City of Los Angeles September 2004

Commenter 146: Steve Crouch, Canyon Area Preservation, P.O. Box 633,
Tujunga, CA 91043, December 29, 2003

Comment 146-1:

This is a supplemental letter commenting on the above referenced DEIR for the Canyon Hills project
from Canyon Area Preservation (CAP). CAP has previously submitted a separate letter commenting on
Land Use issues. This letter will cover the following points:

I. Discretionary approval for speculative land deals.
I1. Alternative C in the DEIR and the Scenic Plan.
I11. Other road improvements requested by the Highway Patrol.

The Canyon Hills DEIR was released in October 2003 with a comment period extending until
December 31, 2003. This is an unfortunate timeframe considering the traditional holiday periods of
Thanksgiving and Christmas/Hannukah [sic] fall during this period. Many people who would otherwise
have been able to do the necessary research and make meaningful comments may not have had the time
to make submissions, so | hope the Planning Department can extend a courtesy and accept letters past
the deadline. CAP would like to submit additional comment letters, but there hasn’t been adequate time
available to do all that we wanted.

Response:

The Draft EIR was circulated for review and comment by the public and other interested parties,
agencies and organizations for 90 days, which is 45 days longer than the public comment period
required under CEQA.

With respect to the concern expressed regarding other issues summarized in this comment, see
Responses 146-2 through 146-10, below.

Comment 146-2:
I. Discretionary approval for speculative land deals.

This Canyon Hills DEIR presents a difficult problem for the City Planning Department and the citizens
that are affected by this proposed development. The primary difficulty is that the project is seeking
discretionary approvals for amendments to the General Plan and the Community Plan, zone changes,
and other laws and ordinances based on a proposal that is no more than a speculative land deal. The
developer/speculator is making guesses about the future marketplace, and the City is being asked to
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make decisions that rely on options the speculator has with some number of land owners that are not
named.

In the Project Description Page Il1-4, Whitebird states, “Construction of the proposed project is
estimated to begin in 2004, with completion in 2009. However, actual completion of the proposed
project is dependent upon local economic conditions.” Does this mean the project may be completed in
2009 (or later) if market conditions are good, or does it mean that the deal may never be put together
(i.e. “actual completion™) unless local economic conditions warrant an undertaking of this size? In
either case, the City is being asked to approve a project based on speculation.

In another section, Project Description Page I11-7, they state, “A construction-phasing schedule has not
been developed at this time, since the timing is a function of demand in the marketplace at the time of
construction”.

If the proposed project timeline is extended beyond 2009 due to economic conditions, what are the
ramifications that must be considered? The hills would be graded, roads put in place, utilities
extended, building pads leveled, and adjacent fuel areas modified, but the homes may not be
constructed- or construction could be stretched out over many additional years. This would mean
landscaping wouldn’t be put in, the oak tree mitigations offered by the speculator wouldn’t be planted,
and ugly cut and graded hillsides would be left to languish until buyers are found.

In the meantime, all of the negative affects [sic] of the project will be realized by area wildlife, local
residents (disruption to traffic on La Tuna Canyon during grading, noise, etc.), and commuters passing
through the area on the 210 Freeway (unsightly views, etc.).

A development of this size and complexity should be accompanied by a greater commitment on the part
of the speculator to offer a firm plan for development. The project manager (Rick Percell) has stated
publicly that the development company (Whitebird) will not be building most of the homes and would
in fact be awarding the majority of house development to other real estate concerns.

Response:

As discussed in this comment, it is anticipated that completion of the proposed project would occur in
2009. The qualifying statement that ““actual completion of the project is dependent upon local economic
conditions™ reflects the reality that it is not always possible to predict future economic conditions.
However, the project developer is currently unaware of any market conditions that would prevent
completion of the proposed project by 2009, and it remains the project developer’s intent to complete
the proposed project by the end of that year. The balance of the comment consists of speculation based
on a hypothetical extension of the completion date for the proposed project, and no further response is
therefore required.
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Comment 146-3:

The project should not be allowed to move forward until the Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions (CC&Rs) is examined to see the conditions under which the homes will be built.

In Project Description Page Ill-4 of the DEIR it states, “The architecture, building forms and
foundations of the proposed homes on the custom lots would be more varied than the proposed homes
on the other lots.” How can they make this statement at this time in the DEIR, without giving the City
more concrete evidence of what their plans are? If they have additional pertinent information it should
be presented in this public forum for consideration.

Response:

The proposed custom homes would have more varied architecture, building forms and foundations than
the other proposed homes because the custom homes would be designed by different architects in
accordance with the specific needs and desires of the purchasers of the custom home lots. In contrast,
while the balance of the proposed homes would include a variety of lot sizes and an eclectic mix of lot
architectural styles, those homes would have more similarities than the individually-designed custom
homes. For obvious reasons, no architectural plans for the custom home lots would be prepared until
after those lots have been sold to individual purchasers.

Comment 146-4:

The larger problem is that ownership of the land has not been confirmed at this time, so it is likely that
the developer has made ““option agreements” with a variety of landowners to acquire the land if certain
milestones are reached. Our survey of ownership records on the parcels comprising the 887 acre Site
turned up a wide variety of owners. The problem for the City Planning Department is, what happens if
approval is given as requested by Whitebird but the optional agreements don’t pan out?

This is a potentially serious problem that needs to be addressed. The City should examine any
option agreements that comprise the Whitebird Canyon Hills deal to determine what will influence
the final project design.

For example, Whitebird is offering to donate “693 acres or 78%” of the project Site to the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy or some other public agency willing to accept the land. In Population
and Housing Page 1V.H-4, “First, the proposed project includes the preservation of approximately 693
acres (i.e., 78 percent) on the project site as permanent open space, which would prevent future
development from occurring on that portion of the project site”.

But what if the underlying property owners end up in a dispute with Whitebird and pull out of the deal
after it has been approved? Maybe they will think that the land is better off being developed after
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Canyon Hills receives an approval. In that scenario, Canyon Hills would be approved based on the
assumption that the acreage would be preserved, and it’s entirely possible the project would not be
pulled back later by the City if the “option deals” soured, say, five years later once Canyon Hills is
well under way.

The City Planning Department should not let this project move forward without confirming how
options agreements will affect the promises made by the developer.

Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the ownership of the project site, see Response 118-9.
If, for any reason, the project developer is unable to transfer ownership of the permanent open space
outside the proposed Development Areas to the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy or another
qualified transferee, then the project developer would not be able to proceed with the project. With
respect to the concern expressed regarding the proposed preservation of open space, see Response 32-4.

Comment 146-5:
I1. Alternative C in the DEIR

Alternative C Duke Property Alternative Access appears to be a rather innocuous proposal to
potentially lessen the visual impacts of the original proposed access road to Area A on La Tuna Canyon
Road, but this proposal is far from innocuous. This should never have been included as an Alternative,
as it represents a significant proposal in its own right and should be fully fleshed out. As proposed, it
should be rejected out of hand.

To start with, Whitebird doesn’t own the Duke property. This might be an example of how Whitebird
is basing their plans on options they have negotiated but which are not in evidence in the DEIR.

The Duke Project was finally approved for 10 homes (they proposed 41) after years of contentious
actions on the part of the developer and years of angry meetings with nearby residents. The approval
called for Duke to take their homes off of prominent ridgelines and to conform to the Community Plan
and zoning ordinances. Duke also promised to dedicate the land not being developed as open space,
which includes most of the 55-acre site. The upper portions of the “Duke Ridge” have also now been
named a Prominent Ridgeline in the recently adopted San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic
Preservation Specific Plan (a fact acknowledged by Whitebird in this DEIR).

Here is the description of the proposed alternate access road proposed by Whitebird: “Under
Alternative C, access to Development Area A would be through the adjacent Duke Property located to
the east. The alignment of the alternate access road into the Duke property would be almost identical to
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the access road that was ultimately approved for the Duke Project, but would be extended to the eastern
boundary of the project site on the north side of Interstate 210”.

However, there are additional problems with building the alternate road: Air Quality in Alternative C
Page V1-31: “In fact, the construction of the Duke Access Alternative would result in approximately
320,700 cubic yards of excess fill that would either need to be utilized elsewhere onsite or exported for
disposal. If exported from the project site, the additional truck trips would add substantially to the
construction related vehicle emissions, resulting in increased impacts compared to the proposed
project”. Under Noise page VI-33, “...existing homes to the north of the alternate access road could
be exposed to increased vehicular noise once the project has been fully occupied. The alternate access
road would be constructed along a topographic ridge that would provide less shielding for existing
residents than would the proposed access road. Consequently, Alternative C could also result in
increased, but not significant (sic), long-term noise impacts on existing residents located in the vicinity
of Tranquil and Reverie Drives” (they fail to mention the homes in Crystal View above the project that
would now get noise and visual effects they didn’t have before).

Response:

See Response 118-16. The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR identified certain potential air
quality and noise impacts with respect to Alternative C. However, this comment does not identify any
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is
required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment 146-6:

The major issue arising with Alternative C is that this would be the first test of the provisions of the
San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan in that Whitebird would be
requesting to cross a Prominent Ridgeline with a road. The specific section governing Alternative C’s
proposal is:

6 Prominent Ridgeline Protection.B Exceptions.3. Compliance with Subsections A(4) and (5) above
would: (a) substantially restrict access to a substantial portion of a Site; (b) create a land-locked Site; or
(c) result in a greater impact on the existing natural terrain and landscape than would alternative access
ways, then a street or private street and related improvements may be allowed to cross a Prominent
Ridgeline Protection Area in accordance with the applicable regulations in the LAMC, if the following
findings are made by the Advisory Agency:

(i) That the proposed street or private street is located in a manner that protects the most valuable scenic

resources on the Site. The “most valuable scenic resources™ shall include, but not be limited to,
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significant natural drainage areas located within the applicable Prominent Ridgeline Protection Area, or
the highest and/or most visible ridgelines that comprise the applicable Prominent Ridgeline Protection
Area on the Site, as seen from the ROW of any of the Scenic Highways.

(if) That the proposed street or private street is located in a manner that reduces grading, and/or uses
balanced grading methods.

Since there is a) an existing alternative to the access road (the currant proposal in the DEIR) that does
not cross a prominent ridgeline and b) the current proposal is on land owned by Whitebird, why is this
alternative even being proposed? The supposed benefits to the project of using Alternative C are moot.

Response:

See Response 118-16. As discussed on page VI-34 in the Draft EIR, as revised in Section I
(Corrections and Additions) of this Final EIR, Section 6B.3 of the Specific Plan would permit the
contemplated access road in Alternative C to cross the Prominent Ridgeline Protection Area located on
the Duke Property. Section 6B.3 of the Specific Plan permits a street or private street to cross a
Prominent Ridgeline Protection Area if the proposed access would “resolve in a greater impact on the
existing natural terrain and landscape then would alternative access ways.” In this case, as discussed in
the Draft EIR, the implementation of Alternative C would, among other things, impact 28 fewer coast
live oak trees and three fewer western sycamores than the proposed project. Implementation of
Alternative C would also eliminate a significant amount of grading along the north side of Interstate
210, which would provide a more aesthetically pleasing view from Interstate 210 and would reduce the
overall aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed project.

Comment 146-7:

Alternative C should be discarded from the DEIR, and the initial Whitebird proposal should stand on its
own. The fact that the proposed access road would be an eyesore as it carves along the Caltrans cut
slope, and would put streetlights above La Tuna Canyon Road that would be visible from LTC Road
and the 210 Freeway, does not justify considering an alternative that is so preposterous as this (i.e.,
altering the conditions of an approved tract map not owned by the applicant).

In fact, if this Alternative were accepted, the entire Duke tract approval would have to be redone, as
significant changes have occurred since they received their approval, even if Whitebird were to buy the
Duke property outright. If the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy closes the purchase of the Duke
property as they are currently negotiating, Alternative C would be even less acceptable.
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Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the first paragraph of this comment, see Response 146-
6. With regard to the second paragraph of this comment, the statement that the tract approval for the
Duke Project would have to be redone in order to implement Alternative C is incorrect. The easterly
portion of the alternative access road is identical to the configuration of the primary access road in the
approved tract map for the Duke Project. The westerly portion of the alternative access road could be
approved as part of the vesting tentative tract map for the proposed project. With respect to the
concern expressed regarding the potential purchase of the Duke Property by the Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy, see Responses 118-16 and 75-13.

Comment 146-8:
I11. Other road improvements requested by the Highway Patrol

As long as we’re talking about the access road to the Canyon Hills project, | read through the letters
received during the Notice of Preparation hearing and came across one from the Department of
California Highway Patrol - C.S. Klein, Captain/Commander Altadena Area. In this letter he requested
the following (Appendix B, Responses to the NOP Pages 35 and 36):

Improved Off Ramp Design - The westbound off ramp to La Tuna Canyon Road will need to be
redesigned to accommodate the increased traffic flow as a result of the project. There is a sharp
curvature on the off-ramp, which has not been a significant problem because of the lower volume of
traffic. However, the Canyon Hills Project’s increase in the number of vehicles using the interchange
and will generate more collisions due to its current design. Re-aligning the off ramp to eliminate the
curve’s current radius and align it with a main access street into the project, coupled with a signalized
intersection at La Tuna Canyon Road, will expedite traffic safely of the freeway and into the project.

Improved On-Ramps to Support HOV - To facilitate the state’s High Occupancy Vehicle program to
reduce traffic congestion, the on-ramps will have to be widened to accommodate HOV lanes and
metering. This change is necessary because of the anticipated increase in the traffic flow from the
Canyon Hills Project.

Underground Utility Poles - Any utility poles that are to be installed near the interchanges of La Tuna
Canyon Road and Sunland Boulevard [l believe he means the 210 Freeway, not Sunland Boulevard]
need to be placed underground to reduce the chances of vehicles colliding with fixed objects.
Collisions with fixed objects increase the severity of injuries.
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Installation of Sound Walls - Past experience has shown that with large housing developments such as
this one, which is also situated close to a freeway, there will be a need for the developer to install
sound walls to protect residents from freeway noise.

Bus Stop Location - To prevent traffic congestion and potential pedestrian, collisions, a bus stop area
should be designed so that the bus can leave the freeway proper and the roadway portion of La Tuna
Canyon Road and Sunland Boulevard [again he probably means the 210 Freeway] to pickup/drop-off
passengers. It is reasonable to assume that many homeowners will use public transportation in lieu of
private vehicles. Additionally, low-income domestic workers will need access to safe transportation
services.

Have any of these issues been addressed in the Canyon Hills DEIR? They are all valid points and were
brought up in 2002 before the DEIR was written.

Response:
See Responses 7-1 and 7-3 through 7-9.
Comment 146-9:

The issue of underground utilities has been addressed by the DEIR, but only in regards to the internal
parts of the project. In the summer of 2002, DWP installed utility poles on La Tuna Canyon Road
from the junction of Honolulu/Tujunga Canyon all the way to the westbound exit from the 210
Freeway, then they cross the street at the exact location of the Whitebird access road and continue to
the westbound 210 Freeway entrance. If these poles will be utilized in some way by Whitebird, they
should have been installed underground. Also, Whitebird should be responsible for the cost of
installing these poles.

Response:

The Notice of Preparation for the proposed project was distributed for public review on September 6,
2002. Therefore, the referenced utility poles are part of the baseline existing conditions and not part of
the proposed project. The question of whether the poles should have been placed underground should
be addressed to the DWP which, according to the comment, was responsible for the installation. The
issue of past costs for the installation of existing utility poles is outside the scope of this EIR (see
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). As stated on page IV.K-2 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project
would be connected to existing above-ground 4.8-kV power lines in the project area, and the project
developer would be responsible for paying connection costs and possibly some or all of the expansion
costs. As stated on page IV.K-3 in the Draft EIR, the expansion lines would be installed underground,
as recommended by the Sunland-Tujunga Community Plan. See also 7-4.
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Comment 146-10:

The DEIR is deficient in not considering and responding to valid input received from government
agencies that will be tasked to supply services to the residents of the development. Please reject the
proposal as submitted and require it to be redone properly.

Thank you for considering these additional issues. If you have any questions, please contact me
directly.

Response:

The Draft EIR and this Final EIR considered all comments received from the public and public
agencies, including the California Highway Patrol (see Responses 7-1 through 7-9). Regarding the
recirculation of the Draft EIR, see Topical Response 3.
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Commenter 147: Julie Davis, 7439 Tranquil Drive, Tujunga, CA 91042,
December 29, 2003

Comment 147-1:

It is with grave concern for the wildlife, health and safety of current inhabitants, aesthetics, and quality
of life that I am writing to the planning commission regarding the proposed Canyon Hills project in
Tujunga.

Response:

This comment expresses opinions about the proposed project, but does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a response is
not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment 147-2:
Geology and Soils:

With the recent devastation in Southern California due to recent wildfires and now the deadly outcome
of mudslides in the fire ravaged communities, it causes concern for our hillsides during the construction
process. Will the hillsides be protected during the 5 years it will require to grade the area from
mudslides during excessive rain? How will the habitat beneath the grading be protected? Will the
project developer guarantee there will be no loss to existing structures?

Response:

See Response 129-2.
Comment 147-3:
Air Quality:

The DEIR states “The result of the calculations indicate that construction emissions of NOx and PM 10
would be significant on the peak day and the peak quarter without mitigation.” And further states
“Emissions of NOx and PM10 would remain significant after mitigation.” The term “sensitive
receptors” is referred to in this context. What are the criteria in determining what qualifies as a
sensitive receptor? On a purely human basis, | consider anyone with an upper respiratory weakness to
be at risk during a 5 year grading process.
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Response:

As discussed on page IV.B-8 in the Draft EIR, the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook generally defines
sensitive receptors in terms of land uses, which include long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation
centers, convalescent centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers
and athletic facilities. As discussed on that same page in the Draft EIR, individuals with respiratory
illnesses or impaired lung function live or spend considerable amounts of time at one or more of those
sensitive receptors.

Comment 147-4:
Flora and Fauna:

There will be 304.77 acres of vegetation impacted by this project. Of the 304.77 acres 9.55 acres will
be negatively impacted by what the CDFG considers ““a rare natural community.” This is a significant
loss to this beautiful natural environment. This loss will permanently affect our ecosystem. Another
3.15 acres will be negatively impacted with the promise that the acreage will be “revegetated after
remedial grading.” However there is no guarantee that this acreage will flourish with the same
vegetation after the trauma of grading.

Response:

The statement that 304.77 acres of vegetation would be impacted by the proposed project is incorrect.
As discussed on pages 1V.D-49-50 in the Draft EIR and as shown on Table IV.D-6 thereof, the
proposed project would permanently impact 280.75 acres of vegetation. The statement in this comment
that ““9.55 acres will be negatively impacted by what the CDFG considers a rare and natural
community” is unclear. However, as discussed on pages 1V.D-56-58 in the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would impact approximately 5.49 acres of riparian habitat designated as Rare Natural
Communities by CDFG, which includes 2.64 acres of southern mixed riparian forest, 0.31 acre of
southern willow scrub, 0.59 acre of southern coast live oak riparian forest and 1.85 acres of coastal
sage scrub. However, because the impact to coastal sage scrub is limited and the habitat is not high
quality, impacts to coastal sage scrub were not considered significant as set forth in page 1VV.D-53 in the
Draft EIR (see also Response 39-7).

The statement in this comment that an additional 3.15 acres would be negatively impacted is unclear.
However, as discussed on pages 1V.D-52-55 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would temporarily
impact approximately 1.21 acres of southern mixed riparian forest in connection with the construction
of bridges over La Tuna Canyon Wash to provide access to Development B. In addition, the project
would impact 0.15 acre of southern coast live oak riparian forest in connection with the remedial
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grading for the proposed project. In both cases, however, temporarily impacted acreage would be
revegetated.

Comment 147-5:
Native Trees:

18% of the coast live oak trees would be removed from the project site. The remaining 1,015 coast
live oak trees that would remain on site may suffer permanent damage and/or trauma therein rendering
the trees not viable.

Response:

The estimated 1,017 coast live oaks located outside the grading area and the 20-foot wide disturbance
area would not be impacted by the proposed project. There would be no change to their local growing
conditions due to the proposed project, so neither temporary nor permanent damage and/or trauma is
expected. These trees would continue to exist in their natural environment.

Comment 147-6:
Noise:

99.9% of all existing homes surrounding the proposed project site DO NOT experience any noise of
any decibel other than the occasional automobile passing by, the weekly trash pickup, or the sound of a
horses trotting along. For these residents, any noise whether between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00
p.m. is a 100% increase in noise levels! This cannot be justified by containing the hours the noise will
impact our daily lives.

Response:

The noise impact study contained in the Draft EIR is based on ambient noise level measurements
(described on pages IV.E-4 and IV.E-5 in the Draft EIR) that were conducted at residential areas near
La Tuna Canyon Road, Tranquil Drive and Verdugo Crestline Drive. Measurement durations ranged
from 15 minutes to 4 days, and were in accordance with ANSI standards and the LAMC. The existing
ambient levels at these residential locations are 66, 54 and 46 dBA Leq, respectively (see Table IV.E-2
on page IV.E-6 in the Draft EIR).
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Ambient sound levels at these same locations during construction are anticipated to be 67, 65 and 70
dBA Leq, respectively (see Table IV.E-5 in the Draft EIR). Since a 5 dBA increase in noise level
during construction is considered a significant impact per CEQA® (see page IV.E-7 in the DEIR),
construction noise is identified as a temporary significant noise impact at receptor locations D and E,
which represent the Residential Areas 2 and 3 shown on Figure IV.E-1 on page IV.E-3 in the Draft
EIR.

Several mitigation measures are proposed (see pages IV.E-27 and IV.E-28 in the DEIR) to limit
construction noise impacts. These measures include (E-1) limiting construction activities to the hours
of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., (E-1) limiting construction activities within 500 feet of existing residential
buildings to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., (E-2) limiting construction activities within 500 feet
of existing residential buildings to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and holidays and at
no time on Sundays, (E-7) requiring all manufacturer-recommended noise muffling devices, and (E-8)
using hydraulic and electric equipment as opposed to pneumatic and diesel powered equipment
whenever feasible. These mitigation measures are practical and effective techniques for controlling
construction noise emissions. However, with the implementation of these and other mitigation
measures described in the Draft EIR, the construction noise impacts with respect to Locations D and E,
which represent existing Residential Areas 2 and 3, would remain significant.

Comment 147-7:
Traffic:

The Safety Review section of the summary DEIR document states ““Based on traffic accident data from
1990 through 2000 the section rate from La Tuna Canyon Road between Sunland Boulevard and
Interstate 210 Westbound ramps is estimated to be 0.769 accidents per vehicle-million miles of travel.”
The statement goes on to compare this statistic to the average L.A. Public Works statistic of 1.82
accidents per million vehicle-miles of travel. The faulty comparison in this analysis is that it is
comparing the strip of La Tuna Canyon Road to other mountain roads with a design of 35 M.P.H. or
greater. | travel on La Tuna Canyon Road multiple times per day and have withessed speeds in excess
of the posted 50 M.P.H. speed limit. | have witnessed and been involved in near head-on collisions
due to excessive speed on a windy, downhill incline, two lane strip of La Tuna Canyon Road. This
strip of roadway is very dangerous and is in need to further analysis with an emphasis on safety. A
study should take place for possible safety measures such as a center dividing.

&  City of Los Angeles Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, page 1.1-3, May 14, 1998.
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Response:

See Topical Response 10.
Comment 147-8:

Fire Protection and Police:

What impact on the increased number of residents does the DEIR show to impact emergency personnel?
I do not find mention of the impact this development will pose to the Los Angeles Fire Department for
emergency services. What impact will this have on the LAFD or LAPD response time?

Thank you for your time in addressing these concerns. | look forward to a response.
Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding emergency personnel, see Response 23-3. With
respect to the concern expressed regarding LAFD response time, see Topical Response 13. With
respect to the concern expressed regarding LAPD response time, see Response 34-4.
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Commenter 148: Thomas L. Davis, 3916 Foothill Blvd. #B, La Crescenta,
CA 91214, December 29, 2003

Comment 148-1:

I am a Registered California Geologist (Reg #4171) with a consulting practice in the Los Angeles area.
I have reviewed the Canyon Hills Draft Environmental Impact Report (C.A. Joseph & Associates,
2003) and associated Geotechnical Evaluation (Zeiser Kling Consultants, Inc., 2003). In my opinion
both of these reports (jointly referred to here as DEIR) are inadequate in several areas that are
presented below:

Response:

This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed project, but does not state a concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a response is not
required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment 148-2:

1) Earthquake surface rupture: The likelihood of a future strong earthquake occurring beneath or
very close to the project site and producing surface rupture and strong shaking at the site is understated.
The project site is located along the north side of the Verdugo Mountains and just south of the San
Gabriel Range front. The Sierra Madre fault zone that produced the 1971 San Fernando earthquake is
actively uplifting the latter mountain front. A complicated and wide band of surface fault rupture
occurred along the San Fernando segment of the Sierra Madre fault zone during the earthquake
(CDMG, 1975), and a portion of this zone projects eastward towards the project site. This surface
rupture terminated near the Tujunga Wash about 2 miles northwest of the project site but the segment of
the Sierra Madre fault closest to the project site has not moved during historic time. It is not
unreasonable to assume that the fault segment, closest to the site, will move at some time during the life
of the proposed project as the entire San Gabriel Mountain front is being actively uplifted. The detailed
location of the Sierra Madre fault east of Tujunga Wash is unclear and given the change in the overall
structural geometry of the area east of Tujunga Wash it is likely that the fault continues eastward as
several strands along the foot of the San Gabriel Mountains and along the north side of the Verdugo
Mountains. For example, Dibblee (1991) shows a large bedrock fault just southwest of the 210
Freeway that projects into the western portion of the project area. This unnamed fault has
characteristics similar to the active Sierra Madre fault zone such as strike and structural style. Another
example of a bedrock fault that projects into the project site is also shown on Dibblee (1991). Other
geologists have referred to this fault as the Stough Canyon fault. The Stough Canyon fault splays off
the Verdugo fault and cuts across the Verdugo Mountains towards the Sierra Madre fault. The Stough
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Canyon fault is of unknown activity but it should be considered potentially active as it connects with the
active Verdugo fault and strikes towards the active Sierra Madre fault. The fault also has good
geomorphic expression and should have been recognized and discussed during the examination of aerial
photographs by the project geologists. Neither the unnamed fault mapped by Dibbleee[sic] (1991) or
the Stough Canyon fault is discussed in the DEIR.

I believe the entire project site should be continuously trenched from north to south and from east to
west given the possibility of future surface rupture at the site. The trench walls should be logged by a
geologist to determine the presence of potentially active faults within the bedrock. If any active or
potentially active faults are identified then proper set-back for future construction should be integrated
into the project plan.

Response:

This comment states that “it is not unreasonable to assume that the fault segment [Sierra Madre Fault]
closest to the site, will move at some time during the life of the proposed project.” This assumption is
generally reasonable, but not likely considering recent investigative trenching of the eastern portion of
the Sierra Madre Fault in Altadena® indicates that two large magnitude earthquakes occurred in the last
15,000 years with an estimated recurrence interval of 8,000 years.® It should be understood that
surface rupture at the project site from the fault in question is highly unlikely considering the fault’s
location at the base of the San Gabriel Mountains (approximately 1.5 miles from the project site).
Seismic shaking due to an earthquake on the Sierra Madre Fault has been considered in the Draft EIR
(see pages 1V.A-16 through I1V.A-20).

This comment also refers to two faults shown on a regional geologic map (Dibblee®) that are near the
project site. Neither the unnamed fault to the west of the project site nor the fault referred to as the
“Stough Canyon Fault” are classified by the State of California as “active” or “potentially active. In
addition, there is no published evidence to suggest that either the unnamed fault or the “Stough Canyon
Fault” are active or potentially active. The Dibblee map referenced in this comment indicates that the

% Rubin C.M., Lindvall, S., Rockwell, T. Paleoseismic evidence for large slip earthquakes along the Sierra

Madre Fault in the Greater Los Angeles region, Science, v 281, pp 398-402, 1998.

8  City of Glendale, Planning Division, Safety Element of the General Plan, Chapter 1: Seismic Hazards, August

2003.

® Dibblee, T.W. Jr., Geologic Map of the Sunland and Burbank Quadrangles, Map DF-32, 1991.
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Stough Canyon Fault is dashed and queried throughout the entire length of the fault. The dashed fault
symbol is defined as a fault that is indefinite or inferred and the queried fault symbol is defined as a
fault where its existence is doubtful. The unnamed fault is dashed to the west of the project site
(indefinite or inferred) and unmapped within the project site.

The geologic conditions associated with the two faults mentioned in this comment do not exist on the
project site. The unnamed fault west of the project site offsets Topanga Formation sedimentary
bedrock and Quartz Diorite. Geomorphic evidence of the Stough Canyon Fault (that is coincident with
Stough Canyon) also does not exist within the project site.

These faults are not considered to be active or potentially active. As Section IV.A (Geology and Soils)
in the Draft EIR only discussed active faults in detail, these faults were not specifically described.

Comment 148-3:

2) Earthquake-Induced Landsliding: Extensive earthquake-induced landsliding and debris fall
occurred in the hilly areas dust northwest of the project site during the 1971 San Fernando earthquake
(Barrows, et al., 1974). It is important to note that most of the earthquake-induced landslide were not
identified on earlier geologic surface maps. Consequently one cannot rely on earlier mapping, as done
in this DEIR, as a key to future earthquake-induced landsliding. The DEIR needs to identify in detail
areas of potential landsliding and rock fall based on slope stability analyses of the natural slopes and all
artificial slopes.

It is likely that a future earthquake of similar size to the 1971 San Fernando earthquake, occurring
under or near the project site, would produce an equivalent density of landsliding and debris fall
through the project site given its rugged location. During 1971 very few homes and other structures
were present in the hilly areas and damage and injury were limited. The proposed project will increase
the probability of damage and injury from earthquake-induced landslides and debris fall during a future
strong earthquake. The DEIR does mention these hazards but fails to discuss in any detailed manner
their likelihood of occurrence, extent, and the limitations to the mitigation methods proposed.

Response:

Earthquake-induced landsliding is discussed in Section 1V.A (Geology and Soils) in the Draft EIR (see
pages IV.A-16 through IV.A-20, IV.A-29, IV.A-33 and IV.A-34). Earthquake-induced landsliding
within the project site would be most likely associated with rock falls. Seismically-induced landsliding,
including rockfall, would be mitigated by earth buttress fills, setback zones, subdrainage systems and
removal and stabilization of landslide areas, as recommended in Mitigation Measures A-1 through A-3
on pages IV.A-33 and IVV.A-34 in the Draft EIR.
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Comment 148-4:

3) Artificial Fill from the 210 Freeway: Construction of the 210 Freeway produced extensive areas of
artificial fill up to 200 feet thick. Such areas are prone to earthquake-induced ground movement and
debris flow activity during periods of heavy rain. The DEIR does not adequately discuss the suitability
of this material for future construction or the possibility that this material may present a slope stability
problem within the project site.

Response:

Acrtificial fill deposits make up embankments beneath the Interstate 210 bordering the Development
Areas. Zeiser Kling, the geologic consultant for the proposed project, did not observe, nor is it aware
of any reports of, slope failures, debris flows, or earthquake-induced permanent ground deformation
within earth fill embankments of Interstate 210 bordering the project site. In any event, fill
embankments for Interstate 210 are not planned to be utilized for support of engineered fill for the
proposed Development Areas, nor are they planned to be excavated for re-use as fill on the project site.
In addition, construction in the proposed Development Areas is not proposed below these fill
embankments.

Comment 148-5:

4) Proposed Cut and Fill: The project plans call for extensive cut and fill with some 100 feet high
1.5:1 cut slopes and fill areas up to 200 feet thick. The DEIR does not adequately discuss the downside
risk of this scale of cut and fill activity and the negative visible impact. The bedrock at the site is
highly fractured crystalline rock and cutting such high and steep slopes will increase the possibility of
slope failure during periods of heavy rain or during an earthquake. Given the weak nature of the
bedrock it is likely that deep and extensive cuts will be necessary to reach suitable hard bedrock. These
cuts will produce additional cuts of weak bedrock that will be susceptible to failure and will result in
highly visible scars across the hillsides. It is unclear whether the developer intends to remove all the
weakened bedrock from around the building sites or allow significant cuts of weakened bedrock to
remain adjacent to the development. If the intention is to remove all of the weakened rock then the
hillside scarring from this activity will be truly spectacular and highly visible from the 210 Freeway and
surrounding communities. On the other hand if the weakened bedrock cuts are allowed to remain
adjacent to the development then the likelihood of future slope failure will be increased and areas
upslope and downslope of the development could be negatively impacted.

The thick artificial fill deposits called for in the project plan will be susceptible to slope failure during
heavy rains or nearby earthquakes. The impact of such failures, especially downslope to outside
communities, is not discussed in the DEIR.
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If you have questions or comments on my comments please feel free to contact me by phone or email.
Response:

Cut and fill slopes proposed for the project development areas are discussed in Section IV.A (Geology
and Soils) in the Draft EIR (see pages IV.A-21 through 1V.A-24, IV.A-30 and 1V.A-31). As discussed
in the Draft EIR, the majority of cut slopes would expose highly weathered and/or highly jointed
bedrock that may be subject to possible surficial failure or deep-seated slope instability. Most cut
slopes would require replacement with a stabilization fill slope, or buttress fill slopes incorporating
keyways with subsurface drainage systems, as recommended in Mitigation Measure A-4 on page IV.A-
34 in the Draft EIR. With the implementation of this recommended mitigation, the potential risk of
failure with respect to proposed cut slopes would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

The visual impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed in Section IV.N (Aesthetics) of
the Draft EIR. On page 1V.N-38, the Draft EIR acknowledges that substantial portions of the 194-acre
Development Area would involve the removal or alteration of existing scenic resources such as major
landforms and undisturbed native vegetation, which would substantially impact scenic resources.
Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts on scenic resources would be considered significant. See
also Topical Response 6.
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Commenter 149: Fred Dong, Chairman, Sierra Club, P.O. Box 423,
Montrose, CA 91021, December 29, 2003

Comment 149-1:

The Sierra Club is presenting its comment on the draft environmental impact report. The project and
its alternatives have not been designed with environmental sensitivity. The project and all listed project
alternatives have a material and significant impact on the Verdugo Mountains and surrounding
communities. The environmental impact report has significant omissions and errors. Adequate
fieldwork is lacking in many sections discussing major environmental impacts. Studies that could have
been easily conducted have not been done.

In view of the significant and serious omissions and errors in the information contained in the
draft environmental impact report (DEIR), the environmental impact report consultant should
incorporate the suggestions for revision of the DEIR and re-circulate the DEIR for public
comment. We ask for these revisions to be made and recirculation to be made under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guideline Section 15088.5. The errors and
omissions are of a significant nature that would require re-circulation under Section 15088.5.

It is extremely important that the Environmental Impact Report show the potential impact of this
development on the community. It is an important tool for the various city bodies to decide if this
project should be built as proposed. An inadequate Environmental Impact Report will lead to bad
decisions made or detrimental consequences occurring as a result of inadequate disclosure of the
development’s consequences.

All the issues and concerns that we raise about the accuracy of the Canyon Hills Environmental Report
must be addressed and appropriate responses must be given to these issues and concerns that we have
raised. We hope that the EIR consultant can respond to our issues and concerns in a meaningful and
appropriate manner and that all deficiencies or inadequacies in the EIR be corrected.

Response:

Regarding the recirculation of the Draft EIR, see Topical Response 3. Regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR, see Topical Response 1. In addition, this comment expresses opinions about the proposed
project and the Draft EIR, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required pursuant to CEQA.
However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment 149-2:

We ask that all our comments and recommendations for changes be addressed. We hope that the City
of Los Angeles has EIR consultant Christopher Joseph and Associates and related consultants respond
appropriately to all commenting on the EIR. We further ask that all comment letters be available for
public access. This includes access during business hours at the Los Angeles City Planning Division
and posting all comment letters on the City of Los Angeles website as an appendix to the revised EIR.
Many of us do not have access to the Los Angeles Planning Division during normal business hours.
This information must also be available at the local Sunland-Tujunga library and should be available at
Wendy Gruel’s Council District 2 field offices. This should not be a barrier for the public to have
access to everyone’s comments. The public has a right to know this information. It is part of the
public record on the project.

Response:

Every comment received in response to the Draft EIR has been answered pursuant to CEQA in this
Final EIR. Furthermore, copies of every original comment letter are included in Appendix A to this
Final EIR. This Final EIR will be available for public viewing at the same locations as those for the
Draft EIR, including: (1) online at the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning website; (2) at
the City of Los Angeles Department City Planning located at 200 North Spring Street, Room 763; (3)
at the Los Angeles City Council District Field Office located at 7747 Foothill Boulevard in Tujunga;
and (4) at the Central Library at 630 West 5" Street in Los Angeles, the Sunland-Tujunga Branch
Library at 7771 Foothill Boulevard in Tujunga, the Sun Valley Branch Library at 7935 Vineland
Avenue in Sun Valley and the La Crescenta Library at 4521 La Crescenta Avenue in La Crescenta.

Comment 149-3:

The applicant must amend or change the EIR to reflect an applicant that is legally entitled to conduct
business in California. Our research with the California Secretary of State has found that Whitebird,
Inc., the applicant, is not registered to act as a legal foreign corporation in California. It is technically
not allowed to do business in this state. Further research indicates that Whitebird, Inc., is a Nevada
Corporation, based in Texas. The address used by the applicant is not actually the legal business
address of the applicant, but the address of it’s [sic] consultant, The Consensus Planning Group. The
correct legal business address of the applicant must be used and distinguished from its agent of process,
its attorney who is located in Los Angeles.

It is unclear why Whitebird, Inc. chooses to operate illegally in this state and own land in its name. If
the applicant is actually operating under another company name or legal entity, that name must be put
on the application. We believe that CEQA will require that the actual applicant name be disclosed in
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the EIR and project application. We would hope that all business entities that operate or do business in
our community would act in a legal and ethical manner in the way that they conduct business.

Response:
See Response 94-2.
Comment 149-4:

We also ask that the social and economic effects of this development on the community be discussed in
the EIR in the appropriate sections. Under CEQA Guideline Section 15131, the EIR must discuss the
following areas discussed in subdivisions (a), (b), and (c). The project will have social and economic
impacts on the community.

Response:
As stated in Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:

Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision
on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project
to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The
intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater
than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be
on the physical changes.

CEQA does not treat social effects as significant effects on the environment and therefore the economic
and social effects of a project are only analyzed if there is a connection to an impact on the physical
environment. No physical impacts on the environment are anticipated due to economic or social change
associated with the proposed project. As such, the economic and social effects associated with the
proposed project were not addressed in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the commenter does not provide
any evidence to support his contention that the proposed project would result in a physical
environmental impact due to an economic or social change. Therefore, no further response is possible.

Comment 149-5:

We also believe that this development as proposed is not economically viable because the lots will not
be sold as planned. Also, there needs to be a discussion of the costs of the project and the assumptions
of sale of the lots. This needs to be disclosed in the EIR for discussion of the project to be meaningful.
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Response:

See Response 118-22.

Comment 149-6:

15131. Economic and Social Effects

Economic or social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the
agency desires.

(a) Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.
An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated
economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the
economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any
detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be
on the physical changes.

(b) Economic or social effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of physical
changes caused by the project. For example, if the construction of a new freeway or rail line divides an
existing community, the construction would be the physical change, but the social effect on the
community would be the basis for determining that the effect would be significant. As an additional
example, if the construction of a road and the resulting increase in noise in an area disturbed existing
religious practices in the area, the disturbance of the religious practices could be used to determine that
the construction and use of the road and the resulting noise would be significant effects on the
environment. The religious practices would need to be analyzed only to the extent to show that the
increase in traffic and noise would conflict with the religious practices. Where an EIR uses economic
or social effects to determine that a physical change is significant, the EIR shall explain the reason for
determining that the effect is significant.

(c) Economic, social, and particularly housing factors shall be considered by public agencies together
with technological and environmental factors in deciding whether changes in a project are feasible to
reduce or avoid the significant effects on the environment identified in the EIR. If information on these
factors is not contained in the EIR, the information must be added to the record in some other manner
to allow the agency to consider the factors in reaching a decision on the project.

Response:

This comment accurately quotes Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a
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response is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment 149-7:
Section I. SUMMARY

We disagree with many of the findings that many of the impacts are less than significant. We have
found that many of the project’s impacts are significant and will create adverse effects on the
community. We believe additional mitigation measures are required in many areas. Please refer to
these discussions in our comments that follow in each section.

Response:

This comment expresses opinions about the Draft EIR, but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a response is not
required pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment 149-8:
Section I1. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The EIR does not mention or show any projects in the La Tuna Canyon or Sun Valley area. Those
projects in the La Tuna Canyon or Sun Valley area that are the same distance from the project site as
the 13 projects that are discussed in this section must be identified and discussed. They must be
discussed in this section and all other sections in the EIR that discuss cumulative impacts from projects
in the surrounding area.

The EIR will be misleading if the full impacts of this project and others in the area are not fairly and
accurately discussed.

Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the list of related projects in the Draft EIR, see
Responses 36-3, 36-5 and Topical Response 7. With respect to the concern expressed regarding related
projects in the La Tuna Canyon area, see Topical Response 7.
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Comment 149-9:
Section I1l. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The EIR must properly describe the project area. The EIR does not indicate what land the applicant
actually owns. The consultant has failed to list the Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) for all the
properties that the applicant considers part of the development and the APNs of the properties that
would be specifically impacted by grading, construction, and other improvement or land modification.
The consultant has failed to ascertain even if the applicant actually owns the land considered in the
application. If the applicant does not own all the parcels of the land area shown in Figures Il1-1 and
Figures I11-2 about the site plan and detail, the DEIR is meaningless because the impacts of the
proposed development could be significantly different than what is stated.

Some of the roads, grading, and other land alterations and improvements may not be allowed if the
applicant does not own the parcels that are intended to be altered. The EIR must describe the project
impacts with the land that the applicant actually owns rather than what the applicant intends to own.

The applicant must disclose all lands that they own in the area off the project site. This includes land
owned by related parties such as corporations or other business entities with common or similar
owners, relatives of the owners or principals of Whitebird, Inc, and corporations or other business
entities of relatives of the owners or principals of Whitebird, Inc. This important because if this project
is allowed to proceed as submitted, there is a potential that other lands owned by the applicant or
related parties may develop their parcels. This is part of the Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed
Project that must be discussed under CEQA section 15126.2(d).

Response:
See Response 118-9.
Comment 149-10:

Also, there is some indication that the applicant’s project boundaries are in dispute with possibly more
than one property owner. There must be an accurate survey done of the lands that the applicant does
own. This survey must be disclosed in the EIR and the project boundaries redrawn to remove the lands
in dispute. If the legal ownership of these properties are not the applicant’s, the impacts of the project
will be different as road and other site improvements would have to be altered for the changes in the
project boundaries.

Response:

See Response 118-9.
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Comment 149-11:

We also do not understand why in Figure 1VV.D-4 and other figures in this and other sections discussing
the project impact show that this development will have direct impacts on the land known as the Duke
Development property. The applicant does not explain in this section or other sections what they intend
to do with the Duke property. They do not own this land and should properly discuss impacts related
to cumulative impacts. If the Duke development is built, it would be a cumulative impact. If the
applicant intends to acquire the Duke Development site and impact it, it should disclose this.
Otherwise, it is completely inappropriate for the applicant to modify, grade, improve or impact land
which is not theirs. The consultant must fully explain why they are discussing impacts for property
they do not own.

Response:

The analyses of some of the environmental categories included in Section IV (Environmental Impact
Analysis) of the Draft EIR include data and analysis with respect to the Duke Property because those
discussions are taken almost verbatim from technical reports prepared by the consultants for the
proposed project, and those consultants were asked to include information in those studies with respect
to the Duke Property for two reasons. First, environmental information was required with respect to
Alternative C, which consists of alternative roadway access across the Duke Property to Development
Area A. This was acknowledged in the Draft EIR. For example, this is stated at the beginning of the
biological analysis on page 1V.D-1 (footnote 1) in Section IV.D (Biological Resources) of the Draft
EIR. The discussion of Alternative C in Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft
EIR includes a site plan and detailed discussion regarding the location of the alternative access road on
the Duke Property and its comparative environmental impacts. Second, environmental information was
required regarding the impacts associated with the Duke Project in order to analyze the proposed
project’s cumulative impacts. For example, Table IV.D-6 on page IV.D-52 in the Draft EIR includes
vegetation impacts with respect to the Duke Property, and the reason for the inclusion of that
information is set forth in footnote *““d” in that table.

The commenter is correct that Figure 1V.D-4 reflects that a small amount of grading would occur at the
entry to the Duke Property. This potential grading area was conservatively included in the site plan for
the proposed project to indicate the grading that would be required for the first segment of the entry
road for the Duke Project adjacent to the entry road for Development Area A. However, no grading
would be required on the Duke Property with respect to the proposed project. With regard to the
concern that the project applicant does not own the Duke Property, see Responses 118-9 and 118-16.
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Comment 149-12:

Also, it must be explained why the EIR indicates that there could be up to 20% remedial grading for
the project that could increase the amount of earthwork graded from 4,600,000 cubic yards to over
5,500,000 cubic yards. The assumptions and rationale for this should be explained including how much
is earth is estimated to be lost due to shrinkage factors such as graded dirt becoming aerial during the
grading process, compaction, and loss of dirt due to runoff or flooding during the rainy season. It
should be noted that using a standard 10 wheel dump truck used for excavation work holds about 15
cubic yards of material. If the remedial grading is required and 5,500,000 cubic yards are graded, it
would require that 367,667 dump truck trips within the project are required to move the earth on site, if
each truck were completely filled.

If these trucks were only 90% full, it would mean that it would require 407,407 truck trips. If you put
these trucks that are 25 feet long end to end it would span 1,929 miles which is about 500 miles short of
having the trucks go from Los Angeles to New York. This will have an impact on air pollution and
construction noise during the construction phase of the development.

Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the quantity of earthwork associated with the proposed
project’s grading activities (including remedial grading), see Topical Response 6. With respect to the
concern expressed regarding the number of trucks and the noise associated with the trucks that would
be utilized during grading activities, see Response 52-15. With respect to the concern expressed
regarding air emissions associated with the trucks that would be utilized during grading activities, see
Response 24-4.

Comment 149-13:

The engineering estimates of time and equipment needed to accomplish the grading in these areas are
way off. The EIR information is not correct and must be corrected to rectify these errors. According
to the information providing in the EIR, the developer may need 8 to 12 times the equipment that is
listed on Page IV.E-9 & 10 for Development Area A. In order to complete the grading in Development
Area A in 19 months, it requires 833 on-site truck trips per day to haul dirt working every allowable
weekday. This means that if each truck took 20 minutes to be filled, drive to an adjacent area to drop
off the fill, and return back to be filled it would take 31 trucks operating 9 hours per day continuously
to do this. If each truck took 30 minutes to be filled, drive to an adjacent area to drop off the fill, and
return back to be filled it would take 46 trucks operating 9 hours per day continuously to do this. The
equipment lists only indicate that 4 trucks are needed. Does this also mean that 8 to 12 times the
number of support equipment are needed, so that instead of 8 scrapers, 64 to 96 are needed, instead of
2 Cat loaders, 16 to 24 are needed, and instead of 6 tractors, 48 to 72 are needed to complete the task
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in Development Area A???? Even if it takes 57 months to do the grading in Development Area A,
about 3 to 4 times the number of trucks and other equipment will be needed. If the grading time is off
substantially, then the project build date is incorrect and all the measurements of build out time and
impacts in 2009 are incorrect and must be redone.

CANYON HILLS DEVELOPMENT
NUMBER OF TRUCKS NEEDED & AMOUNT OF GRADING DONE

DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT
AREA A AREA B
Amount of Grading
with 20% Remedial
Grading 4,080,000 cubic yds 1,452,000 cubic yds
No. of Dump Trucks
Required- 90% Full* 302,222 truck trips 107,555 truck trips
Grading Time Period 19 months 12 months
No of Working Days in
Grading Time Period** 410 days 260 days
Less Holidays Off (15) days (10) days
Days work stopped
due to Adverse
Weather (32) days (20) days
Total Project Work
Days Available 363 days 230 days
Total Truck Trips
per Day Required at truck trips truck  trips
Each Site 833 per day 468 per day
No of Trucks
Required on Site Operating Operating
Each Day if 27 trips Trucks on Trucks  on
per day**** 31 Site 16 Site
No of Trucks
Required on Site Operating Operating
Each Day if 18 trips Trucks on Trucks  on
per day***** 46 Site 26 Site

*Assumes Dump Truck Capacity is 15 cubic yards

** Assumes working Monday-Friday during week, 5 working days per week

*** Assumes Work day is 9 hrs from 7am-5pm with 1 hr. off for lunch

***x Assumes it takes only 20 minutes for each truck to be filled, drive to drop off fill & return
*xxxxk Assumes it takes only 30 minutes for each truck to be filled, drive to drop off fill & return

According to the information providing [sic] in the EIR, the developer may need 4 to 7 times the
equipment that is listed on Page IV.E-9 & 10 for Development Area B. In order to complete the
grading in Development Area B in 12 months, it requires 468 on-site truck trips per day to haul dirt
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working every allowable weekday. This means that if each truck took 20 minutes to be filled, drive to
an adjacent area to drop off the fill, and return back to be filled it would take 16 trucks operating 9
hours per day continuously to do this. If each truck took 30 minutes to be filled, drive to an adjacent
area to drop off the fill, and return back to be filled it would take 26 trucks operating 9 hours per day
continuously to do this. The equipment lists only indicate that 4 trucks are needed. Does this also
mean that 4 to 7 times the number of support equipment are needed, so that instead of 6 scrapers, 24 to
42 are needed, instead of 2 Cat loaders, 8 to 14 are needed, and instead of 4 tractors, 16 to 28 are
needed to complete the task in Development Area B???? Even if it takes 36 months to do the grading in
Development Area B, about 1 1/3 to 2 1/3 times the number of trucks and other equipment will be
needed. If the grading time is off substantially, then the project build date is incorrect and all the
measurements of build out time and impacts in 2009 are incorrect and must be redone. This is
important because without information such as this, it is difficult to evaluate whether the EIR’s
assertion that the project could be accomplished with balanced on site cutting ridges and filling canyons.
If there are material errors in the engineering estimates, it could mean that substantially more ridges or
other areas must be bulldozed to achieve an on site balance of grading that have not been previously
identified. If this occurs the impacts could be substantially greater and more significant that the impacts
listed. Besides increasing the development footpad, if the site is unbalanced in its grading, it could
require the importation of possibly thousands of truck loads of earth or other material to achieve a
balance. The impacts of a non-balanced grading project have not been discussed in the current EIR.

Response:

Contrary to this comment, the information presented in the Draft EIR with respect to the length of time
and equipment needed to implement the proposed grading plan is accurate. However, the analysis
presented in this comment is incorrect in numerous aspects and is based a series of erroneous
assumptions and fallacious logic. First, the analysis makes a series of unsupported assumptions as to
(1) the carrying capacity of a typical haul truck (2) the amount of time required to load a truck (3) the
amount of time required for a truck to make a round-trip and (4) the destination of the truck trip.
Second, based upon these unsupported assumptions, the commenter calculates that 31 to 46 trucks
would be needed to haul the dirt in the time frame presented in the Draft EIR. Third, since the
analyses in the Draft EIR (see page 1V.E-9) states that only four off-highway trucks would be used in
proposed Development Area A, the commenter concludes that the Draft EIR understates the number of
required off-highway trucks by a factor of 8 to 12. Fourth, the comment assumes that “if”” the Draft
EIR has understated the number of off-highway trucks, then the Draft EIR has likewise understated all
of the grading equipment by similar factors.

The fundamental flaw in the commenter’s analysis is the erroneous assumption that the grading plan
would be implemented by the use of off-highway trucks as the primary means of moving excavated
earth. To the contrary, grading for the proposed project would not require the hauling of dirt by trucks
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as grading would be balanced onsite. Therefore, the commenter’s assessment of the number of
necessary trucks and the length of the grading operations is incorrect. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not require the loading of dirt into trucks to move dirt on the project site. Rather, as
discussed on page 1V.B-12 in the Draft EIR, soil and crushed rock would be moved onsite by large
scrapers. Therefore the commenter’s assessment of the additional grading equipment required for
proposed project is incorrect. The Draft EIR sets forth the list of anticipated grading equipment on
pages I11-6 through 111-9, 1V.B-12, IV.E-9 and IV.E-10. The identification of necessary grading
equipment was prepared by the project engineer (Crosby, Mead, Benton and Associates), a firm with
many years of experience preparing detailed grading plans for large and complex projects, and the
consulting grading contractor.

According to the commenter “if the grading time is off substantially, then the project build date is
incorrect and all the measurements of build out time and impacts in 2009 are incorrect.” However, the
estimated time frame for grading the project site is not “off substantially”. The earthwork quantities
have been accurately derived from detailed computer modeling of the grading plan. In addition,
extensive geotechnical investigations of the project site and surrounding area have provided in-depth
information concerning the geotechnical conditions that would be encountered during the grading
operations. With this information the project engineer and the consulting grading contractors properly
estimated the necessary equipment to be used and the amount of time to complete the work.

The commenter also states that “besides increasing the development footpad, if the site is unbalanced in
its grading, it could require the importation of possibly thousands of truck loads of earth or other
material to achieve a balance. The impacts of a non-balanced grading project have not been discussed
in the current EIR.” In fact, based upon detailed computer modeling, the proposed grading plan does
balance and there is no need for the “importation of possibly thousands of truck loads of earth or other
material to achieve a balance.” In addition, the commenter did not take into consideration the
flexibility of grading plans, in which slight modifications in building pad and road elevations can
eliminate any discrepancies between cut and fill quantities.

Comment 149-14:

Also, if grading 5,500,000 cubic yards instead of the planned 4,600,000 cubic yards for the whole
project requires that a larger area of land be graded, that must be disclosed in the EIR. A map showing
the additional areas with a description of what will be done must be included in the area. If grading up
to 20% more cubic yards of fill necessitates grading possibly another 20% more area or even as little as
5%, it would constitute a significant impact. The maximum potential project impact must be shown in
the EIR even if the actual project’s impacts are less than the maximum projection.
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Response:
See Topical Response 6.
Comment 149-15:

The EIR must list the impact of both grading and open space modification such as fuel modification in
both project areas. It is not clear in this section that 305 acres will be graded or modified in some way
which is 34.4% of the applicant’s property assuming that the applicant actually owns the full 887 acre
tract discussed in the EIR. This is a very significant impact because it affects roughly 3 or more
percent of the entire remaining open space in the Verdugo Mountains. Each project over the years has
taken small chunks of the open space in the Verdugo Mountains. This project will destroy or modify a
significant amount of the remaining open space of the Verdugo Mountains.

The section discusses that about 176 acres would be graded in Development Area A and that about 65
acres would be graded in Development Area B for a total of about 241 acres. However, this section
does not discuss additional acreage in each section that will be fuel modified to remove vegetation that
is currently there to create defensible fire zones. This section does not discuss how much many acres
of modified open space will be in each development area.

Response:

As set forth in Table 1V.D-6 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would include brush clearance on
approximately 46.43 ungraded acres of the project site and brush thinning on approximately 47.34
ungraded acres of the project site. The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does not include a
breakdown of the fuel modification zone and modified open space in each Development Area.
However, the inclusion of that information was not necessary to analyze the environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Regarding the completeness of the Draft EIR, see Topical
Response 1.

With respect to the implied concern expressed regarding the effect of the proposed project on biological
resources in the Verdugo Mountains, see Topical Response 5. Furthermore, as discussed in Topical
Response 5, the Verdugo Mountains ecosystem is comprised of approximately 11,554 acres of land.
The portion of the project site that would be graded or modified (304.77 acres) would actually be
approximately 2.6 percent (304.77 = 11,554) of the land in the Verdugo Mountains ecosystem.

Comment 149-16:

The EIR must discuss the current slope and average slope of the site areas proposed to be developed.
The EIR must discuss the slope and average slope after the project would be developed of the impacted
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areas. This important for decision makers to determine whether the project engineering information is
accurate and the allowable number of residences under the City of Los Angeles slope density ordinance.

We have excerpted this ordinance below:

817.50

E. Slope Density. (Added by Ord. No. 162,144, Eff. 5/11/87.) In Hillside
Areas as defined in Chapter 1X of the Los Angeles Municipal Code which are
designated in the Minimum Density housing category by the applicable element
of the General Plan adopted by the City Council, the dwelling unit density shall
not exceed that allowed by the following formula:

D = (50 - S)/35
Where: D = the maximum number of dwelling units per gross acre allowable, and
S = the average natural slope of the land in percent

Where the total allowable number of dwelling units per parcel map or tentative
tract map calculated under the above formulas results in a number other than a
whole number, it shall be rounded to the nearest whole number as follows:
where the fractional portion of the total allowable number of dwelling units
equals .5 or more, the total number of allowable dwelling units shall be
rounded to the next larger whole number; where the fractional portion of the
total allowable number of dwelling units equals less than .5, the total number of
allowable dwelling units shall be rounded to the next smaller whole number

In no case shall the permitted density be less than 0.05 dwelling units per gross
acre. Average natural slope is slope prior to any grading. Where previous
grading on a site makes it difficult to determine average natural slope using the
above formula, the Director of Planning shall determine the average natural
slope in a manner to carry out the purpose and intent of this subsection.

The average natural slope in Section 17.50 is calculated under the following LAMC section.

§17.02

Average Natural Slope (Added by Ord. No. 162,144, Eff. 5/11/87.) The
average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours within a given parcel of
land divided by its areas as computed from either the City Engineer’s
topographic maps or a topographic map prepared by a registered civil engineer
or licensed land surveyor. Average natural slope shall be computed by the
following formula:
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S = (C x L)/A x 100

Where: S = average natural slope in percent. C = contour interval in feet, at not greater than 25-foot
intervals, resulting in at least 5 contour lines. L = total accumulated length of all contours of interval
“C” in feet. A = the area being considered in square feet.

Slopes may be computed by the entire parcel area or by 500-foot grid
increments, as shown on the City Engineer’s topographic maps.

If the Average Natural Slope of the project site is 49% or greater, the applicant would only be allowed
.05 residences per acre. So, only 1 residence per 20 acres could be built. This ordinance was passed
in 1987, 9 years before the applicant began acquiring the project site land. Changing the project site
slope is a significant and unavoidable impact to the land and must be stated as such in the EIR. The
project must conform with the slope density ordinance.

Response:

This comment cites Section 17.50E of the LAMC, which applies to proposed parcel maps. However,
the proposed project includes the approval of a vesting tentative tract map, not a parcel map, so Section
17.50E is inapplicable to the proposed project. The commenter may have intended to cite Section
17.05C of the LAMC. Pursuant to Footnote 4 in the Sunland-Tujunga Community Plan, the slope
density formula set forth in Section 17.05C applies to land designated as Minimum Residential, Very
Low I Residential and Very Low Il Residential in the area covered by the Sunland-Tujunga Community
Plan, which includes the proposed Development Areas. However, the proposed land use designation
for the Development Areas is Low Residential, which would not be subject to the slope density formula
in Section 17.05C. Therefore, contrary to this statement, the proposed project would not be required to
conform with the slope density formula.

However, the Draft EIR does provide information regarding the current number of homes that could be
developed on the project site under the current land use designations for the project site pursuant to the
City’s slope density formula in Section 17.05C. Alternative D is a reduced-density alternative that
would permit the development of 87 large single-family lots, or “ranchettes”, on the project site. This
is the maximum number of homes that can currently be developed on the project site pursuant to the
slope density formula (see page 1V-42 in the Draft EIR). Contrary to the comment, neither CEQA nor
the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of the current slope and average slope of the proposed
Development Areas. However, in response to this comment, a graphic has been prepared that provides
detailed information regarding the slopes on the entire project site. Please see Figure FEIR-2 in
Topical Response 6.
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Comment 149-17:

On page 4 of this section, there is a discussion and table of the number of lots and pad sizes in each
development area. However, their location must be described and shown in the EIR. We must be able
to evaluate whether, the pad sizes and lots are feasible in the development as described. Without this
information, we might surmise that the development as proposed may not be feasible and the pads that
are actually developed may be significantly smaller in size as proposed or significantly more grading
must be done to achieve the desired pad sizes.

For the lots that are custom lots with custom pads, the minimum and maximum pad size must be
described. This is important to determine if this is in conformity with all city ordinances and
regulations that govern buildable areas.

The lot size and pad size of all pads must be disclosed also to determine if the project is feasible and all
city regulations and ordinances are followed regarding building versus lot size. This must be disclosed
for both Development Areas A and B.

Response:

Contrary to the statement, the locations of the proposed lots are shown in graphics throughout the Draft
EIR, in particular the site plan and site plan detail shown on Figures I11-1 and I11-2. These figures
incorporate the proposed project’s preliminary grading plans, which were drawn accurately on mylar at
200 scale (on the original drawings). With respect to the concern expressed as to whether the pad sizes
and lots are “feasible”, the purpose of the Draft EIR was not to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed
project, but rather to analyze its potentially significant environmental impacts. With respect to the
concern expressed regarding more grading being necessary to achieve the pad sizes proposed, the
grading plans were drawn precisely and have been reviewed by the project civil engineer. The
earthwork quantities were prepared with state-of-the-art computer software systems.

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the identification of the size of the custom pads on the
custom lots, the custom lots do not have graded pads. The foundation systems would conform to the
natural topography. The structures would conform to all City ordinances and regulations.

In any event, the proposed vesting tentative tract map for the project has been prepared, which includes
all of the information requested in this comment. The vesting tentative tract map is included as
Appendix B to this Final EIR.

Comment 149-18:

The EIR must discuss in greater detail the entitlement process and expected lengths of time to receive
the different entitlements sought. In some other sections of the EIR, expected time frames are
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discussed. Those time frames could be significantly impacted if the expected time frames to receive the
entitlements are substantially different than planned. As there are no time frames discussed about
obtaining entitlements, it is not possible to judge whether any time frames discussed are realistic in the
context of obtaining permits.

If it takes longer than anticipated to obtain these permits, it could alter this development’s threshold of
significant impact for the community. For example, with current growth rates in population, if the
project were completed in 15 years instead of 5 years, many of the local schools would be at a point
where they may be close to their enrollment capacity or have exceeded it. Thus, in 15 years if 5
students cause this project to exceed the enrollment capacity of any school, this would be a significant
impact. However, if in 5 years, the project’s students would not cause the same schools to exceed
enrollment capacity (due to increases in area population), then that would not be a significant impact.

Response:

Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines require a detailed discussion regarding the entitlements
process and the expected length and time to receive different entitlements. At the time the preparation
of the Draft EIR commenced, it was anticipated that the proposed project would be completed by 2009,
based on a variety of factors, including the anticipated duration of the entitlements process. As a result
of the significant comments received on the Draft EIR, including the 170-page letter submitted by the
commenter, as well as the extension of the public comment period of the Draft EIR from 45 days to 90
days, the duration of the entitlements process could be several months longer than expected. However,
at the time the preparation of the Draft EIR commenced in September 2002, it was reasonable to
assume, and it is still reasonable to assume, that the proposed project would be entitled and developed
by 2009, a period of more than seven years.

Comment 149-19:

We disagree with many of the project objectives. It is misleading to state some of these objectives.
These must be changed to present fairly and accurately what the project objectives are.

The applicant states as one objective, “To provide a substantial amount of high-quality housing for local
and area residents to meet existing and future needs of those desiring to live in the northeast San
Fernando Valley and to help alleviate the substantial housing shortage in the City.” According to the
EIR, only 831 residents will live in this new development and it will create only 280 households.
According to the 2000 census figures in Section IV.H of the EIR, the City of Los Angeles had
3,852,993 residents and 1,323,882 households. This development would allow the number of residents
in the city to increase by 0.02% and number of households to increase by .02%. This is hardly
alleviates any of the substantial housing shortage in the City. The applicant may not even build homes
if this project is approved. The applicant has mentioned that he does not actually intend to build homes
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or dwellings. This project cannot therefore fulfill this goal if no homes or dwellings will be built.
Also, the region must rethink growth plans and housing needs for the area. Lack of certain resources
such an adequate water supply and adequate road infrastructure that can mitigate terrible traffic jams
need to be present to accommodate the needs of the population. It seems that this area has already
passed the point where resources such as these can adequately serve the needs of the population. This
project does nothing to help problems like this and adequately address problems or needs on a more
global scale.

Response:

Pursuant to Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR includes a list of the project
objectives. The commenter may disagree with many of those objectives, but it is not the commenter’s
responsibility to determine those objectives. With respect to the objective referenced in the comment,
the proposed project would provide a substantial amount of high-quality housing and would help
alleviate the substantial housing shortage in the City. Obviously, the development of the proposed
project would not, in and of itself, fully address the housing shortage in the City, but providing 280
single-family homes would certainly help to address that housing shortage. The comparison of the
projected residents to the total number of residents in Los Angeles is a false comparison and, in a
related context, has been determined to be unlawful under CEQA (see Kings County Farm Bureau v.
City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 720 (1990)). Finally, with respect to the statement that the
project applicant does not intend to build homes, see Response 118-3.

Comment 149-20:

The applicant states as another objective, “To provide greater regional housing opportunities for
homebuyers and assist in satisfying the housing needs for the region.” The EIR indicates that these
houses may have an average size of 4,000 square feet. Houses in this area of that size tend to be priced
in excess of $1,000,000. Unless the applicant plans to provide low income housing or subsidies of
purchase costs, these expensive homes will do little to provide greater regional home opportunities for
homebuyers. It will not really assist in satisfying the housing needs of the region either. The region
needs affordable housing for residents. People that will be able to purchase homes priced $1,000,000
or more will probably have to have household incomes in excess of $250,000 per year. This
development will not assist in satisfying the housing needs for the region. Again, the applicant has
stated that he will not build homes. So, this project cannot help greater regional housing opportunities
if no homes are built or if they are not affordable by residents.

Response:

See Response 149-19. W.ith respect to the concern expressed regarding the provision of housing for
individuals and families at a lower income level, that is a social issue which cannot be treated as a

Canyon Hills Project IV. Responses to Comments
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1V-854



City of Los Angeles September 2004

significant effect on the environment (see Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines). Nonetheless, this
comment is incorrect because it falsely assumes that regional housing needs consist solely of low
income housing. However, there is currently a significant shortage of housing in the City and the
region at all income levels. With respect to the last two sentences in the comment, see Response 118-3.

Comment 149-21:

The applicant states as another objective, “To invigorate the local economy by providing employment
and business opportunities associated with the construction, use, and occupancy of the proposed
project”. The EIR does not really discuss the actual economic impact on the local economy. There is
no measurement of the effect. The applicant is an out of state developer. The profit from this
development will go to out of state investors and will not benefit the local economy. Real estate taxes
from homes go directly to the State of California and may not benefit the local economy in any
meaningful way.

Response:
See Response 118-22.
Comment 149-22:

The applicant states as another objective, “To provide ample equestrian and other recreational
amenities, as well as significant passive open space and landscaping areas.” The project will eliminate
the possibility of having this area as equestrian estates as these lots will be too small for housing horses.
The equestrian park will have little room for park users that drive vehicles to the site. Thus, this
project will not provide ample equestrian amenities.  The recreational amenities of this project are
actually unknown. The applicant has not specified where these facilities will be and the public will be
excluded from these facilities.

Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding equestrian amenities, see Topical Response 8. With
respect to the concern expressed regarding recreational amenities associated with the proposed project,
see Response 28-2.

Comment 149-23:

The applicant states as another objective, “To establish a low-density residential community that avoids
the crowded appearance of a typical subdivision”. In the La Tuna Canyon area, the residences there
are equestrian homes with a large amount of open space. This development will appear to be a typical
subdivision by comparison with surrounding properties and homes in this community.
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Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the design and appearance of the proposed project, see
Topical Response 6. With respect to the concern expressed regarding the proposed project’s
compatibility with the existing equestrian community in La Tuna Canyon, see Topical Response 8.

Comment 149-24:

The applicant states as another objective, “To provide a peaceful, attractive residential development
within the context of the surrounding man-made and natural environment, and separate and shield the
development to maximize environmental and land use compatibility with surrounding uses”. The
development will not be very peaceful as many if not most of the homes, since it is so close to the
freeway will experience noise levels even after mitigation close to the maximum normal level of 67 dB
of Caltrans guidelines. The development is environmentally insensitive with possibly grading as much
as 5.5 million cubic yards of fill according to the EIR.

The development could have proposed substantially less grading and utilize the natural contours of the
land and habitat to design the development. Thus the development will not be attractive or be
“environmental”. The proposed land use is incompatible with current zoning regulations and land use
classifications. The land use is also incompatible with surrounding land uses as this development will
eliminate the rural atmosphere that is found in the area and will not allow the property to be used as
equestrian estates.

Response:

The noise analysis contained in Section IV.E (Noise) of the Draft EIR indicates that the Caltrans noise
criteria 67 dBA contour line is located approximately 500 feet from the Interstate 210 centerline. All of
the proposed homes outside this contour would meet the Caltrans noise criteria without mitigation.
Twenty of the 280 proposed homes would be located within the 67 dBA contour line. However,
implementation of recommended mitigation measures E-12, E-13 and E-14, including the installation of
sound walls, would reduce freeway noise to an acceptable level with respect to 17 of those 20 homes.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the freeway noise impact with respect to three of the proposed homes in
Development Area B (designated as R10, R11 and R12 on Figure IV.E-2) cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level as originally designed.

As discussed in more detail in Response 115-4, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public
review, the site plan was modified to change the elevations and/or location of the three homes in
guestion (as recommended in Mitigation Measures E-12 and E-13) and the project noise consultant
prepared a supplemental noise report to consider the effect of these changes. The supplemental analysis
concluded that, by changing the locations and elevations of the three homes in question and modifying
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the proposed sound walls, freeway noise impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. The
supplemental noise analysis is included in Appendix F to this Final EIR.

With respect to the sensitivity of the proposed grading plan, see Topical Response 6. As discussed
therein, and contrary to this comment, the site plan was designed to utilize the natural contours of the
land and to avoid sensitive habitat. Whether the proposed project is “attractive” is a subjective issue,
and the assessment of project aesthetics is presented in Section IV.N (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR.
With respect to the concern addressed regarding the incompatibility of the proposed land use with
current zoning regulations and land use classifications, see Response 57-10. W.ith respect to the
concern expressed regarding the compatibility of the proposed project with surrounding land uses, as
discussed on pages 1V.G-16 and IV.G-16 in the Draft EIR, the proposed low-density, single-family
homes would be compatible with the existing residential areas. The commenter does not state any
specific concern regarding this analysis, so no further response is possible. Finally, with respect to the
equestrian issue raised in this comment, see Topical Response 8.

Comment 149-25:

The applicant states as another objective, “To locate the residential development in proximity to
existing infrastructure and services where possible”. The residential development is far away from
services and stores that residents will need to utilize. This will require numerous vehicle trips to obtain
those services and acquire goods required by the residents. Additionally, the area is not served by
public transportation which will handicap the residents from eliminating vehicle trips from the project.
Unless the applicant intends further development including development of commercial property on or
nearby the site, the services and goods that residents will need are not nearby where residents can walk
or take public transportation.

Response:

The design of the proposed project situates the homes close to existing residential development, the
freeway and city streets. The portions of the project site that are farther removed from existing
development are proposed to remain as open space. The proposed homes would be located a similar
distance from local commercial services as existing homes to the northeast and east of the proposed
Development Area A. The distance of the proposed project from public transportation is described in
Section V.l (Transportation and Traffic) of the Draft EIR. The project applicant has no plans for
commercial development on or near the project site. Finally, as discussed in Topical Response 9, the
traffic analysis in the Draft EIR took into account all vehicle trips that would be generated by the
proposed project.
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Comment 149-26:

The applicant states as another objective, “To provide safe, efficient and aesthetically attractive streets
in the residential development with convenient connections to adjoining arterial and freeways, while
minimizing traffic impacts on existing residential neighborhoods. The applicant has stated no plans
for street landscaping and street design for aesthetics that is described in the EIR. It is misleading to
believe that the streets will be aesthetically attractive with no landscaping plan in place. The
development will have significant impacts on local traffic that will not be mitigated. We discuss those
later in the traffic section of our comments.

Response:

Detailed landscape plans have not been developed at this time and are not required at this stage of the
planning process. However, in accordance with Mitigation Measure N-3, a landscape plan for common
landscape areas (including streets), slopes and undeveloped building pads would be submitted to the Los
Angeles Department of City Planning for review and approval prior to issuance of any grading permit.

With respect to the concern expressed regarding traffic impacts, complete responses to specific
comments are provided below. See also Topical Response 9.

Comment 149-27:

The applicant states as another objective, “To minimize impacts to important natural landforms and
significant natural resources”. The development will grade up to 5.5 million cubic yards of fill. This
is more than any alternative that is described in the EIR or could be done instead being sensitive to land
forms and natural contours. This development seems to maximize the impacts to the natural landforms,
because the project’s terrain is not suitable for the development that is proposed. The development
when looking at the visual simulations in the EIR will cut many ridges and peaks, fill canyons, and
destroy many other natural landforms found on the project site. This development eliminates many
significant natural resources such as rare habitats, rare plants, and rare animals.

Response:

See Topical Response 6. While none of the alternatives would require more total excavation than the
proposed project, this is not a useful measure of the project’s overall impact. For example, Alternative
C would only excavate approximately 25,000 cubic yards less than the proposed project (or a difference
of 0.45 percent), but grading under Alternative C would not be balanced and would require the export
of 320,700 cubic yards of excess fill if it could not be utilized on the project site. Alternative D would
reduce grading by approximately 50 percent, but would require the export of 740,000 cubic yards. At
20 cubic yards per truck, Alternative D would require 37,000 truck trips to dispose of the excess fill.
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Alternative E would require the same amount of grading as the proposed project, but it would provide
70 homes less than the proposed project.

Comment 149-28:

The last goal that the applicant states is, “To develop a residential project on the project site that is
financially viable and thereby permits (1) the donation or dedication of all of the project site located
outside the Development Areas to an appropriate public agency or nonprofit entity and (2) the
development of public and private equestrian and other recreational amenities on the project site”. The
property owner is not guaranteed a right to a financially viable project. The developer purchased the
land knowing that it was subject to certain zoning restrictions, land use classifications, slope density
ordinance, hillside protection ordinances, the Los Angeles General Plan and the local Community Plan.
Those land use restrictions were in place when the land was purchased by the applicant. For the
applicant to change all the above mentioned restrictions to build something that is not compatible with
all those restrictions is a risk that the applicant has taken. The applicant should have made a plan to
have a financially viable project taking into account all the land restrictions that existed on the property
at the time of purchase. The development will really not add to the recreational opportunities in the
area as we further discuss in our comments on the recreation section. Financial viability of a project is
not guaranteed by any law for purchases made for land speculation such as this project.

Response:

This comment misapprehends the referenced project objective in three respects. First, with regard to
the project applicant’s right to select its own project objectives, see Response 149-19. Second, the
inclusion of the referenced project objective does not mean that the project applicant is “guaranteed a
right to a financially viable project,” it simply reflects the project applicant’s goal which, contrary to
this comment, is a reasonable one. Third, the main import of the comment is not the financial viability
of the proposed project, but the project applicant’s desire to preserve most of the project site as open
space and to provide a range of public and private equestrian and other recreational amenities.

Comment 149-29:

Also, if the Army Corps of Engineers is to use this document to determine the appropriateness of
requiring a Section 404 permit or other approvals required regarding this development impacting the
Waters of the United States, there must be a discussion of the size of the waters of the United States on
the property, the location of these and how much of the Waters of the United States are expected to be
destroyed, modified or impacted.
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Response:

A description of the total area of Corps jurisdiction and the impacts to Corps jurisdiction are provided
on page 1V.D.56 in the DEIR. A representative of the Corps conducted a field verification visit on
March 3, 2003, and verified the limits of Corps jurisdiction. Figure IV.D-5 in the DEIR depicts the
areas of Corps jurisdiction to be avoided as well as the area to be impacted. The project applicant will
submit application materials to the Corps, in accordance with 33 CFR Part 325, that fully describes
impacts to Waters of the United States and measures proposed to offset the impacts.

Comment 149-30:

The EIR must include information pursuant to CEQA guideline Section 15124(d)(2), “If a public
agency must make more than one decision on a project, all its decisions subject to CEQA should be
listed, preferably in the order in which they will occur.” The City of Los Angeles will make multiple
decisions concerning this project. These decisions must be listed in the EIR according to CEQA
guidelines.

Response:

The listing of discretionary and ministerial entitlements necessary for project approval is provided in
Section I11.D (Discretionary/Ministerial Actions and Approvals) of the Draft EIR (pages 111-10 and Il1-
11), as modified in Section Il1 (Corrections and Additions) of this Final EIR. As discussed therein, the
required entitlements include various permits and approvals from the City, as well as permits and
approvals from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, the California Department of
Fish and Game, the California Department of Transportation and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Comment 149-31:

The EIR must disclose the properties owned by the applicant. The listing the APNs would be the
easiest way and most meaningful way to list the properties owned and impacted by the applicant. The
EIR must disclose the underlying assumptions and estimates used in the engineering estimates of what
will be graded to achieve a balanced on site grading project and the maximum grading impacts of the
project. Engineering information in the EIR appears to be erroneous. The EIR must be redone to
incorporate correct information. Also, the EIR must disclose information including maps of the lot and
pad sizes of all lots that are proposed in both development areas. The EIR must discuss the current
slope and slope after development and the allowed project under LAMC slope density ordinance. The
project objectives must be changed or modified.
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Response:

With respect to the concern expressed regarding the properties owned by the applicant and the APNs,
see Response 118-9. With respect to the concern expressed regarding the proposed project’s grading
estimates, see Topical Response 6. Regarding the recirculation of the Draft EIR, see Topical Response
3. With respect to the concern expressed regarding the proposed pad and lot sizes, see Response 149-
17. With respect to the concern expressed regarding the City’s slope density ordinance, see Response
149-16. With respect to the concern expressed regarding the project objectives, see Response 149-19.

Comment 149-32:
Section IV. A GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The EIR must discuss and recommend mitigation measures that need to taken to insure slope stability if
the project area was inundated with precipitation and runoff from a 100 year flood, an event expected to
occur once every hundred years. The EIR does not discuss flood or mudflow impacts in the proposed
fill areas. This must be discussed in the EIR and mitigation measures must be discussed.

The hazards of mudflows, debris flows or landslides are real in hillside areas. They are of special
concern in hillside areas that have been altered by development.

The United States Geological Survey describes these hazards on their website. We have included parts
of their hazard description in our response.

Hazard Fact Sheet

The term landslide includes a wide range of ground movement, such as rock falls, deep failure of
slopes, and shallow debris flows. Although gravity acting on an over steepened slope is the
primary reason for a landslide, there are other contributing factors:

e erosion by rivers, glaciers, or ocean waves create oversteepened slopes

< rock and soil slopes are weakened through saturation by snowmelt or heavy rains
« earthquakes create stresses that make weak slopes fail

e earthquakes of magnitude 4.0 and greater have been known to trigger landslides
= volcanic eruptions produce loose ash deposits, heavy rain, and debris flows

e excess weight from accumulation of rain or snow, stockpiling of rock or ore, from waste piles,
or from man-made structures may stress weak slopes to failure and other structures
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Slope material that becomes saturated with water may develop a debris flow or mud flow. The
resulting slurry of rock and mud may pick up trees, houses, and cars, thus blocking bridges and
tributaries causing flooding along its path.

Where do landslides occur?

Landslides occur in every state and U.S. territory. The Appalachian Mountains, the Rocky Mountains
and the Pacific Coastal Ranges and some parts of Alaska and Hawaii have severe landslide problems.
Any area composed of very weak or fractured materials resting on a steep slope can and will likely
experience landslides.

Although the physical cause of many landslides cannot be removed, geologic investigations, good
engineering practices, and effective enforcement of land-use management regulations can reduce
landslide hazards.

USGS scientists continue to produce landslide susceptibility maps for many areas in the United States.
In every state, USGS scientists monitor streamflow, noting changes in sediment load carried by rivers
and streams that may result from landslides. Hydrologists with expertise in debris and mud flows are
studying these hazards in volcanic regions.

kkhkkhkkkkkkkhkhkkhkhkhkkkkhkhkhkiikkkkkhik

The United States Geological Survey gives some recommendations for those in hillside areas regarding
dealing with landslides and debris flows.

If you live near steep hills
Before Intense Storms

e Become familiar with the land around you. Learn whether landslides or debris flows have
occurred in your area by contacting local officials, state geological surveys or departments of
natural resources, USGS maps, and university departments of geology. Slopes where
landslides or debris flows have occurred in the past are likely to experience them in the future.

e Support your local government in efforts to develop and enforce land-use and building
ordinances that regulate construction in areas susceptible to landslides and debris flows.
Buildings should be located away from known landslides, debris flows, steep slopes, streams
and rivers, intermittent-stream channels, and the mouths of mountain channels.

e Watch the patterns of storm-water drainage on slopes near your home, and note especially

the places were runoff water converges, increasing flow over soil-covered slopes. Watch the
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hillsides around your home for any signs of land movement, such as small landslides or debris
flows or progressively tilting trees.

e Contact your local authorities to learn about the emergency response and evacuation plans for
your area, and develop your own emergency plans for your family and business.

During Intense Storms

e Stay alert and stay awake! Many landslide and debris flow fatalities occur when people are
sleeping. Listen to a radio for warnings of intense rainfall. Be aware that intense short bursts
of rain may be particularly dangerous, especially after longer periods of heavy rainfall and
damp weather.

e Listen for any unusual sounds that might indicate moving debris, such as trees cracking or
boulders knocking together. A trickle of flowing or falling mud or debris may precede larger
landslides. If you are near a stream or channel, be alert for any sudden increase or decrease in
water flow. Such changes may indicate landslide activity upstream, so be prepared to move
quickly. Don’t delay! Save yourself, not your belongings.

e If you are in areas susceptible to landslides and debris flows, consider leaving if it is safe to
do so. If you remain at home, move to a part of the house farthest away from the source of the
landslide or debris flows, such as an upper floor, but keep an escape route open should it
become necessary to leave the house.

e Be especially alert when driving. Embankments along roadsides are particularly susceptible to
landslides. Watch the road for collapsed pavement, mud, fallen rocks, and other indications
of possible landslides or debris flows.

After Intense Storms

« Keep looking for signs that the land is moving. Landslides can occur weeks or months after
intense storms.

The USGS indicates that the debris flows and landslides have been more acute with weather phenomena
like ElI Nino. From their publication “Debris Flow Hazards in the United States” the USGS have
written, “Highly destructive debris flows occur in many areas across the United States. Hilly areas
subject to prolonged, intense rainfall are particularly susceptible. Areas throughout southern California
are frequently beset by debris-flow problems, and public agencies have expended vast resources on
massive debris-protection systems for more than 65 years. The San Francisco Bay region also has
experienced damaging debris-flow episodes throughout this century. EI Nifio, the ocean-warming
phenomenon that can produce heavier-than-usual rainfall in certain areas of the United States, was
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associated with countless debris flows in Utah, when El Nifo’s increased rainfall effects were felt
during the early 1980’s.

Hilly areas of Hawaii experience much destruction from debris flows, as do areas of extreme northern
California, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. The mountains of Colorado and the Sierra Nevada of
California have also experienced debris flows in areas receiving high rates of rainfall, rapid snowmelt,
or a combination of these. As more people populate hilly areas of the west, the potential for damage
from debris flows increases.”

From the same USGS publication which is also referred to as U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 176-
97, we have put some other excerpts from this guide.

Hazardous Areas

Debris flows start on steep slopes-slopes steep enough to make walking difficult. Once started,
however, debris flows can travel even over gently sloping ground. The most hazardous areas are
canyon bottoms, stream, channels, areas near the outlets of canyons, and slopes excavated for buildings
and roads.
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A: Canyon bottoms, stream channels, and areas near the outlets of canyons or channels are particularly
hazardous. Multiple debris flows that start high in canyons commonly funnel into channels. There,
they merge, gain volume, and travel long distances from their sources.

B: Debris flows commonly begin in swales (depressions) on steep slopes, making areas downslope
from swales particularly hazardous.

C: Roadcuts and other altered or excavated areas of slopes are particularly susceptible to debris flows.
Debris flows and other landslides onto roadways are common during rainstorms, and often occur during
milder rainfall conditions than those needed for debris flows on natural slopes.

D: Areas where surface runoff is channeled, such as along roadways and below culverts, are common
sites of debris flows and other landslides.
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Response:

The City does not require the analysis of a 100-year storm event. Rather, in accordance with common
practice in the City (as well as in the County of Los Angeles), the hydrology study for the proposed
project assessed a worst-case burned and bulked scenario for a 50-year storm event. In any event, the
commenter provides no support for the implied contention that the analysis of a 100-year storm would
result in different conclusions than drawn for the burned and bulked 50-year storm event. Therefore,
no further hydrology analysis is warranted.

Contrary to this comment, the analyses in the Draft EIR addressed flood hazards on the project site in
Section IV.C (Hydrology and Water Quality). As discussed therein, no significant long-term
operational impact from storm water runoff would be expected with the respect to the proposed project.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

With respect to the USGS fact sheet cited in this comment, it is noted that the landslide information
provided therein discusses landslides generically throughout the United States. It does not address the
project site or conditions in the project area. In contrast, the geotechnical report prepared for proposed
project (see Section Il1.A (Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR, provided site-specific analyses of the
potential for landslides and mud and debris flows. As discussed in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, the
primarily granular nature of the surficial materials within the development area is not conducive to the
development of mud flow and debris flow. This comment is correct in stating that debris flows can
occur on any sloping site following a fire and/or during heavy rainfall. For that reason, mitigation
measures are recommended on pages 1V.A-33 through 1V.A-35 in the Draft EIR that require rockfall,
mud and debris flows to be contained within setback zones, diverted by debris fences or walls, or
contained in debris basins within the proposed Development Areas. It should be noted that the
instances of debris flows described in this comment related to areas that did not implement mitigation
measures similar to those recommended in the Draft EIR.

Comment 149-33:
Wildfires and Debris Flows

Wildfires can also lead to destructive debris-flow activity. In July 1994, a severe wildfire swept Storm
King Mountain west of Glenwood Springs, Colorado, denuding the slopes of vegetation. Heavy rains
on the mountain in September resulted in numerous debris flows, one of which blocked Interstate 70
and threatened to dam the Colorado River. A 3-mile length of the highway was inundated with tons of
rock, mud, and burned trees. The closure of Interstate 70 imposed costly delays on this major
transcontinental highway. Here, as in other areas, the USGS assisted in analyzing the debris-flow
threat and installing monitoring and warning systems to alert local safety officials when high-intensity
rainfall occurred or debris flows passed through a susceptible canyon. Similar types of debris flows
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threaten transportation corridors and other development throughout the West in and near fire-ravaged
hillsides.”

Hazards of debris flow after fires have been well documented. A discussion of these must be included
in the EIR and how the project may be impacted by such flows. We have included tables from studies
done on debris flows or floods that have occurred after on set of wildfires. The effects of debris flow
can be more acute after wildfires because resins in the burned vegetation melt into the soil, forming a

waxy layer that impedes water absorption.

Some areas that have experienced debris flows after

wildfires were very small areas, similar to areas within and around the Canyon Hills project area.

Basin . Discharge (m®/s)
Glendora, Relief % . . Reported Flow
/Area . or Volume of Reported Rainfall Conditions
CA (1968) 5 Ratio (%) | Burn . 3 Process
(km?) Deposits (m°)
Storm date: Jan 18-27, 1969, 33 mm in 1 | debris flow
Glencoe Hts. [0.31 24 80 =10°m? hr at peak of storm (75+ year recurrence
interval
. Storm date: Jan 18-27, 1969, 33 mm in 1 | debris flow
Rainbow
. 0.23 32 80 =>10°m? hr at peak of storm (75+ year recurrence
Drive .
interval
East Hook , Storm date: Jan 18-27, 1969, 33 nun in 1 | debris flow
c 0.47 43 80 19,152 m hr at peak of storm (75+ year recurrence
yn interval
East Hook . Event occurred during a storm from Feb | debris flow
Cyn 0.47 43 80 11,354 m 22-25,1969
Storm date: Jan 18-27, 1969, 33 mm in 1 | debris flow
Harrow Cyn [1.11 y 80 39,867 m® hr at peak of storm (75+ year recurrence
interval
Event occurred during a storm from Feb | debris flow
Harrow Cyn [1.11 38 80 8,235 m* 22-25,1969
Englewild Storm date: Jan 18-27, 1969, 33 mm in 1 | debris flow
c 1.04 24 80 34,048 m® hr at peak of storm (75+ year recurrence
yn interval
Englewild s Event occurred during a storm from Feb | debris flow
Cyn 1.04 24 80 11,612 m 22-251969
Reference: Scott (1971)- Scott, K.M., 1971, Origin and Sedimentology of 1969 Debris Flows near

Glendora, California: U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 750-C: C242-C247.

Hidden Springs,| Basin Relief % Discharge (m®s)| Reported Rainfall Conditions Reported Flow
CA (1977) Area Ratio (%) Burn or Volume of Process

(km?) Deposits (m?)
M.F. Mill 12 8 100 255 m¥/s Storm Date: February 9th, 1978, debris flow
Creek 300,000 m? 250 mm rain in 24 hr
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Reference: Wells (1987) - Wells, H.G., 1987, The effects of fire on the generation of debris flows in
southern California. in Debris Flows/Avalanches: Process, Recognition, and Mitigation, Costa JE,
Wieczorek GF (eds): Geological Society of America, Reviews in Engineering Geology VII, 105-114.

Sierra  Madre,| Basin Relief % Discharge (m®s)| Reported Rainfall Conditions Reported Flow
CA (1978) Area Ratio (%) [Burn or Volume of Process

(km?) Deposits (m®)

0.31 ? 100 600m ‘/s Storm Date: Nov. 11th, 1978 debris flow

Carter Canyon

(Bailey
Canyon)

Reference: Wells (1981)- Wells, H.G., 1981, Some Effects of Brushfires on Erosion Processes in
coastal Southern California, in Davies TRH, Pearce AJ (eds): Erosion and sediment transport in
Pacific Rim steeplands: International Association of Hydrological Sciences Publication 132, pp. 305-
342.

\Wheeler Fire Basin |Relief % Discharge (m®/s) or | Reported Rainfall Conditions Reported Flow|
Area |Ratio [Burn Volume of Deposits Process

Ventura Cty, CA[(km?) |(%) (m®)

(1985)

North Fork of 2.14 40 100 550 m® Storm Date: Jan. 30-31%, 1986, Max | streamflow

Matilija Creek rainfall intensity: 20 mm/hr << 2 year transported and

recurrence interval deposited well-

sorted gravel from
tributaries and
hillslopes

Reference: Florsheim and others (1991) - Florsheim, J.L., Keller, E.A., Best, D.W., 1991, Fluvial
Sediment Transport in response to moderate storm flows following chaparral wildfire, Ventura County,
southern California: Geological Society of America Bulletin, v. 103, p. 504-511.

Old Topanga Basin  |Relief (% Discharge (m®%s) or| Reported Rainfall Conditions Reported Flow|
Fire (1993) Area |Ratio [Burn Volume of Deposits Process
(km?) (%) (m?)

Las Flores Creek |13 11 100 3,000 m? Storm Date: Feb. 20th, 1994, 66/ mud and debris|
mm of rain fell at an average| torrents collected
intensity of 25 mm/hr sediment from

tributaries

Reference: Booker (1998) - Booker, F.A., 1998, Landscape Management Response to Wildfires in
California: MS Thesis, University of California, Berkeley, California, 436 p.
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Laguna Basin |Relief % Discharge (m®%s) or| Reported Rainfall Conditions Reported Flow|
Beach Fire Area |Ratio [Burn Volume of Deposits| Process

(1993) (km?)  |(%) (m°)

Laguna Canon 21.4 1 85 257,000 m® Storm Date: Jan. 4", 1995 flood

Laguna Canyon 21.4 1 85 463,000 m® Storm Date: Jan 10", 1995 flood

Reference: Booker (1998) - Booker, F.A., 1998, Landscape Management Response to Wildfires in
California: MS Thesis, University of California, Berkeley, California, 436 p.

Response:
See Response 149-32.
Comment 149-34:

The EIR does not address debris flows, mudflows or landslides that might occur as a result of a severe
weather phenomenon or natural disaster such as a wildfire. The storm that creates a debris flow
problem does not even have to be a large storm. The San Bernardino flooding on December 25, 2003
was precipitated by a heavy localized rainfall. This was not unusual or uncommon during the winter in
Southern California. The EIR must discuss the consequences of such problems and recommend suitable
mitigation measures. If suitable mitigation measures cannot be recommended, then the impact of
geology and soils on this project will remain significant.

Response:
See Response 149-32.
Comment 149-35:

The EIR must list the likely frequency that earthquakes of maximum magnitude from the different
earthquake faults that may occur. The public information that the consultant derives his earthquake
information from should indicate the frequency of a maximum magnitude earthquake on each fault.

The EIR must also incorporate in the mitigation measures, that any graded or exposed slope that would
impact developed property to be stabilized in the event of the maximum expected earthquake to occur in
the area. The California Department of Conservation Seismic Hazard Map shows that much if not most
of the project area where land will be graded is subject to earthquake induced landslides. That is why it
is imperative to incorporate these mitigation measures to reduce this known hazard below the threshold
of significance. The EIR must also discuss if the bridges built in Project Area B across the La Tuna
Canyon Wash will suffer impacts due to earthquakes or debris flow as they will be built in or near
alluvium.
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Response:

As required by the Los Angeles Building Code (LABC), design peak ground accelerations were
calculated for the project site based on a 10 percent probability of exceedance in a 50-year exposure
period, or a 475-year return period. Due to the steepness of the project site, a majority of the project
site has been classified as subject to earthquake-induced landslides. In order to prevent earthquake-
induced landsliding, the Draft EIR includes recommended Mitigation Measures A-1 and A-2 (on pages
IV.A-33 and IV.A-34) to require that earth buttress fills, setback areas and debris catchment areas are
included in the project design.

The City and the State require that bridges be designed to withstand seismic forces, as well as hydraulic
forces due to mud or debris flows, and those design requirements would be incorporated into the design
of bridges for proposed Development Area B.

Comment 149-36:

We question that the mitigation measures undertaken to prevent erosion will reduce erosion to a less
than significant level if the construction period for infrastructure improvement and construction of
homes takes a long time. There is a good chance that a Q50 storm will impact the area if the
construction will occur over a 20-year period as we believe. That will mean that even if grading were
only allowed in the dry season that there would be significant sediment and debris flow from the
graded, open, and unstabilized areas that are not contained effectively.

Response:

As stated on page 1V.C-9 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s storm drainage improvements have
been designed to convey storm water runoff safely from the proposed Development Areas without
increasing flood and erosion hazards either on the project site or downstream. The drainage plans must
be approved by the City prior to implementation. As discussed on pages IV.C-15 and IV.C-16 in the
Draft EIR, with the implementation of the approved drainage plans, mitigation measures are not
required under CEQA. Furthermore, erosion control measures are required by the City during the
construction of the project and would be included as conditions of approval to the vesting tentative tract
map for the proposed project. This statement in this comment that the construction of the proposed
project would occur over 20 years is incorrect. As discussed in the Draft EIR, full buildout of the
proposed project should occur by the end of 2009.. With respect to the concern expressed regarding
the amount of time needed for the proposed grading, see Topical Response 6.
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Comment 149-37:

There must be a discussion of pollutant runoff from this urban development. This includes runoff that
might be produced by the households in the development and chemicals that will runoff from the project
landscaping that is done in other areas. This may be a significant impact from the development despite
the current mitigation recommendations. Additional mitigation measures may be required to minimize
pollutant runoff.

Response:
See Response 118-33.
Comment 149-38:

We believe that as an additional mitigation measure, residences, retaining walls and other structures
should be supported on footings founded either entirely in bedrock or in compacted fill.

Response:

As discussed on page IV.A-31 in the Draft EIR, cut pads that could expose potentially adverse bedrock
conditions that could potentially lead to differential settlement would be addressed through provision of
appropriate foundations or remedial grading in accordance with the LABC. This could include lots
with a fill cap and supporting the structure on foundations embedded entirely in either bedrock or fill
materials. Since the concern expressed in this comment would be fully addressed through compliance
with the LABC, no additional mitigation measure is necessary.

Comment 149-39:

Also, as another mitigation measure, construction work must not be performed during times of
inclement weather. This includes times of moderate or severe rain, winds in excess of 20 miles per
hour, or other weather conditions that would pose a hazard to the construction site, construction
workers, or nearby residents. The construction site must have monitoring equipment to determine
when winds exceed 20 miles per hour.

Response:

The City Department of Building and Safety Grading Division established required measures to be used
during grading operations, including high wind and related conditions. These measures, along with
mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR, would be included as conditions to the approval of
the vesting tentative tract map for the proposed project.
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Comment 149-40:

Also, it must be discussed in the EIR if crib walls will be used to stabilize any cut slopes. Use of crib
walls are common in hillside projects where there are steep cuts or steep slopes involved. In the Duke
Development, also known as Hillview Estates, crib walls were planned to be used throughout the
project to stabilize slopes. This planned project is next to this development. The topography of the
Duke land and Canyon Hills land is similar. Crib walls will probably be used to stabilize cuts for
roads, lots, and other land form improvements. If crib walls are used, they also must be shown in the
photo simulations in the Aesthetics section of the EIR. The locations of these crib walls must be
discussed in the EIR.

It is a very terrible omission that the location of crib walls and other stabilization techniques are not
discussed in the EIR. All planned cuts, fills, and stabilization techniques such as use of crib walls must
be discussed in the EIR. Their location is important because we must be able to evaluate whether all
these landform alterations and mitigation measures are adequate to mitigate potential floods, mudslides,
and other debris flows caused by natural catastrophes like excessive rain, earthquakes, and any other
event that might produce a disaster or problem. This omission indicates that the development plan is
very incomplete. Until the EIR more definitively defines important impacts of the project, it remains
inadequate and incomplete. All these omissions and material errors necessitate that they be corrected
and a new draft EIR be released for public review.

Additionally, as a mitigation measure, all crib walls or other retaining walls must be provided with a
standard surface backdrain system. All drainage must be conducted to the street or drain system in an
acceptable manner and designed to be non-erosive. Also, any subdrainage systems must be designed to
prevent possible hydrostatic pressure behind these crib walls.

Response:

Final engineering details for the project’s graded slopes have not been designed yet. However, crib
walls or other similar wall systems are not currently proposed. Where necessary, graded slopes within
the project site would be stabilized with the use of earth buttresses and subsurface drainage systems as
discussed on pages 1V.A-30 through IV.A-31 in the Draft EIR. These stabilization techniques would
be designed with collection systems for storm water runoff and debris flow.

No crib walls are proposed in the project design. Other conventional retaining walls within the
proposed Development Areas would be constructed with drainage collection devices at the tops of the
walls, as well as backdrainage systems to prevent hydrostatic pressure buildup, in accordance with City
requirements and geotechnical standards of practice. See also Response 33-2.

Regarding the recirculation of the Draft EIR, see Topical Response 3.
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Comment 149-41:

Another mitigation measure that must be done is to have a representative of the project engineering
geologist and geotechnical engineer inspect and approve the bottom excavations before placement of
any compacted fill. Also, the project engineering geologist and geotechnical engineer must post a
notice on the job site for the Los Angeles City Grading Inspector stating that the soil inspected meets
the conditions of the report and that the Los Angeles City Grading Inspector inspect and approve the
bottom excavations before any fill is placed in them. Also, a written certification must be filed with the
City of Los Angeles Public Works Department upon completion of the work.

Response:

The City Grading Code requires that the geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist of record
observe and approve bottoms of removal excavations, keyways and other areas to receive fill. Once the
areas to receive fill are ready for placement of fill, reports and test data required by the City Grading
Code would be posted or filed with the City Grading Inspector. Written certification statements by the
geotechnical engineer, engineering geologist and civil engineer for the proposed project would also be
submitted as required by the City Grading Code.

Comment 149-42:

Also, grading activities must cease when a first stage smog alert or worse air quality conditions occur.
This must occur to safeguard area residents and construction workers health from worse air pollution.

Response:

The following mitigation measure has been added to the Draft EIR (see Section Il (Corrections and
Additions) of this Final EIR) to ensure that grading will stop when the SCAQMD calls a Stage 1
episode in SRA 8:

B-8 Cease grading during periods when the SCAQMD calls a Stage 1 episode in
SRA 8.

Comment 149-43:

The EIR discussion in this section must make sure that the provisions in the Los Angeles Municipal
Code concerning the disclosure of information in the EIR are followed. We have pasted some relevant
sections of LAMC in this discussion.

91.7006.3.1. Soils Engineering Report. The soils engineering report required by Section 91.7006.2

shall include data regarding the nature, distribution and strength of existing soils, conclusions and
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recommendations for grading procedures and design criteria for corrective measures, including buttress
fills, when necessary, and opinion on adequacy for the intended use of sites to be developed by the
proposed grading as affected by soils engineering factors, including the stability of slopes.

91.7006.3.2. Engineering Geology Report. The engineering geology report required by Section
91.7006.2 shall include an adequate description of the geology of the site, conclusions and
recommendations regarding the effect of geologic conditions on the proposed development, and opinion
on the adequacy for the intended use of sites to be developed by the proposed grading, as affected by
geologic factors.

In addition, all soils engineering and engineering geology reports for grading work in hillside areas
shall also comply with rules and standards established by the Department.

91.7006.4. Hillside Exploratory Work. Surface and subsurface exploratory work shall be performed
by a soils engineer and an engineering geologist on all hillside grading work. This exploratory work
shall conform to the rules and regulations for hillside exploratory work established by the general
manager of the Department. The Department may waive this requirement when it determines from the
application and site conditions that the proposed grading will conform to the provisions of the Code.

No person shall conduct any grading operation for the access of exploration equipment unless the
Department has approved a plan signed by the soils engineer and/or geologist showing the extent of
access grading and how the site is to be restored after exploration.

Response:

Section IV.A (Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR is adapted from the Geotechnical Evaluation in
Appendix D to the Draft EIR, which was intended to address Sections 91.7006.3.1 and 91.7006.3.2 of
the LAMC. The Geotechnical Evaluation and associated exploratory work was conducted by a
Certified Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer licensed by the State, in accordance with
Section 91.7006.4 of the LAMC. Furthermore, in accordance with Section 91.7006.4 of the LAMC,
the exploration plan was provided to the City Department of Building and Safety for review, and was
approved prior to initiating exploration within the project site. Since exploration of the project site took
advantage of existing roads and access, no grading was required to gain access to exploration locations.
Therefore, no corrective grading was necessary.

Comment 149-44.

The EIR must discuss the impacts of debris flows, mudflows, and landslides in all situations mentioned
in this comment letter. These situations have occurred repeatedly in Southern California and the
likelihood that they will impact this development is inevitable. The EIR must recommend mitigation
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measures to insure that these impacts will be less than significant or if this is not possible state that
these impacts remain significant even after mitigation. The EIR must incorporate additional mitigation
measures and discuss additional topics.

Response:

Debris flows, mudlflows and landslides are addressed Sections IV.A (Geology and Soils) and IV.C
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measures A-2 and A-3 are recommended
for potentially significant landslide effects. The geotechnical study prepared for the project site has
determined that the soil characteristics of the project site are not conducive to the development of mud
and debris flows (see page IV.A-30 in the Draft EIR). Since CEQA does not require mitigation
measures for effects found to be less than significant, mitigation measures for mud and debris flows are
not required. With respect to the comment that the Draft EIR must discuss the impacts of debris flows,
mudflows and landslides in all situations mentioned in the comment letter, Section 15204 of the CEQA
Guidelines states that “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors.” The Draft EIR
includes a good-faith analysis of all of the potential geological impacts associated with the proposed
project, including potential impacts relating to mud and debris flows.

Comment 149-45:
Section IV. B AIR QUALITY

The DEIR needs to identify all sensitive receptors in the area. No specific receptors were actually
identified. Wind current information should be gathered and models developed to show the full impact
of these pollutants on the surrounding areas.

Response:

The locations of the sensitive receptors close to the project are identified on page IV.B-13 in the Draft
EIR and in Appendix E (Air Quality Report) to the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section IV.B, sensitive
receptors would be protected from dust and fine particulate matter generated during construction by
strict adherence to the SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Nuisance (Rule 402). These rules
require that the applicant submit a grading plan to the SCAQMD and work with staff to insure that all
feasible mitigation measures are employed and that there are no visible dust emissions from the project
site present outside the project boundaries. Measures taken to protect these receptors would insure that
any sensitive receptors located farther away would also be protected. Wind current information is not
necessary because it would not provide information as to the concentration of air pollutants that actually
reach sensitive receptors.
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Comment 149-46:

There is no discussion about significant impacts on health due to air pollution from freeways. This
must be discussed in the EIR as these health hazards will be a significant impact to the residents of this
development that will be built so close to the Foothill Freeway. Data must be collected about air
quality in the area from the freeway that will produce the health hazards that we will discuss in our
response. If this is not done, the EIR must make a finding that residents of this project will be
significantly impacted from freeway air pollution.

We have included information about the impacts of air pollution on residents that live near freeways
that are from various studies on this impact.

Air pollution from busy roads linked to shorter life spans for nearby residents

Dutch researchers looked at the effects of long-term exposure to traffic-related air pollutants on 5,000
adults. They found that people who lived near a main road were almost twice as likely to die from
heart or lung disease and 1.4 times as likely to die from any cause compared with those who lived in
less-trafficked areas. Researchers say these results are similar to those seen in previous US studies on
the effects of long-term exposure to traffic-related air pollution. The authors say traffic emissions
contain many pollutants that might be responsible for the health risks, such as ultrafine particles, diesel
soot, and nitrogen oxides, which have been linked to cardiovascular and respiratory problems.

Hoek, Brunekreef, Goldbohn, Fischer, van den Brandt. (2002). Association between mortality and
indicators of traffic-related air pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study. Lancet, 360 (9341): 1203-
9.

Truck traffic linked to childhood asthma hospitalizations

A study in Erie County, New York (excluding the city of Buffalo) found that children living in
neighborhoods with heavy truck traffic within 200 meters of their homes had increased risks of asthma
hospitalization. The study examined hospital admission for asthma amongst children ages 0-14, and
residential proximity to roads with heavy traffic.

Lin, Munsie, Hwang, Fitzgerald, and Cayo. (2002). Childhood Asthma Hospitalization and Residential
Exposure to State Route Traffic. Environmental Research, Section A, Vol. 88, pp. 73-81.

Pregnant women who live near high traffic areas more likely to have premature and low
birth weight babies

Researchers observed an approximately 10-20% increase in the risk of premature birth and low birth
weight for infants born to women living near high traffic areas in Los Angeles County. In particular,
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the researchers found that for each one part per million increase in annual average carbon monoxide
concentrations where the women lived, there was a 19% and 11% increase in risk for low birth weight
and premature births, respectively.

Wilhelm, Ritz. (2002). Residential Proximity to Traffic and Adverse Birth Outcomes in Los Angeles
County, California, 1994-1996. Environmental Health Perspectives. doi: 10.1289/ehp.5688.

Traffic-related air pollution associated with respiratory symptoms in two year old children

This cohort study found that two year old children who are exposed to higher levels of traffic-related
air pollution are more likely to have self-reported respiratory illnesses, including wheezing,
ear/nose/throat infections, and reporting of physician-diagnosed asthma, flu or serious cold.

Brauer et al. (2002). Air Pollution from Traffic and the Development of Respiratory Infections and
Asthmatic and Allergic Symptoms in Children. Am J Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine. Vol. 166
pp 1092-1098.

People who live near freeways exposed to 25 times more particle pollution

Studies conducted in the vicinity of Interstates 405 and 710 in Southern California found that the
number of ultrafine particles in the air was approximately 25 times more concentrated near the freeways
and that pollution levels gradually decrease back to normal (background) levels around 300 meters, or
990 feet, downwind from the freeway. The researchers note that motor vehicles are the most
significant source of ultrafine particles, which have been linked to increases in mortality and morbidity.
Recent research concludes that ultrafine particles are more toxic than larger particles with the same
chemical composition. Moreover, the researchers found considerably higher concentrations of carbon
monoxide pollution near the freeways.

Zhu, Hinds, Kim, Sioutas. Concentration and size distribution of ultrafine particles near a major
highway. Journal of the Air and Waste Management Association. September 2002. Zhu, Hinds, Kim,
Shen, Sioutas. Study of ultrafine particles near a major highway with heavy-duty diesel traffic.
Atmospheric Environment. 36(2002), 4323-4335

Asthma more common for children living near freeways.

A study of nearly 10,000 children in England found that wheezing illness, including asthma, was more
likely with increasing proximity of a child’s home to main roads. The risk was greatest for children
living within 90 meters of the road.

Venn et al. (2001). Living Near A Main Road and the Risk of Wheezing Illness in Children. American
Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine. Vol. 164, pp 2177-2180.
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A study of 1,068 Dutch children found that asthma, wheeze, cough, and runny nose were significantly
more common in children living within 100 meters of freeways.

Increasing density of truck traffic was also associated with significantly higher asthma levels -
particularly in girls.

van Vliet et al. (1997). Motor exhaust and chronic respiratory symptoms in children living near
freeways. Environmental Research. 74:12-132.

Children living near busy roads more likely to develop cancer

A 2000 Denver study showed that children living within 250 yards of streets or highways with 20,000
vehicles per day are six times more likely to develop all types of cancer and eight times more likely to
get leukemia. The study looked at associations between traffic density, power lines, and all childhood
cancers with measurements obtained in 1979 and 1990. It found a weak association from power lines,
but a strong association with highways. It suggested that benzene pollution might be the cancer
promoter causing the problem.

Pearson et al. (2000). Distance-weighted traffic density in proximity to a home is a risk factor for
leukemia and other childhood cancers. Journal of Air and Waste Management Association 50:175-180.

Emissions from motor vehicles dominate cancer risk

The most comprehensive study of urban toxic air pollution ever undertaken shows that motor vehicles
and other mobile sources of air pollution are the predominant source of cancer-causing air pollutants in
Southern California. Overall, the study showed that motor vehicles and other mobile sources accounted
for about 90% of the cancer risk from toxic air pollution, most of which is from diesel soot (70% of the
cancer risk). Industries and other stationary sources accounted for the remaining 10%. The study
showed that the highest risk is in urban areas where there is heavy traffic and high concentrations of
population and industry.

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study-11. March 2000.
Cancer risk higher near major sources of air pollution, including highways

A 1997 English study found a cancer corridor within three miles of highways, airports, power plants,
and other major polluters. The study examined children who died of leukemia or other cancers from
the years 1953-1980, where they were born and where they died. It found that the greatest danger lies
a few hundred yards from the highway or pollution facility and decreases as you get away from the
facility.
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Knox and Gilman (1997). Hazard proximities of childhood cancers in Great Britain from 1953-1980.
Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health. 51: 151-159.

Proximity of a child’s residence to major roads linked to hospital admissions for asthma

A study in Birmingham, United Kingdom, determined that living near major roads was associated with
the risk of hospital admission for asthma in children younger than 5 years of age. The area of
residence and traffic flow patterns were compared for children admitted to the hospital for asthma,
children admitted for nonrespiratory reasons, and a random sample of children from the community.
Children admitted with an asthma diagnosis were significantly more likely to live in an area with high
traffic flow (= 24,000 vehicles/ 24 hours) located along the nearest segment of main road than were
children admitted for nonrespiratory reasons or children form the community.

Edwards, J., S. Walters, et al. (1994). Hospital admissions for asthma in preschool children:
relationship to major roads in Birmingham, United Kingdom. Archives of Environmental Health. 49(4):
223-7.

Exposure to carcinogenic benzene higher for children living near high traffic areas

German researchers compared forty-eight children who lived in a central urban area with high traffic
density with seventy-two children who lived in a small city with low traffic density. They found that
the blood levels of benzene in children who lived in the high-traffic-density area were 71% higher than
those of children who lived in the low-traffic-density area.  Blood levels of toluene and
carboxyhemoglobin (formed after breathing carbon monoxide) were also significantly elevated (56%
and 33% higher, respectively) among children regularly exposed to vehicle emissions. Aplastic anemia
and leukemia are associated with excessive exposure to benzene.

Jermann E, Hajimiragha H, Brockhaus A, Freier I, Ewers U, Roscovanu A: Exposure of children to
benzene and other motor vehicle emissions. Zentralblatt fur Hygiene and Umweltmedizin 189:50-61,
1989.

Freeway Exhaust May Accelerate Lung Conditions

Vehicle emissions are responsible for a great deal of urban air pollution, but their effects on chronic
lung diseases are not as widely understood. Michael Kleinman, a community and environmental health
and medicine researcher, is discovering how environmental exposures in close proximity to sources of
vehicle exhaust from heavily trafficked freeways accelerate lung conditions including asthma.
Kleinman uses the nation’s most busy freeway interchange, located just south of downtown Los
Angeles, for his tests, where he places mice already exposed to asthma-like allergens in specially
developed exposure chambers next to the freeway traffic. He also tests exposures at distances
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progressively further away, 100 and 500 meters downwind from the interchange. He has found that the
closer the mice are to traffic, the more prone they are to suffer from lung-based allergic reactions from
pre-existing conditions. ““Ultrafine particulate matter from the exhaust is 10 times higher next to the
freeway than at other testing sites,” Kleinman says. “And since diesel trucks make up 20 to 30 percent
of the traffic, there may be a correlation, especially since these trucks do not face the same exhaust
standards in California that cars do.” University of Irvine public release August 22, 2002 on findings
by its researchers.

With all the studies that have been conducted on the impacts of air pollution on residents that live close
to a freeway or major roadway, this EIR must have some discussion on this issue and the significance
of this impact on this project’s residents.

Also because of the greatly increased health risk from air pollution to residents living near freeways,
we recommend the following mitigation measures. All prospective property residents must be given
information that cite studies and discuss the potential health hazards from residing close to
freeways as we have done above. The health hazard impacts of freeway air pollution on residents are
severe. Another mitigation measure that should be included in the EIR is that no dwelling or
outside pad area that will be utilized by residents shall be within 250 yards of the edge of the
Freeway. This buffer zone will greatly diminish the project residents health hazards from air pollution.
The health hazard impacts decrease as residents reside further from the freeway.

Response:

This comment references several studies that discuss the potential for exposure to high traffic areas or
other pollution sources to cause an increased risk of contracting cancer or experiencing other adverse
health effects on populations. Most of the studies are mapping studies that attempt to correlate
experienced health effects and proximity to high traffic areas. However, none of them establish a
causal link between high traffic areas and health effects. Two of the studies do not address health
effects at all, but simply measure particulates at decreasing downwind distances from selected freeways
in Los Angeles. Some of the mapping studies discuss a variety of airborne emissions sources in
addition to vehicle exhaust. Vehicular emissions contain criteria pollutants (i.e., NOx, SOx, CO,
respirable particulate matter (PM1o) and VOCSs) and some chemicals classified by the California Office
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) as toxic air contaminants (TACS).

SCAQMD Air Toxics Plan Predict Rapid Reduction in Air Toxics from Vehicles

As discussed on page IV.B-4 in the Draft EIR, the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) is responsible for monitoring air quality in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), and for
adopting controls, in conjunction with the California Air Resources Board (CARB), to improve air
quality. Since 1987, the SCAQMD has conducted a series of studies to assess air toxic levels in the
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SCAB. In 2000, the SCAQMD completed its Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study — Phase Il for the
SCAB, which is commonly known as “MATES-II”.% That study concluded that the average cancer
risk in the SCAB ranges from 1,100 in a million to 1,750 in a million, with an average regional risk of
approximately 1,400 in a million. Of that risk, approximately 70 percent relates to the presence of
diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is listed by OEHHA as a TAC. Approximately 10% of the
total risk is associated with benzene, which is also listed by OEHHA as a TAC and is also emitted from
vehicle exhaust. The balance of the cancer risk results from a variety of chemicals and sources of air
pollution.

In 2000, the SCAQMD also prepared a final draft Air Toxics Control Plan (the “Air Toxics Plan) to
provide a more systematic approach for reducing the emission of TACs in the SCAB.® The Air Toxics
Plan includes a map and the modeled estimated risk in the SCAB with respect to TACs for the year
1998 (see Figure FEIR-5). As shown on Figure FEIR-5, the highest model-estimated risk levels
generally occur in the south-central portions of Los Angeles County and along freeway corridors. The
cancer risk from TACs ranged from 180 in a million to 5,800 in a million. The cancer risk in the
vicinity of the segment of Interstate 210 adjacent to the project site is 600-800 in a million. The Air
Toxics Plan also demonstrates that cancer risks with respect to TACs decreased significantly at all six
monitoring stations maintained by the CARB in Southern California between 1990 and 1998, in part as
a result of increasingly stringent regulation of tailpipe emissions. That trend continues, resulting in
further decreases in TAC concentrations.

After quantifying historic and current air toxics level, the Air Toxics Plan projects future air toxics
levels in the SCAB and the related cancer risk, taking into consideration existing federal, State and
local programs that potentially affect future emissions, including implementation of the current Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB, together with additional control strategies identified
in the Air Toxics Plan. For purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that all additional control
strategies would be implemented by 2010. The projected map of modeled estimated risk levels in 2010
after implementation of the additional control strategies identified in the Air Toxics Plan are shown in
Figure FEIR-6. A comparison of Figure FEIR-5 with Figure FEIR-6 reveals that estimated risk levels
are anticipated to decrease substantially, in particular along freeway corridors. By 2010, it is

8  South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Toxics Control Plan, The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure

Study (MATES II), website: http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/atcp_ch_ii.htmI#MATESII, accessed April 5, 2004.

% South Coast Air Quality Management District, An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years, Final

Draft, website: http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/index.html, March 2000, accessed May 5, 2004.
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anticipated that the average basin-wide risk level will be reduced by 50 percent to 700 in a million, with
a minimum risk of 120 in a million and a maximum risk of 2,800 in a million. It is anticipated in the
Air Toxics Plan that the cancer risk in the vicinity of the segment of Interstate 210 adjacent to the
project site will decrease from 600-800 in a million to 300-400 in a million.

A draft addendum to the Air Toxics Plan (the “ATP Addendum”) was published by the SCAQMD in
March 2004, which predicts even lower risks in 2010 than estimated in the original Air Toxics Plan.*
The primary reason for the downgraded risk is the accelerated reduction in risks from mobile sources,
as shown on Figure FEIR-7. Therefore, based on the information contained in the ATP Addendum, the
risk associated with on-road emissions along the segment of Interstate 210 adjacent to the project site
should decrease to approximately one-quarter the risk measured in 1998 (150-200 in a million).
However, notwithstanding that the ATP Addendum predicts lower cancer risks than the original Air
Toxics Plan, this response conservatively relies on the more complete information contained in the
original Air Toxics Plan. As a result, the predicted 2010 risks cited in this response are now
understood to overestimate the predicted risks in that year.

Articles Referenced by Commenter Do Not Demonstrate Causal Link Between Freeway Emissions
and Adverse Health Effects

The commenter references several articles that relate to cancer and non-cancer health risks associated
with TACs. The studies either attempt to use statistical correlations to identify increased health risks or
measure short-term particulate concentrations near freeways. However, as discussed below, none of
these articles demonstrated a causal link between proximity of housing to high traffic areas and
increased health risk. The cited articles generally fall into one of two categories. The first type of
article describes measurements of various sizes of particulates at downwind locations from freeways
without ascribing any adverse health impact to those particles. The second type of article describes
potential correlations between residential proximity to high traffic areas (and other pollution sources)
and adverse health effects. The latter group consists primarily of European studies. All of the cited
articles consist of mapping studies, where concentrations of particles or adverse health effects are
mapped on the basis of distance to traffic sources. As discussed in more detail below, none of the cited
articles establish a causal link between freeway emissions and adverse health effects.

8 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Addendum to the Air Toxics Control Plan (March 2000),
Draft. http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/index.html , March 2004, accessed May 5, 2004.
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The Freeway Studies Do Not Demonstrate that Air Pollution From Interstate 210 Would Have a
Significant Health Impact on Future Project Residents

There are two articles cited by the commenter that describe measurements of various sizes of particulate
matter at distances downwind from freeways. The two studies (collectively, the “Freeway Studies™)
were conducted in the SCAB and measured particles in very close proximity to Interstate 405% (the
“405 Study”) and Interstate 710 (the “710 Study’), respectively. To begin with, neither the 405
Study nor the 710 Study addressed whether, or the extent to which, exposure to higher concentrations
of particles of any size range next to freeways would increase the risk of cancer or other adverse health
effects. To the contrary, the stated purpose of those studies was to provide information on
concentrations of particles of various size ranges in close proximity to freeways that could be used in
epidemiologic studies to evaluate the health effects of those concentrations of particles.** In other
words, there is no evidence in those studies that proximity to Los Angeles freeways results in
significantly increased risk of contracting cancer or experiencing other adverse health effects not
experienced by other residents in the SCAB.

The commenter’s reliance on the Freeway Studies, and their relevance to the proposed project, are
suspect for other reasons. First, the commenter combines the results of the two Freeway Studies and
states: ““Studies conducted in the vicinity of Interstates 405 and 710 in Southern California found that
the number of ultrafine particles in the air was approximately 25 times more concentrated near the
freeways and that pollution levels gradually decrease back to normal (background) levels around 300
meters, or 990 feet downwind from the freeway.”

However, the Freeway Studies do not support the commenter’s statement. A careful review of the
710 Study reflects that the measured particle concentrations in all size ranges were virtually
indistinguishable from background 77 meters (m) from the edge of the freeway®, and may have been

% Zhu, Y, W.C.Hinds, S. Kim, S. Shen and C. Sioutas, Study of ultra.ne particles near a major highway with

heavy-duty diesel traffic, Atmospheric Environment, 36: 4323-4335, 2002.

% Zhu, Y, W C. Hinds S. Kim and C. Sioutas, Concentration and Size Distribution of Ultrafine Particles Near a

Major Highway, J. Air & Waste Manage. Assoc., 52:1032-1042, 2002.

% lbid.

% The Freeway Studies report distances from the center of the freeway. As Interstate 710 is 26 m wide, and the

measurement points cited are 30m and 90m from the center of the freeway, this translates to concentrations
measured at 17m and 77m from the edge of the freeway.
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indistinguishable from background as close as 17 m from the edge of the freeway. In the 405 Study,
all particulate matter was nearly at background concentrations at 50 m - 85 m from the edge of the
freeway, except for ultrafine particulate matter, which was nearly at background 135 m from the
freeway.

As noted above and in the Freeway Studies, ultrafine particulates are associated with gasoline
combustion, not diesel combustion. Gasoline particulate matter is not a TAC. Therefore, the
discussion below focuses on potentially elevated levels of TAC particulates in proximity to Interstate
210.

As shown in Table FEIR-12 below, there would be 11 homes in the proposed Development Areas
within 85 m from the edge of Interstate 210. The nearest home would be 28 m from the edge of the
freeway. As discussed above, with the exception of the ultrafine particulates measured in the 405
Study, all measured particulates in the Freeway Studies are nearly at background concentrations
somewhere between 17 m and 85 m from the edge of the freeways evaluated therein. Therefore, the
worst-case scenario with respect to the proposed project is that 11 homes would be subject to elevated
levels of TAC particulates. It should be noted that, if TAC particulates adjacent to Interstate 210 return
to background concentrations at the lower end of the distance range in the Freeway Studies (i.e., 17 m
to 50 m from the edge of the freeway), only one of the proposed homes would be subject to elevated
levels of TAC particulates.

While the preceding analysis reflects a minimal risk of increased exposure to TAC particulates with
respect to the proposed project, it significantly overstates the actual risk for at least two reasons. First,
neither of the Freeway Studies reflects the existing or future condition with respect to the segment of
Interstate 210 adjacent to the proposed Development Areas. Instead, they represent “worst-case”
concentrations of particulates near freeways because the measurements in the Freeway Studies were
taken directly downwind of the freeways under low wind speed conditions. Second, the freeways
evaluated in the Freeway Studies have much higher traffic counts than does Interstate 210, the freeway
near the proposed project. Each of these issues is discussed in detail below.

With respect to wind direction, both of the Freeway Studies measured concentrations of particles only
when the wind was blowing directly from the freeway towards the monitors. This is not representative
of conditions with respect to the segment of Interstate 210 adjacent to the proposed Development Areas.
Winds near Interstate 210 do not blow from the freeway to the proposed project. Rather, the majority
of winds near the proposed Development Areas blow along the freeway, rather than from the freeway
to the proposed Development Areas. The three closest meteorological stations to the project site, which
can be used to predict wind direction in the vicinity of the proposed Development Areas, are in
Burbank, Whittier and Van Nuys. In order for a proposed Development Area to be downwind of the
freeway, the wind would have to blow from either the northeast or the southwest. As shown on
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Figures FEIR-8 through FEIR-10 on pages IV-897 and 1V-898, the wind measurements are strikingly
consistent from the northeast and southwest. In all cases, a very small fraction (less than 5%) of all
winds measured near the project site blow from these directions. Therefore, the proposed Development
Areas are rarely downwind of Interstate 210. For that reason, TAC particulates should return to
background concentrations much closer than 85 m from the edge of Interstate 210, which was the
maximum distance for elevated levels of TAC particulates identified in the 405 Study.

With respect to traffic count, both Interstate 710 and Interstate 405 carry substantially more traffic than
does Interstate 210. Higher traffic levels result in greater emissions from the freeway. For example,
the average traffic volume per hour for the segment examined in the 405 Study was 13,900 vehicles,
and for the segment examined in the 710 Study it was 12,180 vehicles. In comparison, the average
traffic volume per hour along the segment of Interstate 210 adjacent to the proposed project is 3,920
vehicles, a much lower traffic volume. Again, the Freeway Studies do not represent conditions at the
proposed project. Rather, they represent “worst-case” conditions that would rarely, if ever, occur in
proximity to the proposed Development Areas.

In summary, the Freeway Studies represent conditions where winds flow from the freeway to the
downwind locations. This rarely happens in the vicinity of the proposed Development Areas. The
freeways analyzed in the Freeway Studies also have average traffic volumes per hour that are
approximately 3.5 times (Interstate 405) and 3.1 times (Interstate 710) higher than Interstate 210 in the
vicinity of the proposed Development Areas. As a result, the Freeway Studies reflect higher downwind
concentrations than would result in the vicinity of the proposed Development Areas. Therefore, the
Freeway Studies indicate that very few, and perhaps none, of the proposed homes in the Development
Areas would be exposed to elevated levels of TAC particulates.
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Table FEIR-12
Proposed Homes Within 85 meters of Interstate 210

Approximate Horizontal Distance From Interstate 210
To Closest Wall Of Home To Closest Wall Of Home
Development Area Closest Lots To 1-210 (Feet) (Meters)
1 182 56
2 196 60
Development Area A 3 199 61
(North of 1-210) 4 212 65
5 215 66
6 219 67
7 245 75
8 93 28
Development Area B 9 194 59
(South of 1-210) 10 203 62
11 251 77
Note: The distances shown are horizontal dimensions. The point-to-point distance with respect to a proposed home may|
be slightly greater depending on the difference in vertical elevation between Interstate 210 and that home.

European Studies Cannot be Applied to California Freeways

Of the 10 articles cited by the commenter to support his contention that the occupants of homes near
freeways face significant health risks, seven were conducted in Europe.%°":%9:100.100102  Ag noted

96

97

98

99

100

Hoek, Brunekreef, Goldbohn, Fischer, van den Brandt, Association between mortality and indicators of
traffic-related air pollution in the Netherlands: a cohort study, Lancet, 360 (9341): 1203-9, 2002.

Venn et al., Living near a Main Road and the Risk of Wheezing Illness in Children, American Journal of
Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine, 164: 2177-2180, 2001.

van Vliet et al., Motor exhaust and chronic respiratory symptoms in children living near freeways,
Environmental Research, 74:12-132, 1997.

Knox and Gilman, Hazard proximities of childhood cancers in Great Britain from 1953-1980, Journal of
Epidemiology and Community Health, 51:151-159, 1997.

Edwards, J., S. Walters, et al., Hospital admissions for asthma in preschool children: relationship to major
roads in Birmingham, United Kingdom, Archives of Environmental Health. 49(4): 223-7, 1994.
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earlier, these are mapping studies, none of which establish a causal relationship between exposure to
high traffic areas and adverse health effects. Rather, these studies indicate what appears to be a weak
relationship between location relative to traffic (but not necessarily location relative to freeways) and
adverse health effects. The studies attempt to use statistical correlations to identify increased health
risks without showing causality. In other words, individuals who live near high traffic areas (but not
necessarily freeways) may have a slightly elevated level of health risk. However, it remains unclear
whether proximity to high traffic areas causes such increased health risk. As indicated in some of the
articles discussed below, one explanation is that people with lower incomes (who generally have more
health problems than people with higher incomes) live near high traffic areas more often than people
with higher incomes. There may also be other factors that have simply not been studied that result in
the adverse health effects.

Furthermore, as acknowledged in several of the cited articles, results from studies in Europe are not
applicable in the United States because tailpipe emissions standards are more stringent in the United
States than in Europe, and the European automobile fleet contains far more diesel vehicles than does the
United States. These issues are discussed more fully below.

First, emissions standards in the United States have been stricter and more rigorously enforced for far
more years than those in Europe. This is particularly true of California, which has the strictest
emissions standards in the United States. Stricter emissions standards result in lower tailpipe emissions
from vehicles. The European studies hypothesize that tailpipe emissions cause adverse health impacts
to individuals living near them. The results of the European studies cannot be extrapolated to the
United States as a result of lower emissions from vehicles in the United States.

Second, the automobile and light truck fleet in the United States has far more gasoline engines than
does the fleet in Europe. In the United States, approximately 0.09% of the automobile and light truck
fleet sold is diesel-powered. '® In Europe, approximately 43%"* of the automobile and light truck fleet

01 Jermann E, Hajimiragha H, Brockhaus A, Freier I, Ewers U, Roscovanu A., Exposure of children to benzene

and other motor vehicles emissions, Zentralblatt fur Hygiene and Umweltmedizin, 189:50-51, 1989.

02 Brauer et al., Air Pollution from Traffic and the Development of Respiratory Infections and Asthmatic and

Allergic Symptoms in Children, Am J Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine, 166:1092-1098, 2002.

103 USEPA, Mobile 6 Vehicle Emission Modeling Software, website: http://www.epa.gov/OMSWWW/m6.htm,
accessed May 10, 2004.

Canyon Hills Project IV. Responses to Comments
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1V-887



City of Los Angeles September 2004

sold is diesel-powered. As a result of this significant difference, the European studies cannot be used to
draw air quality conclusions with respect to freeway traffic in the United States because (1) diesel
exhaust is substantially different than gasoline exhaust in that diesel exhaust produces particulate TACs
and gasoline exhaust does not and (2) the European studies claim that the health impacts are related to
vehicle exhaust, but vehicle exhaust is clearly different in the United States than in Europe. Cancer
risk in the Los Angeles area is primarily caused by diesel particulate matter, which is also suspected of
causing other adverse health impacts. As European traffic has a far greater amount of diesel particulate
matter, these studies cannot be used to evaluate the potential for cancer risks or other adverse health
impacts in the United States.

Third, as discussed above, the Freeway Studies, when considered in conjunction with the existing
conditions on and around the segment of Interstate 210 adjacent to the proposed Development Areas,
indicate that few, if any, of the proposed homes would be subject to elevated concentrations of TAC
particulates. Therefore, even if the European studies were relevant (which they are not), the Freeway
Studies still do not support the notion of increased health risk for the handful of future project residents
that would live in close proximity to Interstate 210.

The United States Studies Do Not Show a Causal Link Between Health Impacts and Living Near
Freeways

The commenter cites three articles positing adverse health impacts from living near high traffic areas in
the United States. All three studies are mapping studies that attempt to correlate home location to
specific adverse health impacts. None of those articles demonstrate that residential proximity to a high-
traffic area caused the studied health impacts. The first article relates to childhood asthma in the rural
areas around Buffalo'® (the “Buffalo Study”), the second relates to the potential for low-birth weights
associated with proximity to freeways in Los Angeles County'® (the “Los Angeles Birth Weight

104 European Automobile Manufacturer’s Association, Why Diesel?, website:

http://www.acea.be/ACEA/publications.html, accessed May 10, 2004.

% Lin, Munsie, Hwang, Fitzgerald, and Cayo, Childhood Asthma Hospitalization and Residential Exposure to

State Route Traffic, Environmental Research, Section A. 88: 73-81, 2002.

106 wilhelm, M., Ritz B. Residential proximity to traffic and adverse birth outcomes in Los Angeles County,

California, 1994-1996, Environmental Health Perspectives 111(2), 207-216, 2003.
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Study”), and the third relates to the potential for increased cancer risk as a result of proximity to
roadways and traffic in Denver'” (the “Denver Study”).

The Buffalo Study was conducted in a rural area near, but excluding, Buffalo. The study reported that
children hospitalized for asthma were more likely to live within 200 m of roads that are more heavily
traveled than children who were not hospitalized for asthma. The study appears inapplicable to an
interstate freeway based on the authors’ statements that “proximity to state routes alone may not be a
good indicator of traffic exposure for urban citizens” and that “the contribution of indoor sources such
as tobacco smoke, indoor allergens (including dust mites and cockroaches) and combustion appliances
to the total exposure seems to be as important as, or even greater than, the contribution of outdoor
pollution.” These statements indicate that location relative to high-traffic areas was not the only issue
of concern relative to the health effects measured in the study.

Furthermore, the authors attempted to assess the impact of income level (at lower incomes, individuals
generally have worse health outcomes) by using census block information. However, a census block
generally consists of a multi-block area where income levels can change over short distances in relation
to high traffic roads, as people with lower incomes generally live closer to high traffic roads than do
people with higher incomes. Therefore, if income was only assessed by census block, significant
differences in income within the census block may have been missed, and the study may have
incorrectly classified lower-income residents living near high traffic roads as higher-income residents,
leading to incorrect results.

The Los Angeles Birth Weight Study attempted to determine whether proximity to high traffic resulted
in low birth weight and premature birth. The study split residents into five different groups based on
their proximity to high-traffic roadways. Those in the group nearest to high traffic roadways had
slightly increased pre-term births, reporting a weak association between proximity to high traffic
roadways and pre-term births. However, that study concluded that “it was not important whether
subjects had one or more freeways within 750 feet of their residence.” Therefore, not only does the
study report only a weak association between proximity to high traffic roadways and pre-term births, it
also reports that there is no association whatsoever between freeway location and pre-term births.
Therefore, this study does not support the notion that proximity of freeways increased the likelihood of
adverse health outcomes in the form of pre-term births in the Los Angeles area. Furthermore, it
implies that exposure to traffic-related pollutants in the greater Los Angeles area is independent of

07 Pearson et al., Distance-weighted traffic density in proximity to a home is a risk factor for leukemia and other

childhood cancers, Journal of Air and Waste Management Association, 50:175-180, 2000.
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proximity to freeways due to the large number of high-traffic non-freeway roads in the Los Angeles
area.

The Denver Study evaluated the relationship between traffic density and risks for leukemia and other
childhood cancers. The results of the study suggested an association between nearby high-traffic streets
and childhood cancer, including leukemia. This study has questionable relevance to risks that result
from vehicle exhaust today. The study was conducted for cancer rates that occurred in 1976-1983.
Benzene, which is a constituent in vehicle exhaust, is linked to leukemia. In the 21-28 years since the
study time, benzene emissions from automobiles dramatically decreased. Therefore, the results of this
study are no longer valid. The authors also state that “‘socioeconomic factors may help explain the
result”. This indicates that they did not take into account the impact that income and social status may
have on the population studied. In general, people at lower income levels have poorer health than those
at higher income levels. If this effect is not taken into consideration during a study, the results of the
study are not reliable.

Once again, however, the most important issue regarding these cited articles is that, like all mapping
studies, none of them establish a causal link between exposure to high traffic areas and adverse health
effects.

In summary, there are a number of uncertainties and issues associated with the mapping studies cited in
this comment. Most important, they do not show that living near a high traffic area causes adverse
health effects. They also do not study a variety of explanatory factors that may explain why the
individuals in the study had adverse health effects. Instead, they only look at proximity to traffic.
Finally, they generally do not exclude socio-economic factors, such as occupations and income levels,
that may confuse the results of these types of studies.

Elevated Particulate Levels are Not Clearly Associated with Adverse Health Effects

Many of the studies cite particulate matter as being the important factor associated with freeways or
other high traffic areas. It is not a settled issue in the scientific community that elevated particulate
matter causes adverse health effects. This is a subject of great debate and study. In particular, whether
the observed weak statistical association between particulate matter and health effects identified in some
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studies represents biological causation is the subject of intense research and dispute in the scientific
Community 108,109,110,111,112,113

Future Project Residents Would Not be Exposed to a Substantially Increased Cancer Risk

As discussed above, there is insufficient scientific evidence to demonstrate that future project residents
living in close proximity to Interstate 210 would face significant health risks associated with such
proximity. However, notwithstanding this insufficient scientific evidence to demonstrate a causal link,
in the interest of full disclosure, the potential increased risk is addressed in the balance of this response.
While many of the articles cited by the commenter relate to potential non-cancer health risks (or do not
discuss potential health risks at all), as discussed above, MATES-II and the Air Toxics Plan, as well as
other studies and plans prepared by the SCAQMD and the CARB, focus primarily on cancer risk and
how further improvements in air quality will reduce that risk. Therefore, the balance of this response
focuses principally on whether future project residents who would live in close proximity to
Interstate 210 would face a significantly increased risk, and a significant overall risk, of contracting
cancer, particularly because the relevant quantified data in the Air Toxics Plan and other SCAQMD and
CARB documents generally relates to cancer risk.

108 Lipfert, F.W., Ahang, J., and Wyzga, R.E., Infant mortality and air pollution: A comprehensive analysis of

U.S. data for 1990, J Air & Waste Manage Assoc 50:1350-1366, 2000.

1% Lippman, M., Frampton M., Schwartz, J., et al., The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency particulate

matter health effects research centers program: A midcourse report of status, progress, and plans,
Environmental Health Perspectives 111(8), 1074-1092, 2003.

110 Moolgavkar, S.H., Air pollution and hospital admissions for chronic obstructive pulmonary disease in three

metropolitan areas in the United States, Inhal Toxicol 12(Suppl 4):75-90, 2000.

1 Zanobetti, A., Schwartz, J., Samoli, E., Gryparis, A., Touloumi, G., Atkinson, R., Le Tertre, A., Bobros, J.,

Celko, M., Goren, A., Forsberg, B., Michelozzi, P., Rabczenko, D., Aranguez Ruiz, E.A., and Katsouyanni,
K., The temporal pattern of mortality responses to air pollution: A multicity assessment of mortality
displacement, Epidemiology, 13:87-93, 2002.

112 Green, L.C., Crouch, E.A.C., Ames, M.R., and Lash, T.L., What’s wrong with the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS) for fine particulate matter (PM2.5)?, Regul Toxicol Pharmacol,35:327-337, 2002.

3 Mage, D.T., A particle is not a particle is not a PARTICLE, J Exp Anal Environ Epidemiol 12:93-95, 2002.
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The first significant impediment to carrying out the type of analysis suggested in the comment is that
SCAQMD has not developed a model for determining the cancer (or non-cancer) risks associated with
TACs generated by a specified traffic volume on a particular freeway for use in evaluating the risks
associated with development projects. As discussed above, there is no direct correlation between
various particles and adverse health effects.

It is also quite difficult to determine the appropriate environmental baseline for analyzing the impact of
TACs associated with Interstate 210 on future residents in the proposed Development Areas. Pursuant
to Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the normal environmental baseline for evaluating
environmental impacts is based on the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project
site at the time the notice of preparation for the Draft EIR is published. Since Interstate 210 was part of
the existing physical environment at the time the notice of preparation was published, impacts
associated with Interstate 210 would normally not be discussed in an EIR. Section 15125(a) reflects
that the purpose of CEQA analysis is to evaluate the impact of a project on the existing physical
environment. In this case, however, the analysis, if required under CEQA, would evaluate the impact
of the existing physical environment (i.e., Interstate 210) on the project. It is unclear whether this type
of analysis is required under CEQA, and at least one court has held that it is not. See Baird v. County
of Contra Costa, 32 Cal. App. 4th 1464, 1468 (1995) (holding that “the purpose of CEQA is to protect
the environment from proposed projects, not to protect proposed projects from the existing
environment”).

If it is assumed (but not conceded) that CEQA nonetheless requires analysis of the impact of Interstate
210 on future project residents, the environmental baseline must first be identified. Logically, the
environmental baseline should be the current physical environment and conditions of the individuals
who will eventually purchase and occupy the proposed homes. However, for obvious reasons, the
identities of the future purchasers, and where they currently live, cannot be ascertained at present.
Some future project residents may currently live in neighborhoods with substantially higher modeled
estimated cancer risk with respect to TACs than La Tuna Canyon. Similarly, future project residents
may currently live or work in proximity to facilities that generate higher concentrations of TACs at a
given distance than Interstate 210. In some cases, the reverse will be true.

Therefore, reasonable assumptions must be made regarding the current environmental surroundings of
those future project residents, based on existing data. It is likely that the great majority of future
project residents currently reside somewhere in the SCAB, a 6,600-square-mile area that includes
Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties.
Therefore, it is assumed in the analysis below that (1) all of the future project residents currently reside
somewhere in the SCAB and (2) the average cumulative baseline cancer risk with respect to those
future project residents will be 700 in a million at the time of project completion, which, as discussed
above, is the anticipated average cancer risk for SCAB residents in 2010. It is recognized that a small
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portion of the future project residents may currently reside outside the SCAB, but it is impossible to
predict whether the existing average cancer risk with respect to those future project residents is more or
less than the average cancer risk in the SCAB. The use of these assumptions permit meaningful and
good faith analysis of Interstate 210’s impact on future residents.

The next issue is the identification of an appropriate threshold of significance in order to analyze the
impact of Interstate 210 on the proposed project, based on the environmental baseline described above.
This is another difficult task because neither the federal government, the State of California nor the City
has established specific exposure criteria with respect to TACs associated with freeways or other high
traffic areas. For example, the SCAQMD has adopted at least 10 rules to address air toxics emissions
with respect to a variety of stationary sources.’ In August 2003, the SCAQMD provided interim
technical guidance for estimating potential DPM associated with truck idling and movement at truck
stops, warehouse/distribution centers or transit centers, ship hotelling at ports and train idling.™*
However, the SCAQMD has not established any threshold of significance with respect to TACs
associated with high traffic areas or other mobile emission sources or promulgated any rules or
regulations specifically relating to the potential impact of high traffic areas or other mobile emission
sources on residential or commercial occupants.

Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines does not include any specific threshold of significance with
respect to this issue. However, Appendix G includes the following general threshold addressing health
effects under the subsection “Mandatory Findings of Significance”, as follows: *“Does the project have
environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?”” For purposes of this analysis, that general threshold can be modified as follows:

A significant impact would occur if the project would expose individuals to TACs which would cause a
substantially increased risk, and a substantial overall risk, of cancer or other adverse health effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly.

As discussed above, in 2010, the year following the projected completion of the proposed project, the
average cancer risk level in the Air Toxics Plan with respect to TACs will be no higher than 700 in a

14 South Coast Air Quality Management District, An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years, Final
Draft, website: http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/index.html, March 2000, accessed May 5, 2004.

115 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks
from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis, August 2003.
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million, which is considered the cumulative environmental baseline for analyzing the impact of TACs
associated with Interstate 210 on future project residents. This modeled estimated risk incorporates
TACs (including DPMs) related to motor vehicle emissions and, for that reason, some of the highest
model estimated risk levels occur along freeway corridors.

In contrast, the Air Toxics Plan projects that the modeled estimated risk along the segment of the
Interest 210 corridor adjacent to the project site will be no higher than 300-400 in a million in 2010.
Therefore, it is anticipated that the cancer risk associated with TACs along the Interstate 210 corridor
in 2010 (300-400 in a million) will be approximately 50 percent of the baseline cancer risk in the SCAB
in 2010. Presumably, the modeled estimated risk levels are significantly lower along the Interstate 210
corridor because there is substantially less daily traffic on that freeway in comparison to more heavily-
trafficked freeways in the SCAB such as Interstates 405, 710 and 5. Based on this comparison, it can
be expected that, on average, future project residents would experience a substantial reduction in the
cancer risk associated with TACs in comparison with exposure levels at their current homes. As a
result, future project residents would not be exposed to a substantially increased cancer risk and no
significant impact would occur.

Furthermore, the Air Toxics Plan vastly overstates the actual cancer risk that would result from
residing in a particular location. The model used to assess the risk assumed continuous exposure for 70
years. Obviously, the actual risk to future project residents as a result of living at a particular location
will be much lower than 300-400 in a million in 2010 because (1) the average period of homeownership
by future project residents will only be approximately nine years'®, (2) future project residents will
spend significant portions of most days away from their homes at work, in school and for many other
reasons and (3) when future projects residents are at home, they will spend a substantial portion of their
time indoors, rather than outdoors, which reduces exposure to particulate matter over that in ambient
air.

Therefore, there are no significant air quality impacts associated with developing proposed homes in
proximity to Interstate 210 and no project-specific mitigation measures are required. However, as
requested in the comment, and in the interest of full disclosure with respect to potential health risks
associated with proximity to freeways, the following additional mitigation measure is recommended
(see Section 111 (Corrections and Additions) of this Final EIR):

116 USEPA, Exposure Factors Handbook, Volume 111 - Activity Factors. EPA/600/P-95/002Fc, August 1997.
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B-9 For all homes in the Development Areas located within 300 feet from the edge of
Interstate 210, the project developer shall provide an information and disclosure
statement to each prospective buyer and include such statement as part of the
final sales literature, which statement shall include the following:

e The fact that the proposed home is located within 300 feet from the edge of
Interstate 210.

e A statement that this subject has been addressed in the Final EIR for the
project and that the Final EIR is on file with the City of Los Angeles,
Department of City Planning.

e A statement that additional information regarding the potential health effects
from proximity to freeways and other high traffic areas may be obtained from
the SCAQMD and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment at
the California Environmental Protection Agency.

Figure FEIR-5
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Figure FEIR-6

Muodel Estimated Risk in 2000 with Implementation of the Final Draft Air Toxics Control
Plan {all sources)
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Figure FEIR-8
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Figure FEIR-10
KVNY Van Nuys Airport: 2002 Wind Direction Histogram
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Comment 149-47:

No air pollution data was gathered in the area. Data for the report was gathered from reporting stations
miles away that may not have similar conditions to the site area. The project site is in a canyon that
may concentrate pollutants at higher levels than in open areas. Therefore, data should be gathered on
air pollution in the Sunland Tujunga La Tuna Canyon area.

Response:

There may be microclimates within each SRA that vary slightly from the overall air quality attributed to
the SRA. However, the potential significance of the air quality impacts associated with the construction
and operation of the proposed project are primarily determined with reference to the significance
thresholds in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook that are approved for use in the City and most other
jurisdictions in the area. Those significance thresholds are based on the projected emissions of various
criteria pollutants and are unrelated to local air quality. Background air quality is a factor in
determining whether the CO concentrations associated with the proposed project would be significant.
In this case, the analysis in the Draft EIR was conservative because the background reading was from
an area with much higher traffic than experienced locally and high CO concentrations are directly
correlated with traffic congestion.
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Comment 149-48:

Pollutant levels for Peak Hour AM and PM traffic in the area must be discussed for other pollutants
besides CO concentrations. The Peak Hour Pollutants may exceed significant thresholds for all the
pollutant categories for the project and the alternatives. Mitigation measures must be recommended to
try to protect the sensitive receptors from this effect.

Response:

As shown in Table IV.B-6 in the Draft EIR, total daily air emissions from traffic associated with the
proposed project would be low. CO emissions from an automobile are roughly ten times higher than
any other air pollutant. Peak hour traffic emissions from all other pollutants would be very low and
therefore would not have a significant impact on local air quality.

Comment 149-49:

The impacts of construction impact include potential impacts from PM10 generated from earthmoving
and grading. However, it does not include the impact of expected increases in PM10 due to blasting of
areas. Blasting will significantly increase the amount of dirt that becomes airborne. Thus this event
will substantially increase the PM10 generated from the development.

Response:
See Response 121-11.
Comment 149-50:

Also construction impacts do not include the use of trash trucks to haul away debris generated during
the grading and site improvement process. The number of these additional trucks and the impact on the
site and surrounding area must be discussed. These additional vehicle trips will increase the amount of
air pollution in the surrounding areas.

Response:

Detailed information about trash pickup is not available at this stage of planning for the proposed
project. However, the analysis contained in Section IV.E (Noise) of the Draft EIR assumed that trash
pickup would occur infrequently, and therefore would not substantially contribute to the construction
noise level. See also Response 149-147.

With respect to the concern expressed regarding air pollutants that may be generated during
construction of the proposed project, see Response 24-4. In addition, most construction vehicles would
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access the project site from Interstate 210, and not through the existing residential areas to the northeast
and east of the project site, thereby minimizing impacts on the surrounding areas.

Comment 149-51:

The air pollution created from the construction activities will be significantly greater than discussed in
the EIR if more equipment is needed to accomplish the grading and landform alterations as we have
discussed in other sections. This may mean that the construction activities may have a significant
impact on Carbon Monoxide, Volatile Organic Compounds, and Sulfur Oxides than was previously
discussed. If more construction vehicles are actually needed to accomplish the work in the planned
timeframe, the EIR must be modified to reflect the increases in different types of pollution generated by
the construction activities.

Response:
See Response 149-13.
Comment 149-52:

As there will be a significant impact from PM10 generated during the construction activities, we believe
that the developer as a mitigation measure be allowed to grade no more than 10 acres per day between
both Development Areas A and B. The developer must devise more ways to mitigate the construction
impacts to air pollution, noise, and all other areas that the development will impact our community.

Response:

The suggested limit on daily grading acreage would somewhat reduce daily emissions of PMio, but
would not reduce total PMwo emissions. Furthermore, it would serve to lengthen the grading process
and expose the surrounding area to potential dust releases over a longer period of time. However, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

Comment 149-53:

Also, the impacts of vehicle trips on the surrounding local area (outside the project area) made by
residents of the development after it is completed must be discussed. The air pollution generated by
their activity may increase pollution levels to significant impact in the surrounding areas. This impact
could not be mitigated and would remain significant to the community.

Canyon Hills Project IV. Responses to Comments
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1V-900



City of Los Angeles September 2004

Response:

The total amount of pollution generated by project-generated trips is low (see Table 1VV.B-6 in the Draft
EIR). Only a small portion of the total emissions would be released in the local area, the rest would be
distributed over the remaining trip distance. Concentrations of all pollutants except ozone within the
SRA and in adjacent SRAs are below State and national ambient air standards. Ozone is a regional
pollutant, in that pollutants generated at one source do not combine to form ozone until they are a long
distance from the source. Therefore, the small amount of air pollutants in the local area that would be
generated by project-related trips would not cause any air quality standard to be exceeded.

Comment 149-54:

This section should include a discussion of the impact of the loss of trees to air quality. The loss of
trees is significant and will probably have a significant impact on air quality. A discussion of the
benefit of trees is found on the California Air Resources Board Website.

California Air Resources Board
Trees and Air Quality
This page updated July 17, 2001.
TREES & AIR QUALITY

The right tree can improve air quality as well as provide other benefits such as shade and beauty.
However, some trees can have adverse effects on air quality and, because of their pollens, can even
affect people’s ability to breathe. This site provides an introduction to the effects of trees on air quality
and identifies some websites that provide additional information.

BENEFITS OF TREES ON AIR QUALITY
Trees deliver air quality benefits by the cooling effect of their shade and by removing certain pollutants.
COOLING

By cooling, trees reduce evaporative emissions from vehicles and other fuel storage. By cooling homes
and offices, trees reduce power generation emissions. General cooling also reduces the speed of
chemical reactions that lead to the formation of ozone and particulate matter. By using models at ARB
or at the Federal EPA, we can predict how well cooling by trees helps improve air quality.
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Sacramento Shade provides an excellent website to learn about the savings in energy and air quality,
as well as the real estate enhancements that trees can provide. The site is located at
http://www.smud.org/sachade/index.html

POLLUTANT REMOVAL OR DEPOSITION

Leaves and needles have surface area that can allow for removal (deposition) of ozone, nitrogen
dioxide, and to a lesser extent particulate matter. Several different factors affect pollutant removal.
These factors include how long a parcel of air is in contact with the leaf, the amount of leaf area, as
well as the specific pollutant of interest. Because deposition has an affect on air quality, the Air
Resources Board (ARB) is interested in this phenomenon. For example, the ARB support a study to
evaluate how well agricultural crops remove ozone. For more on the California Ozone Deposition
Experiment (CODE) please refer to: http://blg.oce.orst.edu/code91/twinotter/description/synopsis.html

In addition, an excellent discussion of the impact of trees on ozone removal can be found for Blodgett
Forest at: http://www.cnr.berkeleyedu/forestry/bs_14.html

Response:

Trees can have a dual impact on air quality. Some types of trees are very beneficial in trapping
particulate matter on leaves and returning dust to the ground when leaves drop. Other types of trees
produce organic emissions, particularly in hot weather, that can contribute to the formation of ozone
and other pollutants. The proposed Development Areas contain a mix of trees, chaparral and grasses.
While the beneficial effect of some trees would be lost when the land is graded, any adverse impacts
would be offset when replacement trees are planted. See also Topical Response 2.

Comment 149-55:

The DEIR must include a more inclusive discussion of the impacts of air pollution that have been
detailed in this response.

Response:

Regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, see Topical Response 1. In addition, the commenter’s
concerns with respect to air quality have been addressed in Responses 149-45 through 149-54, above.
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Comment 149-56:
Section IV.C HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The EIR should be discussing possible water flows due to a 100 year storm rather than a 50 year storm.
Weather phenomena like El Nifio have made the possibility of more severe storms.

Response:
See Response 149-32.
Comment 149-57:

The EIR also does not address floods or debris flows after wildfires. Please refer to our discussion in
the geology and soils section. The EIR must discuss these impacts and the significance on the project
and surrounding areas. This can be a real problem.

We have included an article from the Los Angeles Times November 4, 2003 edition of the paper titled
“Fires Bring Hazard of Landslides”.

Flood control experts fear that wildfires have created potentially catastrophic landslide hazards in
charred areas throughout Southern California -- especially in San Bernardino County, where as many
as 50 catch basins built to block falling boulders, mud and trees may not be adequate.

Debris flows, as the deadliest form of the slides are known, can be ferocious, crashing down
mountain slopes, overwhelming barricades and dropping tons of rubble on unsuspecting communities
during heavy rains.

The San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains are dotted with catch basins — government’s response
to a long and violent history of sudden landslides. The basins are typically engineered to capture the
muddy fallout from a 100-year flood -- a heavy rainstorm whose likelihood of happening in any given
year is only 1%.

But in areas damaged by wildfires, the volume and velocity of material washing down can be 10 times
greater than usual -- and exceptionally heavy, even four to five years after a blaze.

As a result, many basins in fire-ravaged San Bernardino County could now be strained by a major
storm, putting thousands of homes, schools and other buildings in harm’s way, according to county
flood control officials and other hydrologists.

“Most of these basins, if they get hit within a year or two of a good fire, they will not be big enough,”
said Pat Mead, an assistant public works director for San Bernardino County.

Canyon Hills Project IV. Responses to Comments
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1V-903



City of Los Angeles September 2004

“In a normal fire year, we get maybe one or two canyons with watersheds in them burning. By the
looks of things, these fires have burned every watershed in the north part of our county. “

Last week, San Bernardino County officials said they would seek federal money to clear out and expand
the basins, warn nearby residents about landslide dangers and erect walls of sandbags to minimize the
threat.

Meanwhile, the U.S. Forest Service, which controls many of the wilderness areas hit hardest by the
fires, has begun assembling a team to determine damage and look for ways to diminish erosion.

“We don’t want to scare people because we don’t think a disaster is about to happen, but they need to
know that this is not normal,” said Ted Golondzinier, another assistant county public works director.
“We do think there are areas that are going to be getting some mud flows, and we’re trying to figure
out where those are most likely to happen.”

Fire-scarred parts of Los Angeles, Ventura and San Diego counties -- including areas not typically
prone to landslides -- also may face an increased chance of landslides because of the scope of this
year’s fires, among the worst in modern California history.

“Regionally, this is one of the worst potential flooding situations since this became a civilized p/ace,”
said Douglas Hamilton, a flood control expert with Exponent Inc., an environmental consulting firm.
“Everybody knows the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains have problems with debris flows.
But even in San Diego, where debris has not been as big of a problem, you could now have a problem
because of these fires.”

Debris flows have caused dozens of disasters in Southern California per the Last century, including a
20-foot-high avalanche of rocks and mud that swept in 1934, killing 49 people. A wildfire preceded
the disaster. No debris dams were there at the time.

The dangers of debris flows were highlighted in the 1989 book “The Control of Nature” by John
McPhee. One passage recounts the horrifying experience of the Genofile family, which nearly
perished when a 6-foot wall of muck suddenly struck their home in Shields Canyon above Glendale in
1978 after a particularly intense rain.

“The house became buried to the eaves. Boulders sat on the roof. Thirteen automobiles were packed
around the building, including five in the pool. A din of rock kept banging against them. The stuck
horn of a buried car was blaring,” McPhee wrote. “The family in the darkness in their fixed tableaux
watched one another by the light of a directional signal, endlessly blinking. The house had filled up in
six minutes, and the mud stopped rising near the children’s chins.”

Canyon Hills Project IV. Responses to Comments
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1V-904



City of Los Angeles September 2004

If wildfires precede heavy rains, the threat of debris flows is exponentially greater, experts say. The
fires consume the vegetation that coats hillsides and binds soils together, greatly exposing the areas to
erosion. That erosion can deposit huge amounts of sediment downstream from burned areas during
rainstorms in a matter of minutes.

“Wildfires remove the canopy that intercepts rainfall, the leaves and needles that are on the ground.
And once you’ve removed that, the water is just going to run downbhill, taking a lot of other things
with it,” said Susan H. Cannon, a researcher with the U.S. Geological Survey’s landslide hazards
program, which has been studying the /ink between fire and debris flows for years.

Furthermore, in chaparral-coated Southern California, burning of the brush has been shown to harden
surface soils, making the ground more water repellent than usual. That significantly increases the
speed with which rainfall rushes down slopes, increasing its destructive power.

“It’s an amazing amount of water that can come out of those mountains when it rains,” said Chris
Wills, a supervising geologist with the California Geological Survey, who vividly remembers his father
taking him to see raging mountain waters that filled the Los Angeles River during floods in 1969.

One potential flashpoint is Deer Creek near Rancho Cucamonga. There, the capacity of a large debris
basin below mountains that rise to nearly 9,000 feet was the subject of bitter controversy, long before
last week’s wildfires. The stadium-sized basin lies in the mouth of a canyon at the foot of the San
Gabriel Mountains in an alluvial fan molded over time by thousands of floods. Before the area was
developed, the rushing mountain waters that spewed from the canyon during the short but strong
seasonal rains traveled along a wide swath of the San Bernardino Valley and into the Santa Ana River.

Now that thousands of people live on the valley floor, the waters are corralled by a network of flood
channels, and urbanization has been creeping ever closer to the foot of the mountains. The basin, built
in 1983, was augmented by a levee that had long existed in the area, but a developer secured approval
several years ago to breach the levee to build more homes above it, despite neighbors’ concerns that the
debris basin alone could not withstand the torrent of muck the creek was capable of discharging.

John Cassidy, an engineering expert working for nearby Ontario International Airport, and Hamilton,
of Exponent, who was hired by a citizens group, concluded that the basin, built by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, was too small to handle a 100-year flood.

“As constructed, the Army Corps’ debris basin would hold only a fraction of the debris that would come
out of the watershed during a 100-year flood,” Cassidy, a former engineer for Bechtel Corp., said in a
deposition. “Required storage would be deficient by 500 acre-feet or more. Five hundred acre-feet
would be equivalent ... to some 20,000 truckloads of debris.”
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Despite the experts’ criticisms, the Corps of Engineers has stood by the Deer Creek basin, and public
elementary and high schools have since been built below it.

Joseph Evelyn, the supervisory hydraulic engineer for the corps’ Southern California office, said the
basin had been built to withstand the largest debris flows the corps expects, and took into account that
the flows could be made much worse by fires.

But last week, he stopped short of saying it could withstand anything rainwater could wash down. The
reality of such structures, he said, is that they are built to reasonably minimize the risk of damage,
within economic and even aesthetic constraints.

“It can happen, and has happened,” he said when asked if similar debris basins have been known to
fail. “But the degree of damage has been within acceptable tolerance. We haven’t had an outcry from
people asking for fewe