just two project alternatives aside from the mandatory “No 
Project Alternative.”  The first, the “Dispersed Growth Alternative” proposes the same amount 
of potential growth as the proposed WSGVAP, but would not locate the additional growth 
“primarily along commercial corridors and major roadways” and would instead more equitably 
disperse the additional density “throughout the nine WSGV communities.”   

Enoteca strongly supports the approval of Alternative 2 over the WSGVAP as it is 
currently proposed.  Because Alternative 2 would not modify land use density (i.e., longstanding, 
existing development potential) on entire Altadena neighborhoods, Alternative 2 is more 
equitable and in line with the WSGVAP’s purported goals and policies of “ensur[ing] equitable 
and accessible community engagement” and “encourag[ing] collaboration with community 
partners.”  Selection of Alternative 2 over the WSGVAP avoids one of the central defects 
associated with the WSGVAP—the fact that the WSGVAP’s proposed land use designation 
changes remove vacant and developable land and does not replace it anywhere else within the 
plan’s boundaries. As discussed at length above, the supposed densification in already-built-out 
locations within the plan will likely never happen.  If anything, downzoning available and vacant 
developable land (like Enoteca’s property) results in less housing construction and higher 
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housing costs.  Because the WSGVAP is a suburban area, increasing land use designation 
densities on paper on property that is already developed with commercial or lower density 
residential is not likely to result in actual new housing construction.   

The Draft PEIR’s conclusion that Alternative 2 will result in greater impacts than the 
WSGVAP is not based on substantial evidence; that conclusion relies on the fallacy reiterated 
throughout the EIR that the paper upzoning of already developed property along existing 
commercial corridors will somehow result in significant redevelopment and substantial numbers 
of new housing units being constructed.  But, as discussed above, the WSGVAP downzones 
swaths of developable property—the property most likely to be developed with new homes.  
Alternative 2 will have impacts similar to the proposed Project—not greater impacts.   

Finally, Table 5-2, “Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives” belies the fact 
that the WSGVAP’s objectives are either too narrowly drafted or too narrowly interpreted.  Per 
Table 5-2, not a single project objective is met by a single one of the analyzed alternatives.  
CEQA requires that the County identify alternatives to the proposed Project in good faith.  That 
fact that not one objective is (in the County’s view) achieved by any of the analyzed alternatives 
indicates that the County did not adequately identify a reasonable range of alternatives, or 
drafted too narrow a set of Project objectives as to leave County decision makers no true choice. 

S. Cumulative Impacts

The Draft PEIR’s cumulative impacts analyses are flawed for the same reasons the 
analyses addressed above are flawed. Unless and until the direct impacts of the WSGVAP are 
adequately analyzed—and, as detailed above, they are not—the Draft PEIR’s cumulative impacts 
analyses are similarly inadequate.    

III. CONCLUSION

We appreciate your consideration and attention to these CEQA comments. We are
available to discuss these matters further, and we wish to work with the County to resolve these 
matters. Please contact Jennifer Lynch JLynch@manatt.com or Sigrid Waggener 
SWaggener@manatt.com.  

Sincerely, 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
on behalf of Enoteca, LLC 
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Response to Comment G-1 
This comment serves as an introduction and explains that Enoteca, who is being represented by Manatt, 
owns 52 acres of property within the WSGV Planning Area, and objects to the Project due to the 
downzoning that would occur to Enoteca’s property under the WSGVAP. Since this comment does not 
raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment G-2 
This comment states that downzoning entire communities without involving those communities and 
stakeholders is procedurally and constitutionally improper. This comment also summarizes the Areas of 
Controversy section contained within the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIR, and that this is 
misleading due to the small set of responses. The environmental topics documented in the Areas of 
Controversy section of the Draft PEIR are topics that were discussed within comments made on the 
Notice of Preparation. As discussed in Section 1, Introduction, of the Draft PEIR, the NOP was sent to the 
State Clearinghouse, public agencies, special districts, responsible and trustee agencies, and other 
interested parties, and posted on the County’s website for a 39-day public review period that began on 
November 14, 2023 and ended on December 22, 2023. The NOP was published in the following regional 
newspapers on November 14, 2023: Crescenta Valley Weekly, Monrovia Weekly, Pasadena Star News, 
San Gabriel Valley Tribune, and La Opinión. In addition, the County hosted a virtual scoping meeting on 
Thursday, December 14, 2023 at 6:30 p.m. The scoping meeting date and instructions on how to attend 
the meeting was advertised within the NOP and registration was made available through the County’s 
website. Attendees of the webinar were able to provide comments and questions about the WSGVAP to 
County staff and the project consultants during the question and answer portion of the meeting. Response 
to Comment G-3 

This comment states that the downzoning of properties is an area of controversy, and claims there are 
numerous legal issues implicated by the planned downzoning. The commenter does not further explain 
what these specific legal issues are. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment G-4 
This comment expresses support for the Draft PEIR’s Alternative 2, Dispersed Growth Alternative. Since 
this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment G-5 
This comment states that the WSGVAP would reduce this property’s development potential due to 
downzoning, and that downzoning this developable land would result in less housing construction and 
higher housing costs. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft PEIR, a goal of the 
WSGVAP is to preserve areas within or adjacent to natural resources or hazard areas and in the wildland-
urban interface by decreasing land use densities and development intensities. This land may be vacant, 
but development of this land would potentially increase environmental impacts as a result of being 
developed. In addition, the WSGVAP would increase land use and zoning densities and development 
intensity primarily along commercial corridors and major roadways through infill development and 
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redevelopment as well as within a select few existing low-density residential areas near commercial 
corridors and transit. Since this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment G-6 
This comment states that increasing land use designation densities in areas that are already developed will 
not result in new housing construction, and Alternative 2 would address this flaw. Since this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment G-7 
This comment provides CEQA case law regarding EIRs and Program EIRs. Since this comment does not 
raise an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment G-8 
This comment states that EIR project descriptions must be accurate, stable and complete, and states that 
the maps within the Draft PEIR are very small in scale, making it nearly impossible for a property owner 
to understand how the WSGVAP will affect their property. As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, of 
the Draft PEIR, maps depicting proposed land use and zoning chances are included within Appendix C of 
the Draft PEIR, WSGV Planning Area Communities: Land Use and Zoning Modification Maps. The Draft 
PEIR predominantly includes figures showing the entire regional setting of the WSGVAP, as this PEIR 
covers a large area of land. Therefore, no revisions are required. 

Response to Comment G-9 
This comment states that impacts to scenic vistas will be significant and unavoidable, but states that the 
Draft PEIR failed to analyze these impacts with particularity and fails to identify mitigation measures to 
reduce this impact. As stated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR, while future projects 
developed under the WSGVAP would be primarily focused along commercial corridors and major 
roadways, implementation of the WSGVAP could result in significant impacts to scenic vistas if new 
development were to obscure views of such vistas. Given that the WSGVAP plans for higher density 
development than what currently exists in the Plan Area, no feasible mitigation measures are available to 
reduce this impact. The Draft PEIR is unable to go into any further detail regarding the future 
development because the WSGVAP is a policy document that does not include or propose any site-
specific development that could directly result in construction or operational impacts to the environment. 
Analysis at a parcel or site-specific level was not conducted, because the specific location, timing, and 
type of future projects proposed to be developed under the WSGVAP are unknown at this time, where 
detailed analysis would be speculative and, therefore, beyond the scope of this Draft PEIR. 

Response to Comment G-10 
This comment states that the enforceability of the policies mentioned is speculative, and claims that the 
Draft PEIR asserts that land use policies will function as enforceable mitigation for impacts to visual 
resources. As stated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR, given that the WSGVAP plans for 
higher density development than what currently exists in the Plan Area, no feasible mitigation measures 
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are available to reduce this impact. However, since the WSGVAP is a policy document, the Draft PEIR 
includes a discussion related to the proposed policies under the WSGVAP that would help preserve scenic 
vistas within the Plan Area and minimize the visual impact of new development constructed under the 
WSGVAP. These policies are not mitigation measures, but the addition of these policies as part of the 
WSGVAP is relevant to the discussion of Aesthetics within the PEIR. 

Response to Comment G-11 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR concludes that impacts to views from bike trails, multi-use trails 
and hiking trails will be less than significant with zero evidence. As stated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft PEIR, future projects developed under the WSGVAP would be primarily focused along targeted 
commercial corridors and major roadways with limited development in a select few existing low-density 
residential areas near commercial corridors and transit stops. Views from bike trails, multi-use trails and 
hiking trails in the Plan Area primarily exist in open space areas. All future projects developed under the 
WSGVAP would occur within the existing urban setting and would not represent a visually conspicuous 
feature of the long-range view field available from regional trails in the Plan Area. 

Response to Comment G-12 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR offers no evidence to support the conclusion that impacts to 
scenic highways will be less than significant. This comment also summarizes the statement made in the 
Draft PEIR that intervening topography and soundwalls will screen future development from view, and 
states that there is no evidence presented to support this claim. As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft PEIR, there is only one designated scenic highway located in the WSGV Planning Area, and the 
designated portion of SR-2 is not located within one of the nine unincorporated WSGV communities. The 
commenter is referring to a discussion related I-210, which is identified by Caltrans as being eligible for 
designation as a state scenic highway. Due to intervening topography and soundwalls along the I-210, 
future development along Foothill Boulevard would not be visible from this eligible portion of the I-210.  

Response to Comment G-13 
This comment claims that the Draft PEIR acknowledged that new sources of light, shadow and glare will 
be generated, but dismissed the relative significance of those new sources because they will be generated 
within an urban setting. As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR, all exterior lighting 
would comply with the light shielding and orientation requirements established in Title 22, Planning and 
Zoning, of the County’s Code in order to minimize light pollution and spillover effects. The proposed 
WSGVAP PASD would also include new development standards on shielding exterior lighting, including 
for La Crescenta-Montrose, to minimize effects exterior lighting on surrounding uses. It is also noted in 
Section 4.1 of the Draft PEIR that future project would be located within an urban setting where street 
lighting, parking area lighting, and auto traffic are typical and therefore their implementation would not 
substantially change ambient nighttime light conditions in the Plan Area. 

Response to Comment G-14 
This comment claims that the Draft PEIR discloses that important farmland exists near San Gabriel and 
Rosemead, and then concludes, without any further elaboration, that impacts to agricultural lands will be 
insignificant because any agricultural lands that will be converted to other uses under the WSGVAP are 
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not currently being utilized for agricultural purposes and future projects developed under the WSGVAP 
would be required to preserve agricultural areas. As stated in Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, of the Draft PEIR, “future projects developed under the WSGVAP would be located within 
the urban environment on proposed redesignated parcels as shown in the land use policy and zone change 
maps proposed for the unincorporated WSGV communities.” Although the WSGVAP is rezoning certain 
A-1 parcels that are not currently used for agricultural purposes to R-A (Residential Agricultural), R-1 
(Single-Family Residence), R-2 (Two-Family Residence), or OS (Open Space), these areas are not 
currently being utilized for agricultural purposes and rezoning is not anticipated to result in the loss of 
existing agricultural uses.  

Response to Comment G-15 
This comment claims that the Draft PEIR asserted agricultural lands will be converted, but claims that 
such conversion is fine because those lands are not being used for agricultural purposes. This comment 
states that the Draft PEIR asserts that agricultural lands will not be converted because Policy LU-5.14 will 
prevent such conversion. This comment concludes by stating Impact 4.2-4 is legally infirm for the same 
reason. This comment is very similar to Comment G-14. Refer to Response to Comment G-14 for a 
detailed response. 

Response to Comment G-16 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR identified several significant and unavoidable air quality 
impacts, but the analysis is without any particularity and does not identify any mitigation measures that 
can reduce these impacts. As discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR, the WSGVAP is a 
policy document that does not include or propose any site-specific development that could directly result 
in construction or operational impacts to the environment. However, implementation of the WSGVAP 
would encourage development in a manner consistent with the Area Plan, which would facilitate 
additional future development. Therefore, this Draft PEIR does not assess the site-specific construction 
and operation details of each future development within the WSGV Planning Area. Since the timing and 
location of these future projects are unknown at this time, it would be speculative to determine if site-
specific mitigation measures are feasible and/or are able to reduce significant impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Response to Comment G-17 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR punts any analysis and mitigation to future projects, and claims 
that the County is trying to avoid CEQA review because this is a program level document. Section 4.3, 
Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR, contains analysis and modeling. Overall, the Draft PEIR proposes many 
mitigation measures.  

As discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR, the WSGVAP is a policy document that does 
not include or propose any site-specific development that could directly result in construction or 
operational impacts to the environment. However, implementation of the WSGVAP would encourage 
development in a manner consistent with the Area Plan, which would facilitate additional future 
development. It assesses the impacts associated with the proposed modifications to existing land uses and 
zoning and the associated overall effects of buildout of the WSGVAP through 2045. Analysis at a parcel 
or site-specific level was not conducted, because the specific location, timing, and type of future projects 
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proposed to be developed under the WSGVAP are unknown at this time, where detailed analysis would 
be speculative and, therefore, beyond the scope of this Draft PEIR. 

Response to Comment G-18 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR concludes impacts associated with air quality management plan 
consistency are potentially significant, but does not identify any mitigation measures. This comment also 
states that the analysis focuses on the consistency between the 2022 AQMP and the Connect SoCal 2020, 
which is the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) plan and not the WSGVAP. The 
first statement in the comment is incorrect, the Draft PEIR concluded that impacts were less than 
significant, and did not state that impacts associated with air quality management plan consistency are 
potentially significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. The analysis of air quality 
management plan consistency does not include consistency between the WSGVAP and the Project 
because the Project is the WSGVAP. Therefore, the analysis focuses on the consistency between 
WSGVAP and the 2022 AQMP and the Connect SoCal 2020, and does not include a consistency between 
the WSGVAP and the Project. 

Response to Comment G-19 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR attempts to avoid any and all analysis of the WSGVAP’s 
impacts with generalized statements and provides policies of the WSGVAP as an example. As discussed 
in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR, “the WSGVAP is a long-range policy document, and, as 
such, there are no specific projects, project construction dates, or specific construction plans identified. 
Thus, quantification of emissions associated with buildout cannot be specifically determined at this time. 
Therefore, the analysis will be based on the potential for construction emissions to exceed threshold 
values in the context of development intensity and compliance with regulatory emissions standards.” As 
previously stated, the WSGVAP is a policy document, therefore, the analysis the commenter is referring 
to provides policies of the WSGVAP that demonstrates how the WSGVAP would be consistent with the 
AQMP.  

Response to Comment G-20 
This comment states that the Draft PEIR admits that the anticipated growth under the WSGVAP will be 
greater than SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2020 projections, which is deemed to be generally consistent, but 
does not explain how the growth is generally consistent. This comment also states that the Draft PEIR 
fails to identify any applicable significance threshold above which growth is significant and below which 
growth is less than significant supported with substantial evidence. As described in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, of the Draft PEIR, which this comment is specifically referring to, the anticipated growth under 
the WSGVAP is discussed in greater detail in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of the Draft PEIR. 
As discussed throughout the Draft PEIR, the difference in growth between SCAG’s forecasts and the 
WSGVAP would be approximately 1.5 percent, which is not considered substantial; therefore, the 
anticipated growth under the WSGVAP is considered generally consistent with SCAG’s regional 
population forecasts. The Draft PEIR did not establish specific thresholds for growth because 
implementation of the WSGVAP would not require new construction or expansion of existing roadway 
infrastructure. Indirect growth impacts were determined to be less than significant because compared to 
existing projections for the nine unincorporated communities under SCAG, implementation of the 
WSGVAP is anticipated to increase population by 1.5 percent over SCAG’s projections. Due to this small 
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