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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Organization of This Document

This Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2020070128) has
been prepared according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public
Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3) to evaluate and disclose the potential environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan (Project) in Los Angeles
County, California. Los Angeles County (County) through Los Angeles County Public Works (Public
Works) is serving as lead agency under CEQA for the PEIR. The Final PEIR presents the
environmental information and analyses that have been prepared for the proposed Project,
including comments received addressing the Draft PEIR, and responses to those comments. The
Final PEIR will be used by the Board of Supervisors in the decision-making process for the proposed
Project. This Final PEIR is organized as follows:

e Chapter 1, Introduction

e Chapter 2, Response to Comments

o Chapter 3, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR
e Appendices

The Final PEIR appendices are identified as follows and are in addition to those already included
in the Draft PEIR.

o Appendix A, Comments Received on the Draft PEIR
o Appendix B, Updated Draft PEIR Appendices

e Updated Appendix B

e Updated Appendix H

o Appendix C, Resumes

The Final PEIR includes, by incorporation, the Draft EIR, along with the clarifications and
modifications included in Chapter 3, and provides responses to comments received on the Draft
PEIR.

1.2 Project Background and Location

The proposed Project is along a 51-mile-long, approximately 2-mile-wide (i.e., 1 mile on each side)
corridor of the Los Angeles River (LA River) in Los Angeles County and spans through

18 jurisdictions (17 cities and unincorporated County areas). The river encompasses an
834-square-mile watershed and flows from its headwaters at river mile 51.0 in Canoga Park within
the City of Los Angeles to river mile 0.0 in Long Beach, where the river meets the Pacific Ocean. The
LA River was channelized between the late 19th and mid-20th centuries to protect lives and

March 2022
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Los Angeles County Public Works 1 Introduction

property from flooding as the Los Angeles region rapidly grew and transformed to a largely
urbanized area. Today, nearly 1 million people live within 1 mile of the river.

Design information for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual level; therefore,
the environmental impact analysis is presented at a programmatic level and does not include
project-specific or site-specific analysis.

1.3 Environmental Review Process

1.3.1 Public Circulation

1.3.1.1 Notice of Preparation

The County, in accordance with CEQA, prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was released
to the public and filed with the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research on

July 7, 2020. The NOP provided notice to the public and public agencies that a PEIR would be
prepared, described the proposed Project that would be evaluated in the PEIR, listed the probable
environmental effects of the Project, and identified the date, time, and location for an online scoping
meeting, which was held virtually on July 29, 2020 due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.

The NOP was distributed to involved public agencies and interested parties for a 30-day public
review period (July 7, 2020 through August 6, 2020). A copy of the NOP is included in Appendix A of
the Draft PEIR, along with written comments provided by the public and public agencies in response
to the NOP. These comments were considered during preparation of the Draft PEIR.

1.3.1.2 Draft PEIR

Notification of the availability of the Draft PEIR was sent to the public and interested or affected
agencies for review. Release of the PEIR to the public began a 45-day comment period, extending
from February 1, 2021 to March 18, 2021. During that timeframe, members of the public and public
agencies had the opportunity to review the Draft PEIR and provide comments on the document,
including adequacy of the impact analyses.

On March 4, 2021, in response to comments initially received, the review period was extended to
April 2, 2021. The review period was extended a second time to May 13, 2021 to provide additional
review time to all interested parties. In total, the review period extended from February 1, 2021 to
May 13, 2021, for a total of 101 days.

1.3.1.3 Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

A total of 202 written comment letters were received on the Draft PEIR, and 57 oral comments were
received at the public meeting.

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead agency evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from persons and agencies that reviewed the Draft PEIR and prepare
a written response to significant environmental issues raised. The response to comments is included
in Chapter 2 of this Final PEIR. A list of agencies and interested parties who commented on the Draft
PEIR is provided below. A copy of each numbered comment letter is provided in Appendix A.

LA River Master Plan Program EIR 122 March 2022
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Los Angeles County Public Works 1 Introduction

Lettered responses to each comment are provided in Chapter 2, Response to Comments, of this Final
PEIR.

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft
PEIR.

Agencies

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

City of Burbank

California Department of Transportation

California Coastal Commission

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Water Replenishment District

County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation
City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
City of Long Beach

Southern California Regional Rail Transit Authority

City of Paramount

Eco-Rapid Transit Joint Powers Authority

City of Torrance Transit Department

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

Organizations

Studio City Neighborhood Council Transportation Committee
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice

art HYPE

Glassell Park Improvement Association

Los Feliz Neighborhood Council

Atwater Village Neighborhood Council

Boulevard Management

Friends of Griffith Park

Griffith Park Advisory Board

LA River Walkers & Watchers

Los Angeles Waterkeeper

LA River Master Plan Program EIR March 2022
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e Los Angeles Conservancy

e Riverpark Coalition

e Forest Lawn Memorial-Park Association

e Heal the Bay

e Sacred Places Institute

1 Introduction

e Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains

o Center for Biological Diversity

Elected Officials

e U.S. Representative, 40th District, California

Interested Individuals
e Paul Rabinov

e Connie Elliott

e Julia Borovay

e David Swanson

e Alina Zehnali

e Margaret Darett-Quiroz
e Naomi Turner

e Peter Cardenas

e (arrie Sutkin

e Kevin Greutert

e Brent Fischer

e Allen Escobedo

e Dean Scalia

e Veta Gashgai

e Armando Simental

e Dr. Ricardo Morelli

e Jacqueline Teeter

e Flor Burrola

e gloriarevive (no name provided)
e Donna Thomas

e Vasken Hagopian

Bruce Boyer
Robert Fox

Brent Fischer
Sheryl Avery
Tilly Hinton

Greg Linton
Jessie Cowley
Keshav Boddula
Ryan Conroy
Sallie Neubauer
Richard Niederberg
John Samore
Patricia Frias
Eloise Hess
Lorna Paisley
Stephen F. Jones
George Rubio
Avital Oehler
Glenn Claycomb
Schuyler Johnson

Monica Wyatt

LA River Master Plan Program EIR
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Elizabeth L.

e Shirley Otis-Green

e Ashley Kramer

e Jon Gerfen

e Antonio Juan Gomez
e Veronica Ann Villegas
o Albert Alfasso

o Theresa (Les) Hew
e Rosemary Leibowitz
e Leslie Klein

e Merryl Edelstein

e Ron Cyger

e Andy Birch

e Ari Martinez

e Sara Boscoe

e Nancy Salem

e Amy Wolfberg

e Erica Silverman

e Richard Barth

e Gregory Hachigian

e Susan Gilliland

e Frank D. Gilliland

e Bella Liu

e Donald White & Lisa Chang
e Pollito Gnoche

o Jeffrey Boyd

e (Grace Wong

e Rob Bender

e Ken Unger

e Ron Hirst

e Sarah De Santiago

e Miles Griffis

1 Introduction

Robert Karn
Marianne Vogel Bender
Deloris Jones
Michael Connor
Lisa Petrus
Molly Hill
David Joyce
Ann Cantrell
Allison McSurely
Erica Roach
Allen Arslanian
Jesse Ross
Robert Leyland
Jeffrey Sapin
Jon Fisher
Calvin Bonn
Cesar Estrada
Christine Rowe
Steve Appleton
Aida Ashouri
Elena Tucci
Joyce Dillard
Katherine Kato
Anonymous
Erin Judge
Anthea Raymond
Teresa Austin
Andrew Lewis
Adele Slaughter
Jessica Prieto
Laurie Hoffman

Brandon Contreras

LA River Master Plan Program EIR
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e (Cindy Donis

e Ellen Dixon

e Zihua Zhao

e Mary Gonnelli

e Daisy Oliver

e Marcus Fox

e Serena Steers

e Michael Cowley
e T.Sanchez

e Luke Ginger

¢ Nina Beckhardt
e Brian Bastien

e Jamila Cervantes
e Laurie Angel

e Naomi Zamazal
e Gabriela Tovat
e C(Corliss Lee

e Renee Lawler

e (Connie Elliot

e Ann Cantrell

e Wendy Zimmerman

1 Introduction

Karen Barnett

Jasmine Gonzalez
Seymour Liao

Erica Rich

Lena

Veronica Soto

Michael Berg
Marianne Bender
Scott Edwards

Felicia Bander
Unidentified Speaker 1
Ramona Ballhaus

Mr. Captain Obvious
Unidentified Speaker 2
Unidentified Speaker 3
Unidentified Speaker 4
Mr. Reki

Jessica Prieto

Ms. Ayvazian

1.3.2 Public Meetings, Newspaper Ads, and E-mails

An online scoping meeting for the PEIR was held on July 29, 2020. When the Draft PEIR was released
for public review on February 1, 2021, it was posted on Public Works’ website
(pw.lacounty.gov/go/larmpceqa). Following Governor Newsom's Executive Order N-28-20 relating
to the threat of COVID-19, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors announced that all Los
Angeles County facilities were be closed to members of the public beginning March 16, 2020. Since
then, Public Works closed all public buildings and in-person services and only recently reopened
Public Works’ public counters for in-person services starting on October 4, 2021.

Notification of the availability of the PEIR was sent to the public and interested or affected agencies
for review. Release of the PEIR to the public began a 45-day comment period, extending from
February 1, 2021 to March 18, 2021. During that timeframe, members of the public and public
agencies had the opportunity to review the PEIR and provide comments on the document, including
adequacy of the impact analyses.

LA River Master Plan Program EIR March 2022
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Los Angeles County Public Works 1 Introduction

On March 4, 2021, in response to comments initially received, the review period was extended to
April 2, 2021 (60 days). The review period was extended a second time to May 13, 2021 to provide
additional review time to all interested parties. In total, the review period extended from

February 1, 2021 to May 13, 2021, for a total of 101 days.

The County held one community meeting on March 3, 2021 to inform interested parties about the
Draft PEIR’s analysis of the proposed Project and to gather input from interested persons and
agencies on the content of the Draft PEIR. Due to COVID-19, the public meeting was held online from
6 p.m. to 8 p.m. on Zoom, and a call-in number was provided.

The general topics of oral public comments made at these meetings were transcribed and presented
in Chapter 2, Response to Comments. As the lead agency under CEQA, the County provided responses
to the comments received on the Draft PEIR.

Public notice of the availability of the PEIR was provided in the following publications:

e (Glendale Independent e  Monterey Park Press

e Grunion Gazette o The Downey Patriot

o LA Watts Times o The Signal Tribune

e Long Beach Press Telegram e  South Bay Daily Breeze

e  Paramount Journal e La Opinion

e Los Angeles Times e Los Angeles Times en Espariol
(Hoy Los Angeles)

e  Excelsior LA
«  The Canyon News e Los Angeles Daily News

Due to COVID-19 precautions, the County, City of Los Angeles, and City of Long Beach libraries were
closed starting in March 2020 and remained closed when the Draft PEIR was released on

February 1, 2021. A flyer with information about the availability of the document on Public Works’
website (pw.lacounty.gov/go/larmpceqa) and the March 3, 2021 community meeting was posted in
a visible spot at the following library locations:

e Billie Jean King Main Library, Long Beach

e Long Beach Public Library - Bret Harte Neighborhood Library, Long Beach
e Michelle Obama Neighborhood Library, Long Beach

e East Rancho Dominguez Library, East Rancho Dominguez

e Paramount Library, Paramount

e Hollydale Library, South Gate

e Lynwood Library, Lynwood

e Cudahy Library, Cudahy

o Bell Gardens Library, Bell Gardens

e Bell Library, Bell

e Maywood Cesar Chavez Library, Maywood

LA River Master Plan Program EIR 1-7 March 2022
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e Huntington Park Library, Huntington Park
e (Glendale Central Library, Glendale

e Burbank Public Library, Burbank

e Los Angeles Public Library, Los Angeles

On April 19, 2020, the County announced that select libraries would be re-opened for in-person
services. As part of the phased re-opening, a hardcopy of the Draft PEIR was made available from
April 22,2021 through the 101-day review period at the following library locations:

e Leland R. Weaver Library, South Gate
e Huntington Park Library, Huntington Park

e (Glendale Central Library, Glendale

LA River Master Plan Program EIR 1-8 March 2022
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Chapter 2
Response to Comments

2.1 Requirements for Responding to Comments on a
Draft EIR

Lead agencies are required to evaluate all comments on environmental issues received on the Draft
PEIR and prepare a written response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. Written
responses should address the environmental issue(s) raised and provide a detailed response.
Rationale must be provided when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation
measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good-faith and reasoned
analysis. As long as a good-faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204), lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental issues associated
with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by commenters.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments
that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft PEIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the Project might be avoided or
mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an
explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that, where the response to comments
results in revisions to the Draft PEIR, those revisions should be noted as a revision to the Draft PEIR
or in a separate section of the Final PEIR. Chapter 3, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft
PEIR, outlines the revisions to the Draft PEIR.

2.2 List of Commenters

The public agencies and private citizens who submitted comments on the Draft PEIR during the
public review period are listed below (arranged by date of correspondence). The comment letters
and their responses are arranged by public agencies (A), organizations (0), elected officials (EO),
individuals (I), and oral comments (OC).

List of Commenters

No. ‘ Name ‘ Agency/Organization Date

Agencies

Al Brian Baldauf Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy February 5, 2021
A2 Patrick Prescott City of Burbank February 16, 2021
A3 Daniel Rynn City of Burbank February 18, 2021
A4 Miya Edmonson California Department of Transportation February 25, 2021
A5 Shahar Amitay California Coastal Commission February 25, 2021
A6 Erinn Wilson-0lgin California Department of Fish and Wildlife | April 28,2021

LA River Master Plan Program EIR 21 March 2022
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2 Response to Comments

2-2

No. Name Agency/Organization Date
A7 City Council: Bob Frutos, City of Burbank April 13, 2021
Jess A. Talamantes, Sharon
Springer, Konstantine
Anthony, Nick Schultz
A8 John D. S. Allen Water Replenishment District May 10, 2021
A9 Sean Woods County of Los Angeles Department of May 6, 2021
Parks and Recreation
A10 Michelle Levy City of Los Angeles May 13,2021
A1l Shine Ling Los Angeles County Metropolitan May 13, 2021
Transportation Authority
Al12 Thomas B. Modica City of Long Beach May 12,2021
A13 Todd Mclntyre Southern California Regional Rail May 13,2021
Authority
Al4 John King City of Paramount May 13, 2021
A15 Michael R. Kodama Eco-Rapid Transit May 13,2021
Al6 [rma R. Mufioz Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy May 13,2021
A17 Daniel Lim City of Torrance Transit Department March 16,2021
A18 Dr. Jan Green Rebstock City of Los Angeles Department of Public May 19, 2021
Works, Bureau of Engineering
Organizations
01 Barry Johnson Studio City Neighborhood Council February 8, 2021
Transportation Committee
02 Jessica Prieto East Yard Communities for Environmental | February 10,2021
Justice
03 KW Sarrow art HYPE March 7, 2021
04 Helen Schpak Glassell Park Improvement Association March 15, 2021
05 Jon Deutsch Los Feliz Neighborhood Council March 15, 2021
06 Courtney Morris, Edward Atwater Village Neighborhood Council March 11, 2021
Morrissey
07 Lynda Burton Boulevard Management January 14, 2021
08 Gerry Hans Friends of Griffith Park May 11, 2021
09 Jason Greenwald Griffith Park Advisory Board May 12,2021
010 Michael ]. Connor LA River Walkers & Watchers May 12,2021
011 Kelly Clark Los Angeles Waterkeeper May 12,2021
012 Michael ]. Connor, Bob LA River Walkers & Watchers May 13,2021
Akre, Sandra Knapton, Joe
Macias, Evelyn Aleman
013 Adrian Scott Fine Los Angeles Conservancy May 13, 2021
014 Renee Lawler Riverpark Coalition May 13,2021
015 Jessica Prieto East Yard Communities for Environmental | May 12,2021
Justice
016 Shivaun Cooney Forest Lawn Memorial-Park Association May 13, 2021
017 Michelle Black, Amy Los Angeles Waterkeeper May 13,2021
Minteer
LA River Master Plan Program EIR March 2022
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Los Angeles County Public Works 2 Response to Comments

No. Name Agency/Organization Date

018 Katherine Pease Heal the Bay May 13, 2021

019 Angela Mooney D’Arcy Sacred Places Institute May 13,2021

020 Clark Stevens, Rosi Dagit Resource Conservation District of the May 13,2021

Santa Monica Mountains

021 J. P.Rose Center for Biological Diversity March 1, 2021

022 J. P. Rose, Elizabeth Reid- Center for Biological Diversity May 13,2021
Wainscoat

Elected Officials

EO1 Representative Lucille U.S. Representative, 40t District, May 13, 2021
Roybal-Allard California

Individuals

I1 Paul Rabinov N/A February 1, 2021

12 Connie Elliot N/A February 1, 2021

I3 Julia Borovay N/A February 2, 2021

14 David Swanson N/A February 3, 2021

I5 Alina Zehnali N/A February 3, 2021

16 Margaret Darett-Quiroz N/A February 3, 2021

17 Naomi Turner N/A February 4, 2021

18 Peter Cardenas N/A February 4, 2021

19 Carrie Sutkin N/A February 4, 2021

110 Kevin Greutert N/A February 4, 2021

111 Brent Fischer N/A February 4, 2021

112 Allen Escobedo N/A February 4, 2021

113 Dean Scalia N/A February 8, 2021

114 Veta Gashgai N/A February 9, 2021

115 Armando Simental N/A February 9, 2021

116 Dr. Ricardo Morelli N/A February 16, 2021

117 Jacqueline Teeter N/A February 17, 2021

[18 Flor Burrola N/A February 17,2021

119 gloriarevive (no name N/A February 20, 2021
provided)

120 Donna Thomas N/A February 6, 2021

121 Vasken Hagopian N/A February 5, 2021

122 Bruce Boyer N/A February 12,2021

123 Robert Fox N/A March 2, 2021

124 Brent Fischer N/A March 2, 2021

125 Sheryl Avery N/A March 2, 2021

126 Tilly Hinton N/A March 3, 2021

127 Sheryl Avery N/A March 3, 2021

128 Greg Linton N/A March 3, 2021

129 Jessie Cowley N/A March 3, 2021

130 Keshav Boddula N/A March 3, 2021

LA River Master Plan Program EIR March 2022
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Los Angeles County Public Works 2 Response to Comments

No. Name Agency/Organization Date
[31 Ryan Conroy N/A March 4, 2021
132 Sallie Neubauer N/A March 4, 2021
133 Richard Niederberg N/A March 4, 2021
134 John Samore N/A March 4, 2021
135 Patricia Frias N/A March 7, 2021
[36 Eloise Hess N/A March 7, 2021
137 Lorna Paisley N/A March 8, 2021
138 Tilly Hinton N/A March 10, 2021
139 Stephen F. Jones N/A March 11, 2021
140 George Rubio N/A March 11, 2021
141 Avital Oehler N/A March 11, 2021
142 Glenn Claycomb N/A March 12,2021
143 Schuyler Johnson N/A March 13,2021
144 Monica Wyatt N/A March 18,2021
145 Elizabeth L. N/A March 26,2021
146 Shirley Otis-Green N/A March 30, 2021
147 Ashley Kramer N/A March 31, 2021
148 Jon Gerfen N/A April 2,2021
149 Antonio Juan Gomez N/A March 9, 2021
150 Veronica Ann Villegas N/A April 30, 2021
I51 Albert Alfasso N/A May 4, 2021
152 Theresa (Les) Hew N/A May 4, 2021
I53 Rosemary Leibowitz N/A May 4, 2021
154 Elizabeth L. N/A May 6, 2021
I55 Leslie Klein N/A May 6, 2021
156 Merryl Edelstein N/A May 7,2021
157 Ron Cyger N/A May 7, 2021
158 Andy Birch N/A May 7, 2021
159 Ari Martinez N/A May 7, 2021
160 Sara Boscoe N/A May 8, 2021
161 Nancy Salem N/A May 8, 2021
162 Amy Wolfberg N/A May 8, 2021
163 Erica Silverman N/A May 8, 2021
164 Richard Barth N/A May 8, 2021
165 Gregory Hachigian N/A May 8, 2021
166 Susan Gilliland N/A May 8, 2021
167 Frank D. Gilliland N/A May 8, 2021
168 Bella Liu N/A May 8, 2021
169 Donald White & Lisa Chang | N/A May 8, 2021
170 Pollito Gnoche N/A May 8, 2021
171 Jeffrey Boyd N/A May 9, 2021
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No. Name Agency/Organization Date

172 Grace Wong N/A May 10, 2021
173 Rob Bender N/A May 10, 2021
174 Ken Unger N/A May 10, 2021
175 Ron Hirst N/A May 11, 2021
176 Sarah De Santiago N/A May 11, 2021
177 Miles Griffis N/A May 11, 2021
178 Robert Karn N/A May 12,2021
179 Marianne Vogel Bender N/A May 12,2021
180 Deloris Jones N/A May 12,2021
181 Michael Connor N/A May 12,2021
182 Lisa Petrus N/A May 12, 2021
183 Molly Hill N/A May 13, 2021
184 David Joyce N/A May 13, 2021
185 Ann Cantrell N/A May 13,2021
186 Allison McSurely N/A May 13,2021
187 Tilly Hinton N/A May 9, 2021
188 Erica Roach N/A May 13, 2021
189 Allen Arslanian N/A May 13, 2021
190 Jesse Ross N/A May 13,2021
191 Robert Leyland N/A May 13, 2021
192 Jeffrey Sapin N/A May 13,2021
193 Jon Fisher N/A May 13,2021
194 Calvin Bonn N/A May 13,2021
195 Cesar Estrada N/A May 13, 2021
196 Christine Rowe N/A May 13,2021
197 Steve Appleton N/A May 13,2021
198 Aida Ashouri N/A May 13, 2021
199 Elena Tucci N/A May 18, 2021
1100 | Joyce Dillard N/A May 20, 2021
[101 | Katherine Kato N/A April 8, 2021
[102 | Anonymous N/A June 15, 2021
[103 | Erin Judge N/A May 13,2021
Oral Comments

0C1 Anthea Raymond N/A March 3, 2021
0Cc2 Teresa Austin N/A March 3, 2021
0C3 Andrew Lewis N/A March 3, 2021
0Cc4 Adele Slaughter N/A March 3, 2021
0C5 Jessica Prieto N/A March 3, 2021
0Cé6 Jessica Prieto N/A March 3, 2021
0C7 Laurie Hoffman N/A March 3, 2021
0C8 Brandon Contreras N/A March 3, 2021
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No. Name Agency/Organization Date

0C9 Cindy Donis N/A March 3, 2021
0C10 | Ms. Darett-Quiroz N/A March 3, 2021
0C11 | Ellen Dixon N/A March 3, 2021
0C12 | Zihua Zhao N/A March 3, 2021
0C13 | Mary Gonnelli N/A March 3, 2021
0C14 | Marcus Fox N/A March 3, 2021
0OC15 | Serena Steers N/A March 3, 2021
0C16 | Tilly Hinton N/A March 3, 2021
0C17 | Michael Cowley N/A March 3, 2021
0C18 | T. Sanchez N/A March 3, 2021
0C19 | Luke Ginger N/A March 3, 2021
0C20 | Nina Beckhardt N/A March 3, 2021
0C21 | Brian Bastien N/A March 3, 2021
0C22 | Jamila Cervantes N/A March 3, 2021
0C23 | Laurie Angel N/A March 3, 2021
0C24 | Naomi Zamazal N/A March 3, 2021
0C25 | Gabriela Tovat N/A March 3, 2021
0C26 | Corliss Lee N/A March 3, 2021
0C27 | Renee Lawler N/A March 3, 2021
0C28 | Connie Elliot N/A March 3, 2021
0C29 | Ann Cantrell N/A March 3, 2021
0C30 | Wendy Zimmerman N/A March 3, 2021
0OC31 | Karen Barnett N/A March 3, 2021
0C32 | Jasmine Gonzalez N/A March 3, 2021
0C33 | Seymour Liao N/A March 3, 2021
0C34 | Erica Rich N/A March 3, 2021
0C35 | Lena N/A March 3, 2021
0C36 | Veronica Soto N/A March 3, 2021
0C37 | Michael Berg N/A March 3, 2021
0C38 | Marianne Bender N/A March 3, 2021
0C39 | Scott Edwards N/A March 3, 2021
0C40 | Aida Ashouri N/A March 3, 2021
0C41 | Christine Rowe N/A March 3, 2021
0C42 | Felicia Bander N/A March 3, 2021
0C43 | Unidentified Speaker 1 N/A March 3, 2021
0C44 | Ramona Ballhaus N/A March 3, 2021
0C45 | Mr. Keshav N/A March 3, 2021
0C46 | Mr. Captain Obvious N/A March 3, 2021
0C47 | Unidentified Speaker 2 N/A March 3, 2021
0C48 | Unidentified Speaker 3 N/A March 3, 2021
0C49 | Unidentified Speaker 4 N/A March 3,2021
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No. Name Agency/Organization Date

0C50 | Mr. Reki N/A March 3, 2021
0C51 | Mr. Captain Obvious N/A March 3,2021
0C52 | Christine Rowe N/A March 3, 2021
0C53 | Mr. Captain Obvious N/A March 3, 2021
0C54 | Jessica Prieto N/A March 3, 2021
0C55 | Tilly Hinton N/A March 3, 2021
0C56 | Ms. Ayvazian N/A March 3, 2021
0C57 | Renee Lawler N/A March 3, 2021

2.3 Comments and Response to Comments

2.3.1 Master Responses

2.3.1.1 Master Response MR-1 (Homelessness along the LA River)

As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, of the Draft PEIR, it is expected that
implementation of projects under the 2020 LA River Master Plan could result in the displacement of
homeless encampments and affect the density and distribution of homeless encampments
throughout the 51-mile-long and 2-mile-wide study area. The complex issue of homeless
encampments in the LA River area requires the involvement and coordination of multiple local
agencies, including the County, as well as the affected cities. Since June 2019, there have been a total
of 11 motions passed by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors directing various County
departments to work together on initiatives and policies to address affordable housing, anti-
displacement, and persons experiencing homelessness in Los Angeles County. Numerous efforts are
currently underway to mitigate the effects of displacement in communities along the river, including
existing programs such as the relocation of transient populations to safer, more sanitary shelters or
more permanent residences. The removal of unpermitted structures, debris, or other materials from
the river would reduce human hazards and eliminate trash and other sources of waste in and
around the area. The potential for relocation of people experiencing homeless, removal and/or
displacement of homeless encampments, and cleanup of remaining refuse would be coordinated and
conducted among the County and/or cities prior to any subsequent project implementation
activities.

One of the nine objectives of the 2020 LA River Master Plan is to address potential adverse impacts
on housing affordability and people experiencing homelessness, the aim of which is to maintain
strategies for ensuring continuing housing affordability in LA River-adjacent communities. Like
each of the other objectives, this objective is an active priority for the future of the river and was
developed based on an extensive community engagement and geographic information system (GIS)-
based needs analysis, with input from the community, the steering committee, and technical experts.
As detailed in the 2020 LA River Master Plan, there are eight actions in the 2020 LA River Master Plan,
each with a range of methods, that are identified to help address housing affordability and people
experiencing homelessness. Action 6.8: “Integrate best practices for working with persons
experiencing homelessness utilizing the river corridor,” contains a methodology for creating a
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centralized set of guidelines for the management and clearing of encampments based on
compassionate practices. This—in coordination with the regulations, goals, and policies in other
jurisdictions in the LA River study area—aims to make the river corridor a space where all people
feel safe, have access to basic needs, and are treated with dignity. For details on goals, actions, and
methods specific to the objective to address potential adverse impacts on housing affordability and
people experiencing homelessness, refer to the Draft 2020 LA River Master Plan found on the Public
Works website: https://www.larivermasterplan.org/.

2.3.1.2 Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, the 2020 LA River Master Plan is an advance planning
document, and no specific projects will be approved at the time the 2020 LA River Master Plan is
adopted. Similarly, the Draft PEIR analyzes the impacts of the 2020 LA River Master Plan on a
program level. Once certified, this PEIR would provide the County, the 17 cities through which the
proposed Project extends, and other potential implementing parties with a base reference of facts
and analyses that would avoid unnecessary repetition for future CEQA compliance by agencies on
individual projects and would allow for a comprehensive approach to the consideration of regional
and cumulative impacts.

The proposed Project analyzed in the Draft PEIR is the 2020 LA River Master Plan, which includes up
to 107 potential projects ranging in size from extra-small (less than 1 acre) to extra-large (150+
acres/10+ miles) that would be implemented over the 25-year horizon period to meet the 2020 LA
River Master Plan’s nine objectives. These would include the two Typical Projects (Common
Elements Typical Project and Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical Project) that would be
constructed at a specified cadence, or spacing, along the river to ensure equitable distribution of
facilities throughout the 51-mile-long corridor and help improve access and safety; and additional
subsequent projects from the six kit of parts (KOP) categories’ multi-benefit design components.
These elements together compose the entirety of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. As identified in
Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Draft PEIR, the 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual level and
the specific locations of the 107 potential projects have not been determined. Therefore, the
environmental impact analysis is presented at a programmatic level and does not include project-
specific or site-specific analysis. Also, project-level approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River
Master Plan approval. For subsequent project activities, site-specific CEQA compliance would be the
responsibility of the implementing agency prior to proposed project implementation.

As described in Section 2.5.1.3 of the Draft PEIR, several other agencies have planned proposed
projects in other LA River plans (such as the 2007 LA River Revitalization Master Plan, the LA River
Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and its Recommended Plan — ARBOR Study,
and the 2017 Lower LA River Revitalization Plan) in addition to the 107 potential projects identified
in the 2020 LA River Master Plan. The 2020 LA River Master Plan included an opportunities and
constraints analysis at sites along the corridor, taking into account the LA River right-of-way,
adjacent land assets, and underlying geophysical conditions. However, implementation of these
potential 107 subsequent projects would depend on many factors, including, but not limited to, the
location, agency oversight, and jurisdiction; the proponent of subsequent projects; the implementing
party; local community needs; policy decisions; timing of implementation; and availability of
funding. Because of these factors, the Draft PEIR did not include site-specific or project-specific
analysis and instead presented a program-level analysis of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
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2.3.1.3 Master Response MR-3 (Public Outreach for the Draft PEIR)

The County, in accordance with CEQA, prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was released
to the public and filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2020070128) in the Office of Planning
and Research on July 7, 2020. The NOP provided notice to the public and public agencies that a PEIR
would be prepared, described the proposed Project that would be evaluated in detail in the Draft
PEIR, listed the probable environmental effects of the Project, and identified the date, time, and
location for an online scoping meeting, which was held on July 29, 2020. The NOP, which was also
provided in Spanish, was distributed to involved public agencies and interested parties for a 30-day
public review period, which began on July 7, 2020, and ended on August 6, 2020. Comments
provided by the public and public agencies in response to the NOP were considered during
preparation of the Draft PEIR.

Notification of the availability of the Draft PEIR was sent to the public and interested or affected
agencies for review. Release of the Draft PEIR to the public began a 45-day comment period
extending from February 1, 2021, to March 18, 2021. During that timeframe, members of the public
and public agencies had the opportunity to review the Draft PEIR and provide comments on the
document, including adequacy of the impact analyses. On March 4, 2021, in response to comments
initially received, the review period was extended to April 2, 2021, for a total of 60 days. The review
period was extended a second time to May 13, 2021, to provide additional review time to all
interested parties. In total, the review period extended from February 1, 2021, to May 13, 2021, for a
total of 101 days.

Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines outlines the notice of availability of a draft EIR.
Accordingly, notification of the availability of the Draft PEIR was published in newspapers of general
circulation in the area affected by the proposed Project, posted at libraries open to the public,
directly mailed to owners and occupants of properties contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which
the proposed Project is located, emailed to interested parties, and posted on social media through
Twitter and Facebook. Public notice of the availability of the Draft PEIR as well as review period
extension notifications were provided in email and the following publications:

e (Glendale Independent
e (Grunion Gazette

e LA Watts Times

e Long Beach Press Telegram
e  Paramount Journal

e Los Angeles Times

e  Excelsior LA

o The Canyon News

e Monterey Park Press

e The Downey Patriot

e The Signal Tribune

e  South Bay Daily Breeze
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e La Opinion
e Los Angeles Times en Espariol (Hoy Los Angeles)
e Los Angeles Daily News

Due to COVID-19 precautions, the County, City of Los Angeles, and City of Long Beach libraries were
closed starting in March 2020 and remained closed when the Draft PEIR was released on February
1, 2021. A flyer with information about the availability of the document on Public Works’ website
(pw.lacounty.gov/go/larmpceqa), and the March 3, 2021, community meeting was posted in a
visible spot at the following library locations:

¢ Billie Jean King Main Library, Long Beach

e Long Beach Public Library - Bret Harte Neighborhood Library, Long Beach
e Michelle Obama Neighborhood Library, Long Beach

e East Rancho Dominguez Library, East Rancho Dominguez
e Paramount Library, Paramount

e Hollydale Library, South Gate

e Lynwood Library, Lynwood

e (Cudahy Library, Cudahy

e Bell Gardens Library, Bell Gardens

e Bell Library, Bell

e Maywood Cesar Chavez Library, Maywood

¢ Huntington Park Library, Huntington Park

e (Glendale Central Library, Glendale

e Burbank Public Library, Burbank

e Los Angeles Public Library, Los Angeles

On April 19, 2020, the County announced that select libraries would be re-opened for in-person
services. As part of the phased re-opening, a hard copy of the Draft PEIR was made available from
April 22,2021, through the remainder of the 101-day review period at the following library
locations:

e Leland R. Weaver Library, South Gate
¢ Huntington Park Library, Huntington Park
e (Glendale Central Library, Glendale

The County provided English and Spanish translation during the 2020 LA River Master Plan Draft
PEIR scoping meeting and Draft PEIR public meeting, and through hyperlocal outreach. Notices for
the Draft PEIR, including the Notice of Availability and flyers announcing the Draft PEIR public
meeting held on March 3, 2021, were provided in Spanish and published in the three Spanish
newspapers (listed above) in Los Angeles County serving the project area.
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In addition to solicitation for public comments, a public meeting on the Draft PEIR was held on
March 3, 2021, from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. This public meeting was intended to inform interested parties
about the Draft PEIR’s analysis of the Project and to gather input from interested persons and
agencies on the content of the Draft PEIR. The meeting was hosted online through Zoom video
teleconference due to COVID-19 social distancing orders. A telephone call-in number was also
provided as an option for attendees. A total of 519 people attended the public meeting through the
Zoom video teleconference, 34 people called in to the meeting, and 57 attendees provided oral
comments. These oral comments and responses are included in Section 2.3.2.43 of the Final PEIR.
Spanish translation was available during the scoping meeting on July 29, 2020, and Draft PEIR
public meeting on March 3, 2021. Spanish translations of the PowerPoint presentations for both
meeting presentations were also made available online prior to the meeting at pw.lacounty.gov/go/
larmpceqa and are still available to the public. All of the above noticing was in compliance with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, Public Review of Draft EIR, which requires the lead agency to
provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR at the same time as it sends a notice of
completion to the Office of Planning and Research.

23.14 Master Response MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
Requirements)

As noted in Chapter 1 of the Draft PEIR, the County is currently proposing adoption of the 2020 LA
River Master Plan. Implementing parties for later activities under the PEIR would need to meet
requirements of all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations.

Because this is a PEIR and project-level approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan
approval, no other permits or approvals (and hence, no responsible agency actions) are anticipated
for the 2020 LA River Master Plan. If the Final PEIR is certified and the 2020 LA River Master Plan is
adopted, more detailed project-level review can proceed along the project study area by the County,
the 17 other local jurisdictions, or other parties interested in implementing a specific project
identified in the 2020 LA River Master Plan. The PEIR will serve as a first-tier CEQA analysis for later
project-level and site decisions by implementing agencies and other agencies with jurisdiction along
the river corridor—including, but not limited to, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in regard to activities affecting their respective jurisdictions. Any
jurisdiction intending to tier from the PEIR would need to consider project type, location, funding,
permit requirements, and other agency jurisdiction in light of the findings identified for the PEIR.

Implementing agencies and others tiering from the PEIR will be subject to the subsequent CEQA
compliance requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. Agencies that do not choose to
tier from the PEIR will need to conduct and comply with CEQA review separate from the PEIR. It is
also possible that subsequent National Environmental Policy Act review may need to be performed
where a Federal agency (e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) has jurisdiction over a subsequent
activity.

2.3.15 Master Response MR-5 (Naturalization of the LA River)

As described in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR, naturalizing the LA River through removal
of concrete along the entire length of the river and restoring the channel to a naturalized substrate
while maintaining the current channel alignment was an alternative that was considered but
eliminated from further evaluation. (See Section 5.3.3, Naturalize the LA River Alternative, of the
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Draft PEIR.) As discussed in Section 5.3.3 of the Draft PEIR, naturalizing the channel would
significantly reduce the floodwater conveyance capacity of the river channel and significantly
increase the chances of channel erosion and sedimentation, exacerbating flood risk. It would
significantly impede the channel’s ability to efficiently convey flood flows, which would significantly
increase the risk of flooding along the 51 miles of the river. This standalone alternative would also
not meet some of the project objectives such as reduced flood risk or improved resiliency; provision
of equitable, inclusive, and safe parks, open space, and trails; increased opportunities for equitable
access to the river corridor; arts and culture; housing affordability strategies; and improvements to
water quality. While this alternative would avoid construction and operation impacts associated
with improvements outside the channel (i.e., beyond top of levee), it could cause more severe in-
channel downstream impacts, including at the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports and harbors.
Therefore, this alternative was removed from further consideration.

Even though naturalization of the entire river is not feasible, the 2020 LA River Master Plan’s
objectives include support of healthy connected ecosystems; promotion of healthy, safe, clean water;
and improvement of local water supply reliability, while reducing flood risk and maintaining
resiliency. In addition, as described in Section 2.5.1.2 of the Draft PEIR, design components under
KOP Category 5, Floodplain Reclamation, include wetlands, naturalized banks, braided channels,
fields, storage, and side channels, which can be considered as options to naturalize the river on a
more localized scale. Reclaiming the floodplain in certain areas would reconnect the hydrologic
relationship between the river and its floodplain, which has the potential to enhance ecological
function, create park space, and improve water quality, among other benefits. Examples of ecological
uses include a naturalized bank and a wider channel for decreased flood risk to support habitat
communities. Any floodplain modification will require hydraulic analysis to ensure flood risk is not
increased.

2.3.1.6 Master Response MR-6 (Gentrification and Housing
Affordability)

Pursuant to Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the PEIR focuses only on impacts related to
adverse impacts on the physical environment and does not identify or disclose impacts related to
socioeconomics, including gentrification and housing affordability. However, the 2020 LA River
Master Plan identifies that Los Angeles County is facing an ongoing housing crisis characterized by
widespread displacement risk and gentrification. The 2020 LA River Master Plan indicates that there
is potential to negatively affect housing affordability associated with the 2020 LA River Master Plan’s
goal of increasing parks and open space.

Housing affordability and availability is a concern in many Los Angeles County communities.
Research for the 2020 LA River Master Plan demonstrates that investment in parks, infrastructure,
and community development can cause increased rent and property values, which, if not addressed,
can cause displacement if residents are no longer able to afford homes or rent. Reducing
displacement as a result of infrastructure investment and park improvement is critical, and efforts
are already underway in Los Angeles County and several municipalities to limit or reduce
displacement impacts. The 2020 LA River Master Plan is focused on strategies to help current
residents thrive in place and offers measures to reduce the effects of displacement through a series
of actions outlined in Objective 6 of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. The County is heavily invested in
anti-displacement measures. In addition to the actions included in the 2020 LA River Master Plan, the
County has already passed several motions working toward equity for communities. Additional
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efforts are continually needed across Los Angeles County and in local municipalities to improve
housing affordability and the availability and preservation of affordable housing.

2.3.1.7 Master Response MR-7 (Master Plan Area/PEIR Study Area and
Addressing the LA River in a Comprehensive Manner)

A watershed approach to the research was used during preparation of the 2020 LA River Master
Plan. All of the hydrology studies, social/demographic, and environmental research conducted
covered the entire LA River watershed. 2020 LA River Master Plan Objectives 8 and 9 in particular,
but many of the others as well, operate at the scale of the watershed, which is noted in the 2020 LA
River Master Plan’s implementation matrix. A watershed-wide database of all the planned projects
across the watershed was developed and the 2020 LA River Master Plan team coordinated with other
regional planning efforts to incorporate their project databases (e.g., the Upper Los Angeles River
and Tributaries effort). There was no need to duplicate the effort of identifying opportunity sites
around the entire watershed because other planning efforts already do this.

When it comes to the study area for the PEIR, the decision was made to consider current conditions
and potential opportunities in a more focused study area along the river centerline. A 1-mile radius
on either side of the LA River corridor was selected to capture potential sites that provide access to
nearby points of interest within a reasonable walking distance. The 1-mile buffer was selected
because it is a frequent timescale used for pedestrian movement (for example, the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority does the first mile/last mile program, and many walk
score and park access studies are based on either 0.5-mile or 1-mile distances). The 2020 LA River
Master Plan team felt that it was important to recognize that improving access to the river for
pedestrians and active transportation would require a deeper study of this 1-mile radius. Therefore,
for the purposes of CEQA and consistency with the 2020 LA River Master Plan, the study area is
defined as a 2-mile-wide corridor—1 mile on each side of the river—that follows the centerline of
the LA River for its entire 51 miles. This is consistent with the study area identified for the 2020 LA
River Master Plan, which does not include any tributaries of the LA River but instead focuses only on
the main river stem. Furthermore, the sites identified in the 2020 LA River Master Plan focus on an
equitable cadence of opportunity locations at various scales depending on community needs.

2.3.2 Responses to Specific Comments

This section responds to those comments received that specifically pertain to the scope and content
of the Draft PEIR. The written comment letters received by the County are included at the beginning
of each response.

Where comments have prompted changes to text in the Draft PEIR, these changes have been
compiled in Chapter 3, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. Where stated in the
responses that implementation of mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant impacts
to less-than-significant levels, it is assumed that the agencies implementing the projects will employ
the mitigation as well. As noted in the Draft PEIR on page 1-4, “Each implementing agency would
determine the significance after mitigation for potential impacts of their proposed projects.”
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2.3.2.1 Comment Letter Al: Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, February 5, 2021

Comment# Comment Text Response

Al-1 With the timing of the PEIR’s release and the comments due The County appreciates the Santa Monica Mountains
3/18, we would need to also prepare our comments for the Conservancy for preparing comments on the Draft PEIR. These
February SMMC meeting, which isn’t much time! We haven’tyet | comments will be provided to the Los Angeles County Board of
had the chance to dig into the PEIR as we are focused on the Supervisors for consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the
Master Plan, but [ am writing to ask if the 45-day deadline could | proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan Project.
be pushed back to 60-days so that staff would have time to Please refer to Master Response MR-3 (Public Outreach for the
review the document and provide comments at the March SMMC . o
meeting planned to occur on 3/22. DrafF PEIR). In response to this Comment apd others initially

received, on March 4, 2021, the review period was extended to
April 2, 2021 (60 days). The review period was then extended a
second time to May 13, 2021, to provide additional review time
to all interested parties. In total, the review period was open
from February 1, 2021, to May 13, 2021, for 101 days, which is
more than twice the 45-day minimum required by CEQA (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105).

Al1-2 Any consideration and direction you can provide on this request | This comment is acknowledged. Please see the response to
would be greatly appreciated, as we are coordinating our comment Al-1 regarding the decision to extend the public
resources to provide feedback and need to know how to best review period for a total of 101 days.
focus.
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2.3.2.2 Comment Letter A2: City of Burbank, February 16, 2021
Comment # Comment Text Response
A2-1 Multiple departments in the City of Burbank are reviewing the The County appreciates the City of Burbank for preparing
DEIR for the L.A River Master Plan. | am emailing to request two | comments on the Draft PEIR. These comments will be provided
additional weeks to review the DEIR. to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors for
consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA
River Master Plan.

Please refer to Master Response MR-3 (Public Outreach for the
Draft PEIR). In response to this comment and others initially
received, on March 4, 2021, the review period was extended to
April 2, 2021 (60 days). The review period was then extended a
second time to May 13, 2021, to provide additional review time
to all interested parties. In total, the review period was open
from February 1, 2021, to May 13, 2021, for a total of 101 days,
which is more than twice the 45-day minimum required by
CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105).
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2.3.2.3 Comment Letter A3: City of Burbank, February 18, 2021
Comment# Comment Text Response
A3-1 I've included you both because I'm not sure who the Storm The County appreciates the City of Burbank for preparing

Water Quality Division is currently under. I've been asked to see
if there is a possibility to get an extension of time to review and
prepare a response document on the subject EIR. LACDPW has
only provided a 45-day public review period to review an almost
2,000 page document. Burbank typically has responses to
documents such as this, reviewed and signed by our City Council
and Mayor. Our Council dates do not occur every week and our
current staffing levels are limited at this time. Is there anyway to
have this review period extended to at least 60 days so that
agencies such as Burbank have sufficient time to review the
extremely large document, prepare a reasonably detailed
response letter, and have it presented to our City Council.

The County Staff person in Storm Water Quality who is
championing this document review is Grace Komjakraphan-Tek.
Please let me know if you or Grace would be amenable to this
request and thank you for your time.

comments on the Draft PEIR. These comments will be provided
to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors for
consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA
River Master Plan Project.

Please refer to Master Response MR-3 (Public Outreach for the
Draft PEIR). In response to this comment and others initially
received, on March 4, 2021, the review period was extended to
April 2, 2021 (60 days). The review period was then extended a
second time to May 13, 2021, to provide additional review time
to all interested parties. In total the review period was open
from February 1, 2021, to May 13, 2021, for a total of 101 days,
which is more than twice the 45-day minimum required by
CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105).
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2.3.2.4 Comment Letter A4: California Department of Transportation, February 25, 2021

Comment# Comment Text Response

A4-1 After reviewing the DEIR, Caltrans has the following comments: | The County appreciates the California Department of
Caltrans concurs with Mitigation Measure TR-1a, which specifies "}l;gal\lr;sgﬁrtatlon (Caltrans)'llfor preparing corr}llments on t}lle Draft
that Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) impacts will be evaluated on - These comments Wi be prov1d§d to t. e Los Angeles

) . . County Board of Supervisors for consideration as part of the
a per project basis as well as the two-step screening process that Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan
will be used. This allows VMT impacts to be analyzed on a '
project level basis with more detail than can be provided in a This comment is acknowledged.
Master Plan. Caltrans looks forward to reviewing these projects
as part of the CEQA process.

A4-2 Caltrans also concurs with Mitigation Measure TR-1b, which This comment is acknowledged.
outlines the transportation demand management (TDM)
strategies that will be used to offset or prevent the generation of
excess VMT. It is especially noteworthy that one of the principal
measures given is to price and/or limit car parking, as research
indicates that car parking prioritizes driving above all other
travel modes and undermines a community’s ability to choose
public transit and active modes of transportation.

A4-3 It is especially noteworthy that one of the principal measures This comment is acknowledged.
given is to price and/or limit car parking, as research indicates
that car parking prioritizes driving above all other travel modes
and undermines a community’s ability to choose public transit
and active modes of transportation.

A4-4 Finally, for all locations where active transportation This comment is acknowledged. The County appreciates
improvements are impacted by Caltrans right of way, our Caltrans’ willingness to work with the County on future projects.
planners and engineers are available to partner on The County will engage with Caltrans on applicable projects and
implementing design elements that improve safety and mobility | will work with Caltrans to help the State meet its greenhouse gas
for people walking or riding bikes throughout the Plan area. (GHG) emissions reduction goals.

Some examples include protected Class IV bikeways, wider
sidewalks, curb extensions, pedestrian refuge islands,
landscaping, street furniture, reduced crossing distances,
roadway narrowing, pedestrian and bicycle signage, flashing
beacons, and refreshed or new crosswalks. These elements can
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Response

help the LA River Master Plan meet its objectives as well as
Caltrans’ targets of tripling trips made by bicycle, doubling trips
made by walking and public transit, and a 15% reduction in
statewide VMT. By removing barriers to walking, biking, and
taking transit, this Plan can make transportation mode shift
easier for Californians and help the State meet its policy goals to
reduce the number of trips made by driving, Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) emissions, and encourage alternative modes of travel.
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2.3.2.5 Comment Letter A5: California Coastal Commission, February 25, 2021

Comment# Comment Text Response

A5-1 Coastal Commission staff appreciates the opportunity to review | The County appreciates the California Coastal Commission for
and provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report | preparing comments on the Draft PEIR. These comments will be
and Notice of Preparation for the 2020 LA River Master Plan provided to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors for
(Plan). We also would like to acknowledge the significant consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA
collaboration that has taken place to date between interested River Master Plan.
stakeholders, and federal and state agency representatives, in
the development of this significant restoration project. Given the
complexity of this riparian and estuarine ecosystem, floodwater
infrastructure, public access and recreation amenities, and
coastal resources, additional and more thorough project review
will be required as a part of necessary future coastal
development permits (CDPs) for the proposed project.

A5-2 The following comments address, in a preliminary manner, the The County understands that California Coastal Commission
issue of the Plan’s consistency with the policies of the California | jurisdiction would be limited to subsequent projects in the
Coastal Act of 1976 (specifically Chapters 3 and 8). Based on the | designated coastal zone (i.e., the lower portion of Frame 1 of the
project description, portions the LA River in Frame 1 of the Plan | LA River).
are within a range of coastal ]urlsdlctlp hsan d are therefore The County acknowledges that the comments contained within
governed by various laws and regulations, including but not . o .

. . this letter are preliminary in nature and from Coastal

limited to, the Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the City of Long Commission staff, rather than from the Coastal Commissioners
Beach, the Port Master Plan (PMP) of Long Beach, and other ’ ’
relevant policies derived from the California Coastal Act of 1976.
This letter is an overview of the main issues Commission staff
has identified at this time based on the information that has
been presented, and it is not an exhaustive analysis. The
comments contained herein are preliminary in nature, and those
of Coastal Commission staff only, and should not be construed as
representing the official opinion of the Coastal Commissioners.

A5-3 The PEIR is conceptual in nature, stating on Pages 1-1 and 2-15 Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis

that it “presents a program-level analysis of the 2020 LA River
Master Plan and its components that does not include any site-
specific or project-specific analysis.” While there are over 107
potential projects identified throughout, there is no concrete or

in the PEIR), regarding the programmatic analysis in the Draft
PEIR.

The County recognizes that future projects under the 2020 LA
River Master Plan that are within the Coastal Zone will require
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detailed description of what each project would entail. The Plan | review and approval of the California Coastal Commission or
consistently alludes to the 2017 Lower LA River Revitalization local government, as applicable.
Plan and other preceding documents for more specific . . .
implementation plans; indeed, the PEIR uses information from Conswtcent W.lth CEQA, the Draft PEI.R discusses any
these previous reports to make certain determinations and 1ncon51steQC}es of the propos'ed Project gnd appllcable general
produce relevant maps, such as in Figure 3.10-2. Based on the plans, specific plans, and regional plans, including the 2017
way the PEIR is structu’red the Commissiorll staflf’s comments Lower LA River Revitalization Plan. Additionally, Figure 3.10-2
will therefore concern two’main aspects: 1) as they pertain to was mapped using Los Angeles County Assessor’s parcel data. As
the overall framework, and 2) as they pe.rtain to specific the lead agency, the County used its own geographic information
potential projects planned for the Coastal Zone system layers.

A5-4 Regarding the coastal jurisdictions represented, Planning Frame | The County agrees that the California Coastal Commission is

1, as shown, described, and analyzed in the PEIR, is partially
within the Coastal Zone, and includes areas within the City of
Long Beach, the Port of Long Beach (incl. Federal territory), and
retained Coastal Commission jurisdiction. While the
jurisdictional boundaries are generally as depicted in the Coastal
Zone of Frame 1, they are more specifically as follows:

The western flank of the Los Angeles County Flood Control
Channel to the south and west of Anaheim St, and all subsequent
Port areas to the south and west, shall be subject to the Port
Master Plan (PMP) of Long Beach (refer to map on p. I-3 of 1990
PMP).

The eastern flank of the Los Angeles County Flood Control
Channel to the south and east of Ocean Blvd, and all subsequent
City areas to the south and east, shall be subject to the City of
Long Beach’s Local Coastal Program (LCP [refer to Attachment A
for PD-6 in LCP]). Appealable areas and areas of retained
jurisdiction area may include all subareas below Seaside Wy.

Along the Los Angeles River itself, between the two
channelization banks, areas immediately south and including
Ocean Blvd ROW shall be subject to the PMP, as they are located
within Queensway Bay Harbor District 7 (PD-21). The eastern
boundary of this jurisdiction crosses the River near mile marker
0 (PEIR Fig. 3.10-2), briefly touches the western bank of the
River at the Queensway Bridge, and then turns east to roughly

responsible for processing coastal development permits for
development projects within the identified area of the project
study area and that development could be potentially restricted
by Coastal Act policies, as noted in the comment.

Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
in the PEIR). As this is a program-level EIR, the analysis
presented is conservative in nature. Under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168, where the later activities involve site-
specific operations, the agency should use a written checklist or
similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the
activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation were within the scope of the 2020 LA River Master
Plan PEIR. The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan.
All future specific projects would be subject to subsequent
environmental compliance under State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168.

The Draft PEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in
many environmental categories, but because the design
information for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a
conceptual level, and specific locations of potential projects are
not proposed, the environmental impact analysis is presented at
a programmatic level and does not include project-specific or
site-specific analysis.
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bisect Queensway Bay until the mouth of River. All areas to the
north of the aforementioned boundary, and south of Seaside Wy
in the City of Long Beach, thereby encompassing more than half
of Queensway Bay, shall be subject to retained original
Commission permit jurisdiction. Thus, the Coastal Commission is
responsible for processing coastal development permits (CDPs)
for development projects within this area of the Coastal Zone, as
well as for making determinations of the consistency of such
projects with the policies of the Coastal Act of 1976.

In addition to the jurisdictional boundaries laid out above, it is
important to note that the City of Long Beach has certified LCP
language that offers guidance under the 1995 Queensway Bay
Development Plan and subsequent LCP amendments, which will
play a role in the Commission’s review of development within its
retained jurisdiction. Also, the 1990 PMP is currently undergoing
an update, to be reviewed by the Coastal Commission in 2021,
which will prioritize future projects adjacent to the river. Staff
appreciates that the PEIR explicitly recognizes the authority of
public agencies in the LA River project, including the role of the
California Coastal Commission. Should any projects in the Plan
be developed, a coastal development permit will be required
from each agency with jurisdiction in the coastal zone.

The proposed project involves development in an area of the
Commission’s retained coastal development permit jurisdiction,
and development in areas of a certified Local Coastal Program
and Port Master Plan. The Coastal Act was amended by Senate
Bill 1843 in 2006 to add Section 30601.3, effective January 1,
2007. Section 30601.3 authorizes the Commission to process a
consolidated coastal development permit application when
requested by the local government and applicant, and is then
approved by the Executive Director, for projects that would
otherwise require coastal development permits from both the
Commission and from a local government with a certified LCP, or
several certified LCP or PMP areas. The policies of the Coastal
Act provide the legal standard of review for a consolidated
coastal development permit application submitted pursuant to

Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects at this
time, the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. The State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the
program must be examined in the light of the program EIR to
determine whether an additional environmental document must
be prepared. The level of the environmental document, if
required, will be identified at this subsequent phase.”

The Draft PEIR has been revised to include the City of Long
Beach’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the Port Master Plan
(PMP) in the identified regulatory setting of Section 3.10, Land
Use. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and
Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes
only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
needed.

As specific projects move forward under the 2020 LA River
Master Plan, the County anticipates that future project proposals,
where applicable, would adhere to the PMP and the LCP. Please
refer to Master Response MR-4 (Adherence to Local
Jurisdictions’ Requirements) for additional information.
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Section 30601.3. The local government'’s certified LCP or PMP
may be used as guidance.

In short, the stated purpose of the master plan is to “improve 51
miles of connected open space along the LA River to improve
health, equity, access, mobility, and economic opportunity for
the diverse communities of the County while still providing flood
risk management” (p. 1-4). The PEIR then lays out nine separate
thematic goals in order to achieve this mission. While developing
and implementing conceptual objectives and frameworks of the
Plan, it is crucial to be aware that many impacts to coastal
resources are restricted by Coastal Act policies. For example,
except for certain specific instances, fill of a wetland or other
coastal waters is prohibited (Section 30233), and the marine
resources (Section 30230), water quality (Section 30231), and
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (Section 30240)
associated with coastal resources are also protected. In addition,
public views of scenic coastal resources (Section 30251), public
access and recreation (Section 30210), and the public’s ability to
access the coast and coastal resources for water-oriented
recreational activities (Section 30220) are also protected by the
Coastal Act. To implement projects within the Coastal Zone, a
Coastal Development Permit from the Commission or local
government must be found to protect and enhance coastal
resources, and consistent with policies of the Coastal Act and of
the various LCPs and PMPs.

A5-5

1.) Executive Summary and Introduction

e In the overview of the project, and in later summaries, the
focus is on environmental impacts and subsequent mitigation
measures proposed. In the context of restoration and
development, it is indeed very helpful to evaluate the overall
project framework by environmental impact category, and to
qualitatively measure the difference between County-led and
non-County mitigation. However, given the breadth in geography
and jurisdiction of the Plan, it would be additionally informative
to have a summary of federal, state, local, and other public

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

The 2020 LA River Master Plan will guide all County departments
in decision-making for LA River projects and facilities owned,
operated, funded, permitted, and/or maintained by the County.
All future specific projects would be subject to subsequent
environmental compliance under State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168. Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at
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agencies involved in the project, to be detailed in Section 1.4. As | this time, the County anticipates that future specific projects
such, regulatory bodies would be more adept at providing would require subsequent CEQA compliance.
feedback, understanding their jurisdictional authority, and . D .
X ) : Other agencies and municipalities are encouraged to implement
offering technical support to the County in the future . : . -
development of this project the 2020 LA River Master Plan as it applies to their jurisdictions
in making the reimagined river a reality. Other agencies that
might be involved in later activities are identified in the
regulatory setting sections of each resource, but that County
approval of the 2020 LA River Master Plan itself does not require
approvals from other agencies at this time.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A5-6 e Copy Figure 19 of Appendix B (p. 36-37) and attach it to this The County appreciates the request for additional organizational

section, as it helps decipher any redundant terminology within components for the Draft PEIR. The Executive Summary is

the context of the LA River. written in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123

¢ Add links to the standalone document of each environmental and presents tbe analy.ses in the order.lder.ltlfled n the.Draft s

. . o . PEIR and consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Initial

impact category in chapter 3 of the PEIR. In addition, link each . g

AR . . . L Study checklist. In addition, the table of contents presents the
mitigation measure listed in Table ES-1 to its relevant section in o fth . h i
the PEIR organization of the Executive Summary and the Draft PEIR,
) including Chapter 3, CEQA Environmental Impact Assessment, of

¢ Add links to the section of the PEIR listed in the Front Matter. the Draft PEIR. A list of acronyms used throughout the Draft
PEIR is included directly after the Table of Contents.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A5-7 2.) Project Description In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided

e Page 2-11 generally describes the different tiered pavilions
under the Common Elements Typical Project. First, the regular
interval with which these pavilions are projected to recur do not
match the overall count shown in Table 2-2. Also, the there are
limits in all coastal jurisdictions for siting such projects in
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) and/or
wetlands; it is important these caveats and exceptions are noted
in this section.

as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
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projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects, the
County anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the Draft
PEIR as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)
states, “Later activities in the program must be examined in the
light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional
environmental document must be prepared. The level of the
environmental document, if required, will be identified at this
subsequent phase.”

Table 2-2 in the Draft PEIR estimates the proposed projects that
could be implemented over the 25-year horizon period to meet
the 2020 LA River Master Plan’s nine objectives. As stated in
Section 2.5.1.1, Typical Projects, in Chapter 2, Project Description,
of the Draft PEIR, the need for common elements would be
determined by spacing at set intervals along the LA River and
would be implemented as needed.

Please refer to Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft
PEIR, which addresses special-status species, habitats of
concern, sensitive national communities, significant ecological
areas, and critical habitat. Implementation of the following
measures will reduce the impacts on the species of concern
identified by the commenter: Mitigation Measures BIO-1,
Conduct Literature Review, Habitat Assessment, and Project
Surveys; BIO-2, Avoid or Minimize Effects on Federally or
State-Listed Species, Consult with Wildlife Agencies, and
Implement Permit Requirements; BIO-3a, Conduct
Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys; BIO-3b, Conduct
Preconstruction Raptor Nest Surveys; BIO-3c, Active Eagle
Nest Avoidance Measures; BIO-3d(i), Conduct Burrowing
Owl Preconstruction Surveys; BIO-3e, Conduct
Preconstruction Special-Status Bat Surveys; BIO-3f,
Implement Bat Avoidance and Relocation Measures; BIO-3g,
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for American Badger; BIO-
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4, Identify Work Areas and Environmentally Sensitive
Areas; BIO-5, Prepare and Implement Weed Abatement
Plan; BIO-6, Conduct Biological Monitoring During
Construction; BIO-7, No Intentional Collection and/or
Killing of Plants or Wildlife; BIO-8, Work Stoppage; BIO-9,
Prepare and Implement Construction Best Management
Practices and Operations Recreation Plan; BIO-10, Prevent
Entrapment in Construction Materials and Excavations; BIO-
11, Restrict Monofilament Materials; BIO-12, Implement
Best Practices for Night Lighting; BIO-13, Avoid Bird and Bat
Entrapment in Poles; and BIO-14, Minimize Noise
Disturbance of Wildlife. Any environmentally sensitive areas
(ESAs), such as wetlands, habitat for special-status species,
wildlife movement corridors, and/or nest sites, will be
delineated, and no access will be allowed into these areas.
Delineation of ESAs will include fencing, flagging, and other
methods of demarcation sufficient to prevent entry into the ESA.
No grading or fill activity of any type will be permitted within
ESAs.

In addition to the measures included in the Draft PEIR,
Mitigation Measures BIO-3d(ii), Implement Burrowing Owl
Avoidance and Relocation Measures; BI0-3d(iii), Implement
Burrowing Owl Mitigation Management Plan; and BIO-20Db,
Protect Against Tree Diseases, Pests, and Pathogens, were
added in the Final PEIR in response to comments from CDFW.
No additional changes to the Draft PEIR are needed nor does the
inclusion of these mitigation measure change conclusions in the
Draft PEIR.

A5-8

¢ In Table 2-6, the pavilion components are set to be at elevation
above the 1% storm event. The project must consider sea-level
rise (SLR). Please follow the Ocean Protection Council’s (OPC)
State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance, 2018 Update for sea-
level rise predictions, as additional areas within and outside of
Frame 1 may be inundated depending on emissions scenarios
and other factors. Most importantly, under this schema, the 1%
event probability constitutes a high-risk aversion decision, and

The California Supreme Court decided in California Building
Industry Assoc. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(2015) 62 Cal4th 369 that impacts of the environment on the
proposed Project, such as sea level rise, are not subject to CEQA
review. However, future projects under the 2020 LA River Master
Plan will consider the effects of sea level rise in their design,
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combined with future sea level rise under the high risk aversion | consistent with state and local concerns, including the Coastal
scenario, it would likely coincide with at least 1.5+ ft baseline Act and LCPs, where applicable.
inundation by 2050, in areas within the flood control channel
near the tidal mouth (especially areas of the Port).
A5-9 e Page 2-11 and Figure 2-19 include an equestrian trail under The 2020 LA River Master Plan intends to connect trails and
the Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical Project. Is an paths along the length of the river to create a mobility network
equestrian trail planned for the entirety of the LA River? Such a across Los Angeles County for cyclists, pedestrians, and
project would require an amendment to the Long Beach LCP or equestrians and accommodate as many user types as safely as
PMP in order to secure a permit, depending on which side of the | possible. Implementation of all 2020 LA River Master Plan Design
River it is planned for, since only bicycle and pedestrian routes Guidelines (Design Guidelines) must be consistent with
are currently allowed within either jurisdiction. prevailing building codes and relevant regulations and permits.
Please refer to Mitigation Measure LU-4, Site Selection
Process, which states that for subsequent projects the
implementing agency will coordinate with and obtain all
necessary land use entitlements, permits, and approvals from all
agencies with jurisdiction, including the California Coastal
Commission and the City of Long Beach, as applicable.
A5-10 e For equestrian trails, there are also wildlife considerations, The construction of Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways

especially near salt marshes, mudflats, and existing marine
biological reserves. Horses, if they get graze near ESHAs, may
perturb several endangered and noncommon species,
particularly birds such as the light-footed Ridgway’s rail and
California least tern (Levin et al. 2002). Changes in avian
biodiversity and shifts in biological resources may further affect
fish populations by increasing predation or otherwise disturbing
the local estuarine ecosystem.

Typical Projects would include a continuous path for multiple
uses, bike trails, equestrian trails, vegetated buffers, and
pedestrian trails, with gateways for access to the river. Please
refer to Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR, which
discusses how direct impacts on special-status birds, raptors,
and migratory birds as a result of construction or operation of
Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical Projects would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels with Mitigation
Measures BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review, Habitat
Assessment, and Project Surveys; BIO-2, Avoid or Minimize
Effects on Federally or State-Listed Species, Consult with
Wildlife Agencies, and Implement Permit Requirements;
BIO-3a, Conduct Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys; BIO-
3b, Conduct Preconstruction Raptor Nest Surveys; BIO-3c,
Active Eagle Nest Avoidance Measures; BI0-3d(i), Conduct
Burrowing Owl Preconstruction Surveys; BIO-3e, Conduct
Preconstruction Special-Status Bat Surveys; BIO-3f,
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Implement Bat Avoidance and Relocation Measures; BIO-3g,
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for American Badger; BIO-
4, Identify Work Areas and Environmentally Sensitive
Areas; BIO-5, Prepare and Implement Weed Abatement
Plan; BIO-6, Conduct Biological Monitoring During
Construction; BIO-7, No Intentional Collection and/or
Killing of Plants or Wildlife; BIO-8, Work Stoppage; BI0-9,
Prepare and Implement Construction Best Management
Practices and Operations Recreation Plan; BIO-10, Prevent
Entrapment in Construction Materials and Excavations; BIO-
11, Restrict Monofilament Materials; BIO-12, Implement
Best Practices for Night Lighting; BIO-13, Avoid Bird and Bat
Entrapment in Poles; and BI0-14, Minimize Noise
Disturbance of Wildlife.

In addition to the measures included in the Draft PEIR,
Mitigation Measures BIO-3d(ii), Implement Burrowing Owl
Avoidance and Relocation Measures; BIO-3d(iii), Implement
Burrowing Owl Mitigation Management Plan; and BIO-20b,
Protect Against Tree Diseases, Pests, and Pathogens, were
added in the Final PEIR in response to comments from CDFW.

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR also identifies
additional indirect recreational impacts on special-status birds,
raptors, and migratory birds, which may include human
disturbance of nesting, foraging, mating, and resting through
human activities such as hiking, bird watching, walking, biking,
and use of the river. Indirect effects would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels with incorporation of the mitigation
measures identified above.

A5-11

e Please specify in Table 2-5 and in Section 2.5.1.1 that vegetated
buffers within the Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical
Project should follow plant species suggested in Section 3.3.1
and Appendix B, and that they must be in accordance with the
estuarine nature of the LA River below where appropriate. Such
plant species should occupy ecological niches that were

Table 2-5, Ecology, Habitat, and Planting Design Guidelines: Key
Features, highlights the key features in the Ecology, Habitat, and
Planting chapter of the Design Guidelines, including the key
drawing and specification technical requirements that are
relevant to the analysis in the Draft PEIR. Please refer to
Appendix B.2, Design Guidelines, for a detailed description of all
Ecology, Habitat, and Planting Design Guidelines and the full
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historically prevalent, assimilating any existing geobiological
gradients and ecotones.

drawing and specification technical requirements and
maintenance program checklists.

As described in the Design Guidelines, planting would adhere to
the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and Public Works
Permitting checklist and follow the most recent U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers Guidelines. Planting in Frame 1 would be in
accordance with the estuarine nature of the LA River.

A5-12

« If channel modifications, as per KOP 2, are to follow “estuary
channel” specifications as exhibited in Figure 2-2, they will likely
need a consistency determination and permit approval, given
that not all areas of the project proposed within the Coastal Zone
are currently configured accordingly.

This comment is acknowledged. Development within Frame 1
potentially would need a coastal development permit and/or
other approval by either the California Coastal Commission or a
local government.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including BMPs to reduce environmental impacts. Please refer to
Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance, including the California
Coastal Commission and the City of Long Beach, as applicable.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities
in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR
to determine whether an additional environmental document
must be prepared. The level of the environmental document, if
required, will be identified at this subsequent phase.”

Additionally, please refer to Mitigation Measure LU-4, Site
Selection Process, which states that for subsequent projects the
implementing agency will coordinate with and obtain all
necessary land use entitlements, permits, and approvals from all
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agencies with jurisdiction, including the California Coastal
Commission and the City of Long Beach, as applicable.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A5-13

« A figure after Figure 2-25 showing an overlaid diagram of all
KOP proposals would be very useful for understanding the
interplay among each kit-of-parts. The Commission assumes that
various segments of the River would have multiple KOPs
combined.

This comment is acknowledged. In the 2020 LA River Master
Plan, these projects were provided as examples of
implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. There is no
definition of specific future projects because the 2020 LA River
Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level approvals are
not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval. The 2020 LA
River Master Plan is intended to guide how future projects would
be planned and define their key design elements, including BMPs
to reduce environmental impacts. Please refer to Master
Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

Additionally, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the
Draft PEIR, each KOP category is independent and includes a
recommended collection of design components and can be
implemented individually or in any combination as subsequent
projects, as driven by the local jurisdiction’s needs, funding, and
policy decisions.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A5-14

e [t is important to note on Page 2-13 that KOP 3 might not be
fully implementable if KOP 1 is not first applied, which is
contingent on amending the PMP for intended projects within
the Coastal Zone. As shown in Figure 3.11-4 and discussed in
Table 2-3, bridges, and other modes of connectivity between

This comment regarding the concern that KOP Category 3 could
not be implemented without implementation of KOP Category 1
is acknowledged.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, projects were provided as
examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
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both sides of the River, may not be feasible at times, especially
where there are ongoing mining and petrological operations (i.e.,
oil pumping) right next to the channel. If abutting industrial
zones are to be converted to recreational areas, An LCP
Amendment or Port Master Plan Amendment will be required.

There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including BMPs to reduce environmental impacts. Please refer to
Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance, including the California
Coastal Commission and the City of Long Beach, as applicable.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities
in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR
to determine whether an additional environmental document
must be prepared. The level of the environmental document, if
required, will be identified at this subsequent phase.”

Please refer to Mitigation Measure LU-4, Site Selection
Process, which states that for subsequent projects the
implementing agency will coordinate with and obtain all
necessary land use entitlements permits and approvals from all
agencies with jurisdiction, including the California Coastal
Commission and the City of Long Beach, as applicable.

Additionally, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the
Draft PEIR, each KOP category is independent and includes a
recommended collection of design components and can be
implemented individually or in any combination as subsequent
projects, as driven by the local jurisdiction’s needs, funding, and
policy decisions.

Please also refer to Section 3.11, Mineral Resources, of the Draft
PEIR, which discusses how compliance with local general plans
and the Los Angeles County General Plan would ensure that
impacts on mineral resources would be less than significant.
Jurisdictions that do not have policies regarding mineral
resources in their adopted general plan have determined these
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land areas are fully built out (i.e., land is fully developed, with no
potential for extraction), and therefore do not provide for
extraction.

The Draft PEIR has been revised include the City of Long Beach'’s
LCP and the PMP in the identified regulatory setting of Section
3.10, Land Use. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and
Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes
only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A5-15

« A study showing the hydrologic/hydraulic outcomes
depending on paving materials used in KOP 1, 2, and 3. This is
important because additional paved sites of development of the
River might augment outflow to the Coastal Zone, and it might
affect things such as water quality and salinity, hydrologic cycle,
and ecosystem of the estuarine and marine environment
downstream

Please see the response to comment A5-12 and A5-14.

The Draft PEIR addresses the potential for increased flows.
Please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Draft PEIR, which discusses how impacts regarding drainage
alteration resulting in erosion, flooding, runoff, or altered flood
flows would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with
Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1a, Require Site-Specific
Drainage Studies to Address Stormwater Management, and
HYDRO-1b, Require Stormwater Control Measures.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1a requires site-specific drainage
studies to address stormwater management. Additionally,
construction would be required to comply with the Long Beach
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (for work
within Frame 1) and the County MS4 Permit requirements and
their associated provisions, local jurisdictions’ stormwater
management programs, and the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Construction General Permit.

A5-16

e There is mention on Page 2-14 that, “Any modification to the
LA River channel or its water flow requires hydraulic analysis is
not increased and to consider the downstream impacts of
altering the flow rate on other uses of the water, such as
ecosystem function.” There is no reference to such an analysis or
study, however. Please include one if possible, for the effects of
KOP 4-6.

Please see the response to comments A5-12 and A5-14.

Please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Draft PEIR, which addresses potential downstream impacts.
Subsequent projects would be required to implement Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1a, Require Site-Specific Drainage Studies
to Address Stormwater Management, which requires site-
specific drainage studies to address stormwater management.
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A5-17

3.) Impact Assessment
a.) Utilities/Service Systems

e In accordance with the hydraulic analysis of channel
modifications, it would be informative to also study altered flow
rates due to utility consumption, specifically water, for various
project sites.

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

Please refer to Section 3.18, Utilities/Service Systems, of the Draft
PEIR, which discusses how most of the KOP categories would
require additional utility connections, utility relocations, and
expansion of existing infrastructure, depending on location and
size of the subsequent projects under the KOP categories. The
extent of trenching or repaving to accommodate utility
relocation or the extent of aboveground utility relocations is
unknown for the subsequent projects under the KOP categories.
However, as described in Section 3.18, Utilities/Service Systems,
of the Draft PEIR, it is not anticipated that these activities would
be extensive or result in substantial environmental effects. Based
on the types of potential subsequent projects, it is expected that
impacts on flow rates due to utility consumptions would be less
than significant.

However, if a subsequent project requires relocation or
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment,
stormwater drainage, or other utilities, the implementing agency
would implement Mitigation Measure UTIL-1, Prepare and
Implement Utilities Plan.

As described in Mitigation Measure UTIL-1, as part of the
utilities plan, the implementing agency will prepare a utilities
report that compares the expected operational demand and
generation for the various utility resources against existing
supply and infrastructure to determine whether sufficient
capacity exists to accommodate the proposed Project; if any
insufficiency is identified, the implementing agency will modify
the proposed Project to avoid the impact in consultation with the
affected utility provider(s).

A5-18

¢ On Pages 3.18-10 and 3.18-19, it is unclear if Long Beach Water
Department (LBWD) would be increasing water recycling and
greywater treatment capacity in an effort to create a closed, self-
sufficient water utility system. That could be a mitigation
measure for environmental impact, despite the PEIR’s

This comment is acknowledged. Information included in Section
3.18.2.1, Utilities/Service Systems, of the Draft PEIR, is a summary
of the City of Long Beach’s current water supply system.
Information included on page Section 3.18.2.3, Utilities/Service
Systems, of the Draft PEIR is a summary of the sewer and
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assessment that wastewater from Common Elements Typical wastewater treatment systems in the City of Long Beach. This
Projects would be of minimal impact. information is provided as a geographic and regulatory setting.
Recommendation for increased recycling and graywater
treatment capacity in the City of Long Beach is directed more
appropriately toward the City of Long Beach and does not
generally apply the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
As stated in the comment, it is correct that wastewater from
implementation from the Common Elements Typical Projects
would result in a less-than-significant impact. Therefore,
mitigation would not be required.
A5-19 b.) Recreation Please see the response to comment A5-12.
e Be aware that there are currently restrictions on types of
recreation in the LA River subject to both PMP and LCP
(generally passive recreation including walking and cycling),
which could be amended with the emergence of new potential
projects.
A5-20 e Currently, placement of gateways and trails would be limited to | Please see the response to comment A5-12.
eastern bank/levee of LA River, except in PD-7 of the PMP due to
relevant stipulation. This roughly limits public access and
recreation on the western bank of the river to east of Harbor
Scenic Drive. This could be changed with a Port Master Plan
Amendment and would require collaboration with the Port to
ensure that recreational use of the western bank of the river
could be provided safely and without disrupting essential Port
operations.
A5-21 e Table 3.15-30 should include elements from the LCP, which is This comment regarding adding relevant elements from the LCP

part of the Long Beach General Plan.

is acknowledged. The Draft PEIR has been revised include the
City of Long Beach’s LCP in the identified regulatory setting of
Section 3.15, Recreation. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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A5-22

e There should be a separate section to discuss the Port of Long
Beach, since it is within Frame 1, and it contains Harry Bridges
Memorial Park and the RMS Queen Mary.

The geographic and regulatory portions of each section are
organized by frame and jurisdiction, where relevant. This
organization is consistent throughout the entire Draft PEIR. The
Port of Long Beach would not be broken out separately. Harry
Bridges Memorial Park and the RMS Queen Mary are identified
in Table 3.15-4, Parks and Recreational Resources, within
Frame 1.

A5-23

c.) Transportation

*On Page 3.16-13. The PEIR should mention the importance of
integrating transportation infrastructure, consistent with the
goals and policies of the LB LCP and PMP, especially the bike
path system for PD-6 in Shoreline Downtown.

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects at this
time, the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

As specific projects move forward under the 2020 LA River
Master Plan, the County anticipates that future project proposals,
where applicable, would adhere to the PMP and the LCP. Please
refer to Master Response MR-4 (Adherence to Local
Jurisdictions’ Requirements) for additional information.

Additionally, relevant policies from the Mobility Element of the
City of Long Beach General Plan, which incorporates Long
Beach’s LCP, Safe Streets Long Beach Vision Zero Action Plan,
and the City’s Bicycle Master Plan 2040, are included in the
Section 3.16, Transportation, discussion.

A5-24

¢Any development plans in the Queensway Bay area should
increase mobility and public access between the Queensway Bay
Harbor District and the City of Long Beach.

This comment is acknowledged. The 2020 LA River Master Plan
intends to connect trails and paths along the length of the river
to create a mobility network across Los Angeles County for
cyclists, pedestrians, and equestrians and accommodate as many
user types as safely as possible. Additionally, please refer to
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Section 3.16, Transportation, of the Draft PEIR, which discusses
how the 2020 LA River Master Plan intends to complete the LA
River Trail so that there is a continuous route along the entire
river and encourages future routes on both sides of the river,
where feasible. This would include the Queensway Bay area
transportation discussion for improved mobility.

A5-25

eCoastal Act Chapter 3 policies require development projects to
minimally increase vehicle miles travelled or vehicular traffic, to
the extent possible.

This comment is acknowledged. Please refer to Section 3.16,
Transportation, of the Draft PEIR, which discusses how
implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan was
determined to have the potential to generate a significant vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) impact. Mitigation Measures TRA-1a,
Determine VMT Based on Type of Subsequent Project, and
TRA-1b, Implement TDM Strategies and/or Enhancements
to Reduce VMT, would be implemented to reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level.

A5-26

d.) Tribal Cultural Resources

eThe Coastal Act has tribal consultation and environmental
justice provisions that would perhaps differ than the tribal
cultural resources impact analysis performed here. Therefore, in
projects located within the Coastal Zone, there should be a tribal
consultation and environmental justice study/process that is
consistent with Commission policies and regulations. Please
reference those policies at the following:
www.coastal.ca.gov/env-justice/tribal-consultation/.

The Draft PEIR complies will the requirements of Assembly Bill
52 with regard to consultation with California Native American
tribes. CEQA contains no requirement for analysis of
environmental justice.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).
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Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects, the
County anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance.
Additionally, please see the response to comment A5-12.
A5-27 eMitigation measures listed on Page 3.17-13 are crucial for This comment is acknowledged.
compliance with Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies. Archaeological
and paleontological study of each project site must be first
undertaken before any construction below grade
A5-28 eThere must be some framework included (complementary to The County has not included this specific recommendation
the California Native American Graves Protection and because it may not be acceptable to all Native American tribes.
Repatriation Act of 2001, as described on Page3.17-7), in which
there is a balanced selection process for archaeological and
paleontological artefacts and findings to be exhibited at the art
and community centers proposed under Common Elements
Typical Project KOP 3.
A5-29 eSections 4.1.3.2 and 4.1.3.3 in Chapter 4 (Other CEQA In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided

Considerations) are more detailed in explaining the impacts of
construction and operation of Typical Projects on archaeological
resources (and human remains). A figure in Chapter 3 specifying
excavation methods is necessary, especially for human remains,
for areas inside and outside the littoral zone.

as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects, the
County anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
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an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.” Where subsequent CEQA
documents are required, this will include consultation with
Native American tribes, as applicable.
The Draft PEIR does not provide greater specificity for
excavation methods because methods can vary depending on the
cultural resource, its sensitivity, and the concerns of the affected
Native American tribes. This will provide flexibility for culturally
acceptable site-specific methods to be employed for future
projects.

A5-30 e.) Population and Housing Environmental justice is not a CEQA requirement, and there
eThe Commission is aware that in the immediate vicinity of the curljently are rllo forl'ma.l procedureds tocivaiuate potential
LA River within the Coastal Zone, there are limited areas zoned environmental justice impacts under CEQA.
for residential housing. Nevertheless, Frame 1 encompasses However, as discussed in the 2020 LA River Master Plan, the 2020
other parts of the Coastal Zone, especially in the City of Long LA River Master Plan contains objectives intended to support
Beach, that have dense housing. As such, changes in housing affordable housing and people experiencing homelessness, i.e.,
density or design that are motivated by the Plan may have Goal 6: Address Potential Adverse Impacts to Housing
significant impact within the Coastal Zone. As such, it is Affordability and People Experiencing Homelessness. As noted in
important to refer to Coastal Act Chapter 3 and LCP policies prior responses, future projects within the Coastal Zone will
regarding environmental justice (EJ]) for further nuance on the comply with the Coastal Act, California Coastal Commission
subject. regulations, and the provisions of certified LCPs.

Additionally, please see the response to comment A5-12.

A5-31 ¢The EIR should include additional discussion and findings As discussed above, environmental justice is not a CEQA
surrounding EJ to address potential project impacts to housing, requirement. Additionally, the State CEQA Guidelines state that
human and environmental health, and the environment. social and economic effects will not be treated as significant

effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15131).
However, human and environmental health, as well as effects on
population and housing, are analyzed in the Draft PEIR. Topics
analyzed in the Draft PEIR include aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology, soils,
and paleontology resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards
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and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use
and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing,
public services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural
resources, utilities/service systems, and wildfire.

A5-32

eAdditionally, Planning Frame maps with geographical
breakdown of current zoning and zoning ordinances would help
identify areas where housing is predicted to change dramatically
near the LA River. These Frame maps could be overlaid with
known environmental risks, such as industrial hazards
(especially near the Port), sea-level rise, poor air and water
quality, and unstable geology, in order to increase breadth of
environmental justice discussion.

As discussed above, environmental justice is not a CEQA
requirement. Please refer to Section 3.13, Population and
Housing, of the Draft PEIR, which addresses the physical effects
of the proposed Project on housing.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects, the
County anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A5-33

f) Land Use and Planning

eFigure 3.10-2 would be a useful map for stakeholders within
the Coastal Zone, but the boundaries for Plan Project Sites are

The proposed Project is a conceptual master plan. The current
level of detail in Figure 3.10-2 in Section 3.10, Land Use and
Planning, of the Draft PEIR reflects the scale of the proposed
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vague. Commission staff cross-referenced this map with 2017 Project and its conceptual (as opposed to site-specific) nature.
LLARRP project site descriptions and was able to identify some No change to Figure 3.10-2 is needed.
potential project sites in the coastal zone.

A5-34 eBased on this section, there are several anticipated projects in To the extent that future projects come under the jurisdiction of
the PMP that would take precedence over, or conflict with, other agencies, such as where LCPs are required, the
several Plan Project Sites. Based on the 1990 Long Beach Port implementing agency will work with the affected agencies to
Master Plan, there are plans for rail, berth, and pier expansions obtain approvals. This will include complying with the permit
in the Harbor District. For example, as later discussed in the requirements of those agencies in project design and
staff's comments, project sites such as the Shoemaker Bridge implementation.
Realignment and Harbor District River Edge Greening would be
of lesser urgency according to the PMP. Therefore, PMP Please see the response to comment A5-12.
amendments would be necessary to structurally change the Additionally, please refer to Master Response MR-4 (Adherence
permitting and review priorities for large portions of Frame 1. to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

A5-35 eGrading and construction phases must also conform to the LCP, | Please see the response to comment A5-12.
PMP, and then Coastal Act. In particular, any operational use or
construction activity that disturbs wetlands, creates significant
landform alteration near coastal resources, or affects stream
flow, requires a coastal development permit.

A5-36 g.) Hydrology and Water Quality Please see the response to comment A5-12.
*No development should occur in the wetland portion of the
estuary, except for maintenance of the wetland function and
removal of contaminants.

A5-37 eThe PEIR should include sea-level rise and storm flood risk data | Please see the responses to comments A5-8 and A5-12.
from the State’s OPC Sea-Level Rise Guidance 2018 Update, in
addition to FEMA data and scenarios, especially within the
Coastal Zone.

A5-38 A Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) or Stormwater | Please see the response to comment A5-12.
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), including proposals for
project dewatering within coastal watersheds and for waste
discharge, will be required prior to any action on a project by the
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Commission. It must be compliant with Section 30254.5 of the
Coastal Act.

A5-39

eInfrastructure projects that affect and alter the hydrologic
balance of the LA River system, such as described for KOP 6 (p.
3.9-47), must also submit to the review and permitting process
by the Commission.

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

A5-40

ePlacement of pavilions (“Typical Project” Tier I-1II) in interval
distance might go against Section 30233d of Coastal Act if water
flow within the flood channel is significantly altered, especially
in areas where there is currently soft bottom habitat which has
less capacity to adapt to stormflow.

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

A5-41

h.) Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

eGeological and biological study of impact of terracing levees
and riverbanks, both in soft-bottom and concrete-bottom
sections, should be analyzed for the potential to improve water
quality and habitat potential, consistent with Section 30253 of
the Coastal Act.

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

A5-42

eDredging specifications near mouth of river and in Queensway
Bay should be provided, and the PEIR should note that on-site or
off-site mitigation may be required. The Plan should also identify
potential uses for the dredged soils.

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

A5-43

eProjects with the potential to cause or contribute to erosion,
liquefaction, and surface rupture within the Coastal Zone must
follow guidance in LCP, PMP, and Coastal Act.

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

A5-44

«Staff suggests coming up with a Climate Action Plan (CAP) for
the Coastal Zone of the project, perhaps incorporating elements
of the City of Long Beach Climate Action and Adaptation Plan.
Staff asks that this CAP have intersectional analyses linking GHG
emissions to ocean acidification, storm flood risk, poor air
quality, ecological degradation, etc. The CAP should also address

Although a Climate Action Plan has not been developed as part of
the 2020 LA River Master Plan, Action 1.4 of the 2020 LA River
Master Plan calls for inclusion of climate change research in the
planning process for new projects along the LA River. Method
1.4.1 calls for preparation of an interinstitutional study on
climate change impacts in the Los Angeles Basin, and Method
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the adaptive capacity of the river and planned projects to
withstand the effects of climate change and reduce risks to
surrounding areas.

1.4.2 calls for application of the latest accepted climate change
prediction models. These methods address the commenter’s
recommendation that analysis be undertaken to “address the
adaptive capacity of the river and planned projects to withstand
the effects of climate change.” Furthermore, in addition to
climate change research being led by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works in coordination with academic
institutions, the Los Angeles County Sustainability Plan, Our
County, will be working to develop vulnerability data for Los
Angeles County. The plans call for the work of the 2020 LA River
Master Plan and Our County to continue to be coordinated as
both plans are implemented. Lastly, there is no regulatory
requirement to develop a Climate Action Plan as part of the 2020
LA River Master Plan development process.

A5-45

i.) Hazards and Hazardous Materials

*The Plan should provide further explanation of mitigation
measures against hazards, especially within Harbor Districts 1,
4, and 6. Hazards in Frame 1 are mostly industrial in nature; air
quality, water quality, and flood risk assessments are needed for
this portion of the River, which is rather unique in this respect
(see Section 3.11).

Please refer to Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of
the Draft PEIR, which focuses on potentially contaminated sites
within and immediately adjacent to the project footprint. The
analysis also includes potential impacts associated with routine
handling of hazardous materials during project construction and
operations and near schools, potential aviation impacts,
potential impacts on emergency response, and potential effects
of wildland fires. Mitigation measures in the section intend to
address potential significant impacts and include Mitigation
Measures HAZ-1, Conduct Project-Level Hazardous
Materials Sites Assessment for Construction of Subsequent
Projects Involving Soil Disturbance and Implement
Measures; WF-2, Prepare a Construction Fire Protection
Plan; and WF-3, Prepare a Fire Protection Plan. As such, air
quality, water quality, and flood risk impacts typically are not
within the scope of the hazards and hazardous materials
analysis. In addition, please see Master Response MR-2
(Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR) for additional details about
how the analysis was conducted.
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A5-46 eSection 3.11 (specifically Figure 3.11-4) illustrates the high The comment is acknowledged.
hazard risk for recreational activities in Harbor District 7 on the
western side of the LA River. Most of the oil extraction within
Frame 1 is along the western bank of the channel, interjected
between the [-710 Freeway (offramp) and levee.

A5-47 eThe PEIR should identify regulatory mechanisms to induce Reducing mineral extraction is outside the scope of the 2020 LA
projects with significant environmental benefit and harm River Master Plan, and therefore outside the scope of the Draft
reduction, and incentives to reduce mineral extraction within PEIR.
and adjacent to the Plan area.

A5-48 *The section should include a discussion or study of the impact The impact of plastic debris is outside the scope of the 2020 LA
of plastic debris. Plastic debris has downstream implications, for | River Master Plan. It is a conceptual plan, not a regulatory
biological resources, visual resources, recreational document, and has limited ability to regulate plastic debris.
opportunities, and economic activity, especially in the estuarine | Therefore, this specific topic is outside the scope of the Draft
and marine areas of the LA River. Mitigation measures and PEIR. Please also refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
general analysis should be described, with respect to KOPs, Analysis in the PEIR).

Typical Projects, and construction and operations frameworks.

A5-49 j.) Cultural Resources The comment is acknowledged.

*The Coastal Act prioritizes public access, recreation, and Please see the response to comment A5-12.
environmental justice over the preservation, restoration,

rehabilitation, and reconstruction of cultural or historic

landmarks. Natural features of the Coastal Zone, of course,

should be prioritized.

A5-50 k.) Biological Resources Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
*The PEIR should provide and ecological study of current in the PEIR).
wildlife ecotones and gradients between Anaheim St and Mouth | The environmental impact analysis and applicable significance
of LA River. There is a shift from riparian to estuarine. conclusions in the Draft PEIR are not contingent on the detailed
Terrestrial, avian, and marine life should be highlighted in and extensive study that the commenters suggest.

Appendix D. Restoration vs. habitat creation
frameworks/metrics should also be included, especially since a
replica pre-channelization restoration might not be viable in the
face of climate change and sea-level rise.
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A5-51

4.) Other CEQA Considerations

«In this section, it might be useful to holistically assess the
environmental benefits of this project, as well. CEQA Guidelines
ask for very specific considerations, but an additional summary
of environmental benefits would be useful in creating a
necessary cost-benefit analysis for such an extensive project. It
would also be an important prequel to Chapter 5 (Alternatives),
too, in that stakeholders could more easily contemplate the
significance and consequence of each proposed project
alternative.

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines do not require an EIR to
highlight the environmental benefits of a project, but to focus on
the potentially substantial, adverse changes in any of the physical
conditions (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).

Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, discusses significant
effects of the proposed Project that cannot be avoided if the
proposed Project is implemented, addresses significant
irreversible changes to the environment that would result from
implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan, discusses the
environmental effects of the 2020 LA River Master Plan that were
determined not to be significant, and discusses the potential for
growth-inducing impacts of the 2020 LA River Master Plan, which
pertains to ways in which the 2020 LA River Master Plan could
promote either direct or indirect growth.

Implementation of the proposed Project is expected to provide
benefits such as increased acres of publicly accessible open
space, reduction in flood risk, increased vegetation and canopy
cover, promotion of biodiversity, support for persons
experiencing homelessness, increased opportunities for
alternatives modes of transportation, improved water quality,
and many more benefits. A full list of benefits is provided in the
Statement of Overriding Considerations. Some of these benefits
include, but are not limited to: providing hundreds of acres of
publicly accessible open space in some of the County’s most
park-poor communities; reducing flood risk, while also reducing
the impacts of flooding, thereby reducing the need for flood
insurance; providing additional jobs and training for local
communities; providing support to people experiencing
homelessness; increasing affordable housing and housing
stability; incentivizing and prioritizing investment along the LA
River; increasing vegetation and tree canopy along the LA River;
improving water quality and securing additional water supplies;
and providing equitable access to the LA River.
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A5-52 « One other aspect that should be considered would be KOP Category 2 design components could include terraced
construction and operations for KOP 2, channel modifications, banks, check dams and deployable barriers, levees, armored
within the context of the Coastal Zone. Rather than modifying channels/vertical walls, daylighted storm drains,
the concrete banks of the River, the project might require removed/added concrete, bridge pier modifications, channel
dredging near the mouth of the River at Queensway Bay. This texturing/grooving/smoothing, and installation of access ramps.
Chapter is a good place to analyze potential environmental The Draft PEIR and 2020 LA River Master Plan do not anticipate
impacts of dredging as part of KOP 2. dredging. However, please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and
Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR, which states that the proposed
Project would comply with the Clean Water Act, River and
Harbors Appropriation Act (Section 10), and State Water
Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-
DWQ (General Order 2004-0004).
A5-53 The following comments regard potential project sites laid out in | Please see the response to comment A5-12.

the 2017 Lower LA River Revitalization Plan and Figure 3.10-2
of the Plan. There were no descriptions of any specific land-use
or implementation plans, and as such, the comments made forth
are only to illustrate the existent confines and limitations for any
future Plan project site located within the Coastal Zone.

e Park on Golden Avenue

If a park is to be modified, dedicated, expanded, or otherwise
altered in any within the Golden Shore Master Plan area, as
delineated in Long Beach’s LCP Amendment No. 1-10, then the
current plans for this subarea must be amended or appealed,
and the project must be reviewed by the Coastal Commission
through an amendment to the Long Beach LCP.

e City of Long Beach Queensway Bay Plan

The Queensway Bay is under retained Commission jurisdiction,
and as such as under the permit review process pursuant to
policies in Chapters 3 and 8 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

Additionally, there is significant guidance in LCP Amendment No.

1-95, and such, this document should be consulted for any future
changes to the Queensway Bay area.

e Golden Shore Biological Reserve

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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This marine reserve is part of the Tideland Trust Land originally
dedicated by the Long Beach LCP in 1980. Since then, LCP
Amendment No. 1-95 has added specifications to this parcel, and
any changes proposed here must be approved by the
Commission, since the area is located within the Commission’s
retained jurisdiction.

e Shoemaker Bridge/Chavez Park Realignment

The western terminus of the Shoemaker Bridge falls within Port
of Long Beach jurisdiction, and as such as is governed by the
PMP. Awaiting an update, the latest PMP from 1990 prioritizes
an industrial rail alignment project known as Pico Corridor
Interchange over other projects. A PMP Amendment may be
required if the project conflicts with planned Port uses.

¢ 6th & 7th St Pedestrian Improvements

This project will require review by the Port of Long Beach for
consistency with the PMP and Port objectives.

e Harbor District River Edge Greening

A greening of the River edge may be compatible with the 1990
PMP Goal 4 of District 7 (p. VI-26). However, in other Harbor
Districts, such as 1, 4, and 6, such a project might not be
currently permissible unless the PMP is amended or updated.
The Commission supports the goal to increase environmental
benefits within this jurisdiction, so long as they are compatible
with the Port’s operations and the Coastal Act’s Chapters 3 and 8
policies.

eWaterfront Bike Path

The Waterfront Bike Path is a recent improvement which the
Plan suggests would be later expanded into a multi-use trail
under KOP 1. to the facility should be integrated it into the
existing cycling network laid out in the LCP for Planning District
6 (Downtown Shoreline).On the Port side, Harbor District 7
supports increased public access and recreational opportunities,
including cycling, whereas other riverfront Harbor Districts do

LA River Master Plan Program EIR 2.45

March 2022
ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment#

Comment Text

Response

not. In such Harbor Districts (1, 4, and 6), other anticipated
projects may be of higher priority, though it is subject to change
as the PMP is updated and amended. In any case, existing paths
and cycling facilities should in integrated with planned projects
in a network approach.

eOcean Boulevard Greening

There are already park dedication provisions for the southern
ROW on Ocean Blvd, such as Victory Park and Santa Cruz Park.
There are also certain landscaping stipulations(usually
described as “lush vegetation”) for these areas. Much of this
language, at least forPD-6, can be found in LCP Amendment No.
1-10.

eTerminal Island Freeway Tree Buffer

Unlike at the River edge, where vegetation efforts are
encouraged south of Ocean Blvd under the Goal 4 of the 1990
PMP for District 7 (p. VI-26), a freeway tree buffer may be
incompatible within an intensively industrial zone of the Port.
The buffer should be designed and sited in order to be
compatible with Port berths and piers, which might also change
usage or location in the future. Therefore, a tree buffer might not
be an appropriate or reasonable addition to this specific site.

eLos Angeles River Greenway

It is assumed that the County will seamlessly connect areas
abutting the banks of the LA River both inside and outside the
Coastal Zone. LCP, PMP, and Coastal Act policies dictate the
viability of an LA River Greenway, yet it is highly encouraged
that this project is realized concurrently alongside parallel
additions such as the Ocean Blvd Greening, Harbor District River
Edge Greening, and Waterfront Bike Path.

A5-54

eScreened Public Parcels

The 2017 Lower LA River Revitalization Plan states that, “Low
impact development to treat the onsite 85th percentile runoff
volume was proposed on all screened, publicly owned parcels

Please see the response to comment A5-12.

Please also refer to the dredging discussion in the response to

comment A5-50.
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throughout the Watershed Management Program area.” Due to
the industrial and environmental benefit of treating and
recycling storm runoff, the Plan should continue this goal of
utilizing excess parcels adjacent to the river for stormwater
management.

eAdd: Estuarine Dredging

The Long Beach LCP offers guidance to continuously dredge
Queensway Bay and the mouth of the Los Angeles River after
heavy winter rains, in order assure the continuation of boating
operations of Catalina Landing and the Downtown Marina, as
well as those of the Port from RMS Queen Mary towards Pier .
The Coastal Act includes dredging policies applicable to the
mouth of the LA River and Queensway Bay that are not covered
by the LCP guidance, and/or those that are within the
Commission’s original retained permit jurisdiction. If the
dredging is done in a manner similar to the consistency
determinationCD-005-97, then the County would be fulfilling a
crucial public works assignment in the most ideal manner.
Otherwise, the County would have to submit the project for
review and permitting with the Commission.

Additionally, the Draft PEIR and 2020 LA River Master Plan do
not anticipate dredging. As identified in Section 3.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR, the proposed Project would
comply with the Clean Water Act, River and Harbors
Appropriation Act (Section 10), and State Water Resources
Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ
(General Order 2004-0004).

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A5-55

Please note that the comments provided herein are preliminary
in nature. More specific comments may be appropriate as the
project develops and site-specific plans are assigned. Coastal
Commission staff requests notification of any future activity
associated with this project or related projects. Additionally, the
comments contained herein are those of Coastal Commission
staff only and should not be construed as representing the
opinion of the Coastal Commission itself. Thank you again for the
opportunity to comment on the Draft PEIR. We look forward to
future collaboration on preservation of coastal resources within
the South Coast region. If you have any questions or concerns,
please do not hesitate to contact us at the Coastal Commission’s
Long Beach office.

This is a concluding statement from the commenter. Although
this comment seems to state that further comments are
forthcoming, no further responses have been received from the
California Coastal Commission to date. No further response is
necessary.
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A6-1

CDFW’s Role

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources and holds those resources in trust by statute for all the
people of the State [Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subdivision (a) &
1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, § 15386, subdivision (a)]. CDFW,
in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and
habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of
those species (Id., § 1802). Similarly, for purposes of CEQA,
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological
expertise during public agency environmental review efforts,
focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have
the potential to adversely affect State fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency
under CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, §
15381). CDFW expects that it may need to exercise regulatory
authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including lake
and streambed alteration regulatory authority (Fish & G. Code, §
1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent implementation of the
Project as proposed may result in “take”, as defined by State law,
of any species protected under the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), or CESA-
listed rare plant pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act
(NPPA; Fish & G. Code, §1900 et seq.), CDFW recommends the
Project proponent obtain appropriate authorization under the
Fish and Game Code.

The County appreciates the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) for preparing comments on the Draft PEIR.
These comments will be provided to the Los Angeles County
Board of Supervisors for consideration as part of the Final PEIR
for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan Project.

This is an introductory comment that summarizes the role and
authority of the CDFW under CEQA that precedes specific
comments. No further response is required.

A6-2

Project Description and Summary

Background: In the 1930s, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
Los Angeles County Flood Control District channelized the Los
Angeles River (LA River) and replaced the shifting floodplain to
protect lives and property from flooding. As a result, the LA

This is an introductory comment that summarizes information
about the 2020 LA River Master Plan that precedes specific
comments. No further response is required. No changes to the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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River evolved from an uncontrolled and meandering river to a
major flood management system. The historic floodplain of the
LA River is almost entirely developed. Most of the LA River
within the channel (bank to bank) is concrete lined along its
sides and bottom. However, the LA River is “soft-bottom”
(earthen channel) at the Estuary, Sepulveda Basin, and Glendale
Narrows. Other areas of the LA River have concrete walls
forming a rectangular channel, often called a box channel, or a
trapezoidal channel formed by levees.

Objective: The proposed Project is along a 51-mile-long,
approximately 2-mile-wide corridor (1 mile on each side) of the
LA River. The LA River right-of-way is confined to its channel,
top of levee, and immediately adjacent “landside” areas. The
Project’s nine objectives are to:

1) Reduce flood risk and improve resiliency;

2) Provide equitable, inclusive, and safe parks, open space, and
trails;

3) Support healthy connected ecosystems;

4) Enhance opportunities for equitable access to the river
corridor;

5) Embrace and enhance opportunities for arts and culture;

6) Address potential adverse impacts on housing affordability
and people experiencing homelessness;

7) Foster opportunities for continued community engagement,
development, and education;

8) Improve local water supply reliability; and,
9) Promote healthy, safe, clean water.

To meet Project objectives, the Project includes up to 107
potential projects ranging in size from extra-small (less than 1
acre) to extra-large (150+ acres/10+ miles) that would be
implemented over the next 25 years. The Project is intended to
be a visionary and practical document for 18 local jurisdictions
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within the Project area. The Project allows for a consistent
approach to achieve the nine objectives through implementation
of six improvement categories, or kit of parts (KOP) categories.
The six KOP categories include:

1) KOP Category 1: Trails and Access Gateways. The following
design components could be constructed:
pedestrian/bike/equestrian trails; equestrian facilities; light
towers; water towers; lookouts; boardwalks; channel access
points; vehicular access for maintenance and operations;
underpasses and overpasses; vegetated buffer; and habitat
corridor.

2) KOP Category 2: Channel Modifications. The following design
components could be constructed: terraced bank; check dams
and deployable barriers; levees; armored channels/vertical
walls; daylighted storm drains; removed/added concrete;
sediment removal; bridge pier modifications; channel
texturing/grooving/smoothing; reshape low flow; and
installation of access ramps.

3) KOP Category 3: Crossings and Platforms. The following
design components could be constructed: bridges (pedestrian,
bike, equestrian, habitat/wildlife, and multi-use); cantilevers;
and platforms.

4) KOP Category 4: Diversions. The following design components
could be constructed: pumps, diversion pipe/tunnel/channel,
overflow weirs, underground gallery, side channel, storm drain
interceptors, and wetlands.

5) KOP Category 5: Floodplain Reclamation. Floodplain
reclamation in the LA River include wetlands, naturalized banks,
braided channels, fields, storage, and side channels.

6) KOP Category 6: Off-Channel Land Assets. Off-channel land
assets include affordable housing; cultural centers; urban
agriculture/composting; water storage; water treatment
facilities; dry wells; spreading grounds; purple pipe connections;
storm drain daylighting; injection wells; solar panels; fields; and
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parks. These design elements would occur outside of the LA
River right-of-way.

Each of these six KOP categories includes a recommended
collection of design components and can be implemented
individually or in any combination as subsequent projects, as
driven by the local jurisdiction’s needs, funding, and policy
decisions.

After the Project is approved, individual subsequent projects
would be designed and implemented over time by any one of the
18 jurisdictions or others. Individual subsequent projects would
tier from the PEIR.

Location: The LA River encompasses an 834 square-mile
watershed. The LA River flows from its headwaters in the Santa
Susana Mountains eastward to the northern area of Griffith Park.
Then, the LA River turns southward through the Glendale
Narrows before it flows across the coastal plain and into San
Pedro Bay near Long Beach where the LA River drains into the
Pacific Ocean. The Project spans through 18 jurisdictions (17
cities and unincorporated Los Angeles County areas). Nine
distinct geographical sections, or planning frames, related to
jurisdictional, hydraulic, and ecological zones have been
identified along the LA River and are included in the Project.

Comments and Recommendations

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to
assist LACPW in adequately identifying, avoiding, and/or

mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant,
direct, and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological)
resources. CDFW recommends the measures or revisions below
be included in a science-based monitoring program that contains
adaptive management strategies as part of the Project’'s CEQA
mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines, § 15097).
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A6-3 Comment #1: Impacts of Recreation on Wildlife Regarding CDFW’s Mitigation Measure #1, the Draft PEIR’s
. . . . Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review,
Issue: The Project may impact biological resources because of : . .
. . . Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, already includes the
increased visitor uses and recreation. :
requirement that a regulatory assessment be conducted for
Specific impacts: The Project may cause local extirpation of individual subsequent projects. This would include a
wildlife from otherwise suitable habitat. Direct impacts on construction and operation impact analysis and the
wildlife may include energetic costs to the animal, nest identification and implementation of appropriate avoidance and
abandonment, reduced reproductive success, and reduced minimization measures based on the presence of biological
fitness. resources. Impact analysis includes appropriate assessment of
. . roject-specific disturbances (e.g., recreational effects, night
Why impacts would occur: The Project proposes to create project-spe : (cg ) &
. L ) lighting, noise). This means that all subsequent projects would
recreational opportunities along the LA River where S . .
s : e be evaluated individually for impacts and would implement
opportunities do not currently exist. These opportunities include . . e
) . : . . s appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for the
pedestrian/bike/equestrian trails, equestrian facilities, lookouts, | . 7. . . e
. individual project. Because this mitigation measure already
boardwalks, channel access points, platform parks, and . . N
e . . begins the process of making a determination of whether the
pavilions. Increased visitor uses and recreation along the LA o . C
. ) . - . proposed individual subsequent project would have a significant
River has potential to impact wildlife and habitat through a : . : : ;
riety of including: environmental impact on biological resources and provides the
variety ot ways, including: steps necessary to make that determination, no change to Draft
* Increased numbers of people and dogs; PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is needed from this comment.
. However, other clarifications to the measure have been added
* Increased area of influence; . . . ..
regarding literature review and the determination of
* Increased noise levels; presence/absence for identification of rare plants. See Chapter 3
* d trash t waste: of this Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft
nereased trash or pet waste; PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
* Introduction of unnatural food sources via trash and trash conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed
receptacles; Regarding CDFW Mitigation Measure #2, individual subsequent
* Loss of habitat due to erosion from non-official footpaths; and, | projects would include a regulatory assessment, impact analysis,
- fhabitat d ) ducti dofi . 1 appropriate avoidance and minimization measures, and
oss of ha itat due to introduction or spread of invasive plant required lead agency approvals.
species.
Evid . 1d be sienifi ‘R . di d If, during implementation of Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure
hw ence ”_“P?‘Cts WOE ehs 1gfn1111car.1t. e;;:reatlon aﬁ dll.rflc.rease BIO-1, it is determined that known breeding and nursery sites
uman activities can have the following eftects on wildlite: for sensitive or special-status species occur within the project
* Non-consumptive recreation can lead to detrimental changes area, then project-specific avoidance and minimization measures
in animal behavior, reproduction, growth, and immune system | would be implemented as included in other Draft PEIR
function (Lucas 2020). mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measures BI0O-3a,
Conduct Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys, and BIO-9,
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* Human presence can instill strong fear in wild animals, which
may adjust their activity to avoid contact with humans. Such risk
avoidance can have important nonlethal effects on animal
physiology and fitness. This shift may have negative and far-
reaching ecological consequences (Gaynor et al. 2018; Mitrovich
etal. 2020).

* Human activities that result in escape or avoidance behaviors
may increase the probability of a bird being detected by a
predator, increase intraspecific aggression in colonial species,
expose bird chicks and eggs to adverse environmental
conditions that can cause embryo death, and divert energy from
feeding or reproduction to defensive behaviors (Hillman et al.
2015).

* Blue tit (Cyanistes caeruleus) nestlings near recreation
facilities develop slower and fledge with low body mass and
poor body condition (Remacha et al. 2016).

* Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis
beldingi) is sensitive to pedestrian and vehicle traffic. An
approaching distance of 3 meters and 2.8 meters during the pre-
nesting and nesting season, respectively, alert Belding’s
savannah sparrows to take flight (Fernandez-Juricic et al. 2009).

* Being approached by a person may trigger a change in the
behavior or physiological processes in a bird (e.g., flight
responses or increased heart rate). Although these responses
tend to be short in duration, they can have longer term effects as
is the case of breeding birds being flushed from nests leaving
eggs or chicks vulnerable to predation (Steven et al. 2011).

* Relatively ‘low’ impact activities such as walking or hiking can
still have negative effects on birds (Steven et al. 2011).

* Increased noise may alter or mask the auditory signals
required for information exchange in birds (Hillman et al. 2015).

Prepare and Implement Construction Best Management
Practices and Operations Recreation Plan).

The Draft PEIR has been revised to include trail avoidance and
minimization measures, including the modification of trails,
spatial arrangement of trails, trail dimensions, access points, and
recreational structures under Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure
BI0-9. The Draft PEIR has also been revised to include
avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts on
sensitive wildlife and habitat features through the incorporation
of setbacks and restrictions, as appropriate, to avoid significant
and unavoidable impacts for subsequent projects under
Mitigation Measure BIO-9. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

In addition to seasonal closures during sensitive periods and
seasonal restrictions on certain recreational uses to mitigate for
the proposed Project’s potential to displace or extirpate wildlife,
PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-9 also requires other
construction BMPs for construction and maintenance activities.
If it is determined that there is the potential for special-status
wildlife that could become entrapped in construction materials
or excavations, then PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-10, Prevent
Entrapment in Construction Materials and Excavations, and
other mitigation measures will be required to be implemented
without timing or seasonable restrictions.

Regarding CDFW Mitigation Measure #3, as stated previously,
individual subsequent projects would include a regulatory
assessment, impact analysis, appropriate avoidance and
minimization measures, and required lead agency approvals.
Setbacks or restrictions for recreation projects where avoidance
is not feasible would be incorporated into project design, as
required by CEQA.

Text has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-9 to include
avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts on
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* Some species of birds are sensitive to off-trail activities,
particularly dog walking (greater area of influence) (Miller et al.
2001).

* Patterns of wildlife habitat use can be disrupted by
disturbances occurring outside of regular human activity, such
as large recreation events, off-trial visitor behavior, or the
proliferation of new social trails, even in areas that traditionally
see high levels of visitor use (Mitrovich et al. 2020).

The Project has proposed to Mitigation Measure BIO-9: Prepare
and Implement Construction Best Management Practices and
Operations Recreation Plan, to mitigate for potential impacts of
recreation on biological resources. Mitigation Measure B10-9
proposes seasonal closures during sensitive periods and
seasonal restrictions on certain recreational uses. Seasonal
closures would only mitigate for potential impacts on wildlife
during certain times of the year (e.g., bird nesting season).
However, wildlife could use or occupy habitat year-round.
Wildlife could become displaced or extirpated from otherwise
functional habitat where recreational activities are created or
increased. Seasonal closures alone may be insufficient to
mitigate for the Project’s potential to displace or extirpate
wildlife. Accordingly, inadequate avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for impacts to sensitive or special status
species will result in the Project continuing to have a substantial
adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species by CDFW and/or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends LACPW include
measures under Mitigation Measure BIO-1 or BIO-9 (or where
appropriate) whereby individual subsequent projects analyze
impacts of recreational activities on biological resources. At a
minimum, an analysis should include:

sensitive wildlife and habitat features through the incorporation
of setbacks and restrictions, as appropriate, to avoid significant
and unavoidable impacts for subsequent projects. See Chapter 3
of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft
PEIR.

The revisions to the mitigation measure clarify the mitigation in
the Draft PEIR and do not result in a change in the Draft PEIR’s
conclusions. Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific
projects at this time, the County anticipates that future specific
projects would require subsequent CEQA compliance. Please
refer to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the
PEIR) and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
Requirements).
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1) potential direct and indirect impacts on wildlife as a function
of each type of recreational activity proposed and associated
increases in human activity, noise, and lighting; and,

2) potential for wildlife to be entangled in furnishings (e.g.,
perimeter fencing or netting around basketball courts)
associated with each recreational activity.

Mitigation Measure #2: CDFW recommends LACPW provide a
mitigation measure whereby recreational activities proposed by
individual subsequent projects avoid known breeding and
nursery sites for sensitive and special status species (e.g., least
Bell’s vireo). At a minimum, a project should restrict or modify
trails, trail dimensions, number of trails, spatial arrangement of
trails, access points, and all recreation-related structures to
avoid sensitive areas.

Mitigation Measure #3: CDFW recommends LACPW provide a
mitigation measure whereby recreational activities proposed by
individual subsequent projects incorporate appropriate setbacks
or restrictions if avoidance is not feasible. An appropriate
setback should consider the species (e.g., alert and flight
initiation distances) and type and intensity of recreational use
proposed (e.g., trail, pavilion, lookout). A project should restrict
activities that are likely to have greater impacts such as dog
walking and horseback riding near sensitive and special status
species habitat. A project should restrict the size of gathering
areas such as pavilions to limit the number of users to a smaller

group.

A6-4

Comment #2: California Fully Protected Bird Species

Issue: The Project may impact California Fully Protected bird
species.

Specific impacts: According to Table 3.3-3 in Chapter 3.3,
Biological Resources, the following California Fully Protected
bird species have a potential to occur along the LA River:
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus); bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus); California brown pelican (Pelecanus

Regarding CDFW Mitigation Measure #1, the Draft PEIR was
revised to add a minimum 0.5-mile no-disturbance buffer
around nests of California fully protected bird species to
Mitigation Measures BIO-3a, Conduct Preconstruction
Nesting Bird Surveys; BI0-3b, Conduct Preconstruction
Raptor Nest Surveys; and BIO-3c, Active Eagle Nest
Avoidance Measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
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occidentalis californicus); and California least tern (Sterna clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
albifrons browni). Project construction and activities, directly or | Draft PEIR are needed.
through habitat modification, may result in injury or mortality, . . . .
re duci d reproductive capacity p(}),pulation de]c liri,es or local ty Individual subsequent projects would include robust avoidance,
extirpation of these California i3ully Protected bird épecies buffer, and demarcation plans specifically for California fully
Temporal or permanent loss of foraging, breeding nesting. or protected bird species, depending on project-level specifics (e.g.,
nursery habitat mav occur ’ ’ ’ project area, species, life stages, scope of work). Draft PEIR
y y ) Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review,

Why impacts would occur: Impacts to these species may occur as | Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, requires that a
aresult of ground disturbing (e.g., staging, mobilization, regulatory assessment, impact analysis, appropriate avoidance
demolition, and grading) activities, vegetation removal, and minimization measures, and required lead agency approvals
increased human activity, noise disturbances, light, and dust. The | be conducted. Because this mitigation measure already begins
Project proposes mitigation for nesting birds and raptors by the process of making a determination of whether the proposed
implementing a buffer of up to 500 feet for a raptor nest and an individual subsequent project would have a significant
appropriate distance for a non-raptor nest as determined by a environmental impact on biological resources and provides the
biologist. Buffers for birds and raptors may not be large enough | steps necessary to make that determination, no change to Draft
to avoid impacts on nests of California Fully Protected birds. PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is needed. However, the Draft
Moreover. the Proiect’s broposed buffers onlv mitieates for PEIR has been revised to include other clarifications to the
impacts 0;1 hests (]3 gas apn d Ir)lestlings during t}fle birgd /raptor measure regarding lite.ratur-e. revliew and the determination of
breeding season ’Calif(,)rnia Fully Protected species may not be presence/absence for identification of rare plants. See Chapter 3
taken at any timé. Accordingly, an adequate mitigation plan of the Final PEIR, Clqrij.fications and Modifications to the Draft
would need to also avoid impacts on a California Fully Protected PE[RI' Tl}ese f;\reltl:larlfy;ng changes only, and no changes to the
species during all life stages. conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
Evidence impact would be significant: The Project may result in Regardln.g CDEW Mlt'lgatlon Meas.ure #.2’ the Draft PEIR has

. . . - been revised to require consultation with CDFW if a bald eagle
adverse effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, . . . e
on a California Fully Protected species. Take of any species nestis detec-ted in the project area under Mitigation Measure
designated as California Fully Protected under the Fish and BIO-3c,.Act1ve Eagle Ne st Avmdance Mgasqres. See Chapter 3
Game Code is prohibited. CDFW cannot authorize the take of any of the Final PEIR, CI(.U'I.fIC(IUOI’IS and Modifications to the Draft
California Fully Protected species as defined by State law. PEIR Tl}ese are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
California Fully Protected species may not be taken or possessed conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
at any time. No licenses or permits may be issued for take, except | Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
for collecting those species for necessary scientific research and | in the PEIR). The Draft PEIR is a programmatic document and
relocation of the bird species for protection of livestock (Fish & does not include project-specific or site-specific analysis. All
G. Code, § 3511). future specific projects would be subject to subsequent CEQA

. . e compliance under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. Because
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time, the
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Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends LACPW provide a County anticipates that future specific projects would require
mitigation measure whereby individual subsequent projects subsequent CEQA compliance.
avoid impacts on California Fully Protected birds by
implementing a minimum 0.5-mile no-disturbance buffer around
each nest of a California Fully Protected bird. Additionally, a
qualified biologist should develop a robust avoidance, buffer,
and demarcation plan specifically for California Fully Protected
birds depending on project-level specifics [e.g., project area,
species, life stage(s), scope of work].
Mitigation Measure #2: CDFW recommends Mitigation Measure
BIO-3c, Active Eagle Nest Avoidance Measures, be modified to
state that a lead agency will also notify and consult with CDFW
(in addition to USFWS) if a bald eagle nest is detected within a
project area.

A6-5 Comment #3: Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
Issue: The Project may impact streams as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
' ' There is no definition of specific future projects because the
Specific impacts: The Project may result in temporary or 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
permanent modifications to a stream. Why impacts would occur: | approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.

The Project may modify the LA River by modifying the channel The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
(KOP Category 2), creating platform parks on a land bridge projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
across the channel, and installing diversion structures (KOP including best management practices to reduce environmental
Category 4). Diversion structures may obstruct water flow and impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
change the bed and channel of a stream (confinement). Water implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
diversion may adversely affect the existing stream pattern, PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
potentially resulting in substantial erosion or siltation within the | projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
project area and downstream. Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).
Evidence impacts would be significant: Fish and Game Code Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
section 1602 requires any person, state or local governmental anticipates that future specific projects would require
agency, or public utility to notify CDFW prior to beginning any subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
activity that may do one or more of the following: as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
* Divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake; analyses under CEQA.
* Change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake; No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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* Use material from any river, stream, or lake; or, Additionally, Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature
* Deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream, or lake Review, Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, in the
p p y ’ ’ ' Draft PEIR includes the requirement that a regulatory
The construction of diversion devices such as deployable assessment be conducted for individual subsequent projects.
barriers and inflatable dams, and conveyance of water structures | This would include a construction and operation impact analysis
within a stream is subject to notification under Fish and Game and the identification and implementation of appropriate
Code section 1602. The ongoing operations and maintenance of | measures based on the presence of biological resources. Impact
instream storm flow diversion devices and conveyance of water | analysis includes appropriate assessment of project-specific
structures is also subject to notification under Fish and Game disturbances. This means that all projects would be evaluated
Code section 1602 once the devices are constructed. Also, the individually for impacts and would implement appropriate
diversion of stormwater and/or dry weather runoff that flows mitigation measures for the individual project. In this case, a
within streams or that have overflown the banks of streams, is review of the individual subsequent project would be conducted
subject to notification under Fish and Game Code section 1602. for all of the mentioned issues related to potential impacts on
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) §treams, and approprlate.mltllg.atlo.n measures would be .
implemented. Because this mitigation measure already begins
Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends LACPW modify the process of making a determination of whether the proposed
Mitigation Measure BIO-21c, Obtain Wetland Permits, to include | individual subsequent project would have a significant
the underlined language: environmental impact on biological resources and provides the
“If wetland urisdictional i identified steps necessary to make that determination, no change to Draft
s wetlands orjurisdictional aquatic resources are 1dentiiie PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is needed. However, the Draft
within the project footprint and would be affected by . ) e
. X . ) . PEIR has been revised to include other clarifications to the
construction of the project, the appropriate permits will be measure regarding literature review and the determination of
obtained from the USACE, SWRCB or RWQCB, CDFW, and/or the garcing rerature rev
. e . presence/absence for identification of rare plants. See Chapter 3
CCC, as required. CDFW shall be notified pursuant to Fish and . . ; e
. ) e of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft
Game Code, section 1600 et seq. Based on this notification and i
. . . ) PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
other information, CDFW will determine whether a Lake and
. . . . Draft PEIR are needed.
Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is required prior to
conducting proposed activities. An LSA Notification shall include | Regarding potential new language proposed for PEIR Mitigation
the following: 1) an analysis to demonstrate that concrete-lined | Measure BIO-21c, Obtain Wetland Permits, please refer to
or soft-bottom channels would not be impaired (e.g., aggraded, Section 3.3.2.2, Regulatory, of the Draft PEIR (specifically the
incised, increased suspended sediment), 2) a hydrological Lake or Streambed Alteration [California Fish and Game Code
evaluation of the 200, 100, 50, 25, 10, 5, and 2-year frequency Section 1602] discussion) to find the requirements and process
storm event for existing and proposed conditions, 3) whether for agency consultation provided in the comment.
dewatering/diversion of water may be necessary, and (if
applicable) 4), an analysis of whether diversion structures would
impact stormwater and dry season water flow, and the extent of
those impacts, during the wet season (November through
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March), dry season (April through October), and both above-
average and below-average water year.

Recommendation: CDFW’s issuance of an LSA Agreement for
project that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance
actions by CDFW as a Responsible Agency. As a Responsible
Agency, CDFW may consider the CEQA document from a lead
agency for a project. To minimize additional requirements by
CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq.
and/or under CEQA, the CEQA document should fully identify
the potential impacts to the stream or riparian resources and
provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, and
reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA Agreement.

To compensate for any on- and off-site impacts to riparian
resources, additional mitigation conditioned in any LSA
Agreement may include the following: erosion and pollution
control measures, avoidance of resources, protective measures
for downstream resources, on- and/or off-site habitat creation,
enhancement or restoration, and/or protection, and
management of mitigation lands in perpetuity.

A6-6

Comment #4: Water Diversion and Impacts on Beneficial Uses

Issue: The Project may divert surface stormwater and dry season
flow from the LA River.

Specific impact: Diverting stormwater and dry season flow into
stormwater catchment basins or infiltration galleries may
reduce the availability and extent of water flow. There could be
changes to the hydrologic regime both within the immediate
area and downstream. Changes to the hydrologic regime could
affect abiotic and biotic variables that support plants, fish,
wildlife, and macroinvertebrates. Significant impacts to
biological resources could occur, especially during a dry season
proceeding after a below-average water year.

Why impacts would occur: The PEIR does not provide sufficient
analysis as to whether the Project, specifically diversion devices
proposed under KOP Category 2 and KOP Category 4, would

Please see the responses to comments A6-3 through A6-5.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review,
Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, of the Draft PEIR
includes the requirement that a regulatory assessment be
conducted for individual subsequent projects, including water
diversion projects. This would include a construction and
operation impact analysis and the identification and
implementation of appropriate measures based on the presence
of biological resources. Impact analysis includes appropriate
assessment of project-specific disturbances. This means that all
projects would be evaluated individually for impacts and would
implement appropriate mitigation measures for the individual
project. In this case, a review of the individual subsequent
project would be conducted for all of the mentioned issues
related to water diversions and appropriate mitigation measures
implemented. Also, PEIR Mitigation Measures BIO-21a,
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impact biological resources both within a project area and Conduct a Jurisdictional Delineation, and BIO-21c, Obtain
downstream. Wetland Permits, include the requirements for projects to
Biological Resources: Both the concrete-lined and soft-bottom prepare a fornilal.juliisc.iictional de'lineation to identity a.nd map
portions of the LA River support biological resources. Where the ;\;egir;i?aigié 1;11;1151351Cft)lt(‘)gilyal(r]r?;z:lcctsrisnocllllz(ci?igagzr(;rlzlttas lrflrom
f[iﬁm[;{;\;enro?/:;erﬁofos tll;ilc{?:;r(:e:;n:r? dc?a;r?oekl)'agirriz;mtmg sheet CDFW and the Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Notification.
microorganir; rr?s apn d herbace gus vegetZtion to establjish The As such, any additional mitigation measures specific to water
algae provide ha’bitat and a food source for benthic ' diversi.on projects are not required for the programmatic
invertebrates, a vital food source for wading birds. The LA River analysis provided in the Draft PEIR.
provides habitat for 140 species of birds (USACE 2015). The Please refer to Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR
least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), an Endangered Species for an analysis regarding biological resources.
Act and CESA-listed endangered species, has been documented . .
at Glendale Narrows. Least Bell’s vireo depends on willow (Salix giiiis:naésg rgﬁgzgzosj;;tlg:ssgz;igz;glz‘gfytg:dDZ?tt;;IQ; (f]é;g/’ and
genus) riparian habitat. The LA River supports woody vegetation analvses i’e, ardine flow reductions séasonali drousht. and
such as black willow (Salix gooddingii), Fremont cottonwood chany o5 to ﬁ drol% and h draulic’s ACCOI‘di:ly’ to th§2b20 LA
(Populus fremontii), and arroyo willow (Salix laevigata) (USACE 1ang y &y Y ) 5 .
2015). The upper LA Basin watershed supports Santa Ana River Master P'Ian, t.he LA River presents an opportunity to
sucker (Catostomus santaanae) and arroyo chub (Gila orcutti) develop and diversify local water resources through capture of
(USACE 2015). The LA River could potentially support southern ‘l;v;sti-ninfgf;){;xii;::g'glsglstjrr‘ledtli‘fncgargmg local groundwater
California steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) Distinct Population '
Segment, Pacific lamprey (Entosphenus tridentatus), speckled In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
dace (Rhinichthys osculus), and California killifish (Fundulus as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
parvipinnis). There is no definition of specific future projects because the
Flow reductions, especially dry season flow, could impact 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
beneficial uses ({irectly or indirectly througfl habitat approvals are pot part of the ZO.ZQ LA River Masi,'“er Plan approval.
modifications. Diverting water during the dry season could The.2020 LA River Master Plan is 1r1.tended. to guide .how future
reduce the availability and extent of shallow water sheet flow. pI‘O]ECFS would be planned and de.fme their key de51.gn elements,
This could potentially impact algae and benthic invertebrates, inmcll:iglngl)leesE;Zagiffbrﬁietntfgl;a;((:jt;(r:li?ftci)nrec;uci(e)si\grogrrlr;ental
and eventually birds. Willow riparian habitat may be impacted if implemf.entin s peci fic futgre ro'ectsséhagc’mzp tier f%gm the
flow reductions lead to receding shoreline or lower water depth. PE?R and reg a?in ADDIO riel?te éE QA com lignce for those
Loss of suitable habitat may impact sensitive species such as . preparing appropria p .
least Bell's vireo. Fish have specific habitat requirements projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA. R}ver. Please see
including water depth, velocity, and vegetation. Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).
Seasonality: The PEIR does not analyze the potential significance Bec.alllse the PEIR does not examine specific prOJect§, the County
of water diversion depending on the season. During the dry anticipates that future spec1f1c projects WOI.lld require
season, typically April through September in southern California, subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
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the LA River is largely maintained by urban runoff and discharge
from wastewater reclamation plants. Diverting water could be
significant during the dry season and could either significantly
reduce water flow or result in complete loss of water flow.

Drought: The PEIR does not analyze the potential significance of
water diversion during a below-normal water year. Since 2000,
the longest duration of drought in California lasted between
2011 and 2019 (USGS 2021) and in southern California, between
2012 through 2016 (Los Angeles Almanac 2021). The 2017-
2018 rainfall season was below normal and the driest for Los
Angeles since 2006-2007 (Los Angeles Almanac 2021). Diverting
water during a below normal rainfall year may significantly
reduce water flow or result in complete loss of water flow.

Cumulative Flow Reductions: The PEIR does not analyze
whether the Project would result in significant impacts when
considered with other existing or proposed water diversion
projects in the LA River watershed. The cities of Burbank,
Glendale, and Los Angeles plan to recycle more wastewater and
reduce their discharges to the LA River for this purpose
(SCCWRP 2021).

Evidence impacts would be significant: Changes to hydrology
and channel morphology, both within a project area and
downstream, are reasonable potential direct and indirect
physical changes in the environment. Said changes and their
potential impacts on biological resources should be analyzed and
disclosed in an environmental document. Adequate disclosure is
necessary for CDFW to assist a lead agency in adequately
identifying, avoiding, and/or mitigating a project’s significant, or
potentially significant, direct, and indirect impacts on biological
resources. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures for impacts to sensitive or special status species will
result in a project continuing to have a substantial adverse
direct, indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,

as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA.

Therefore, the CDFW mitigation measures are not applicable,
and no changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

No change to the Draft PEIR is required.
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sensitive, or special-status species by CDFW, USFWS, and/or
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends LACPW include a
mitigation measure whereby individual subsequent projects
analyze potential impacts on biological resources resulting from
proposed water diversion. At a minimum, an analysis and should
include:

Study Reach 1) A study reach that includes an additional length
of channel downstream from a project site. The additional study
reach should extend a minimum of 1 mile downstream, or to the
extent of the LA River downstream that could be expected to be
affected similarly by a proposed project (hydraulic and
ecological zones), or an appropriate distance determined by
both a qualified biologist and hydrologist, whichever is greater.

Changes to Hydrology and Hydraulics

1) Under pre-project (i.e., baseline) conditions, the volume of
water flow from both the project area and study reach during a)
the wet (November through March); b) the dry season (April
through October); and c) above-average and below-average
water year (i.e.,, wet season/above-average water year, wet
season/below-average water year, dry season/above-average
water year, and dry season/below-average water year). The
analysis should clearly define above-average or below-average
rainfall year.

2) Under proposed project conditions, the percent reduction in
flow from both the project area and study reach for a wet
season/above-average water year, wet season/below average
water year, dry season/above-average water year, and dry
season/below average water year.

3) A quantitative analysis comparing the flow from the project
area and other tributaries into the study reach, and their relative
contribution to the hydrograph of the study reach.
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4) An analysis of potential project-related changes to river
hydraulics in both concrete-lined and soft-bottom reaches. This
includes water depth (percent change), wetted perimeter (acres
gained/lost), and velocity (percent change).

Biological Resources Impact Assessment

1) A map of plant communities and important bird foraging and
nesting habitat occurring in the study reach. Plant communities
should be mapped at the alliance/association level sing the
Manual of California Vegetation, second edition (Sawyer et al.
2009). Also, CDFW recommends an updated and thorough
floristic-based assessment of plant communities, following
CDFW's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to
Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural
Communities (CDFW 2018).

2) A comprehensive list of sensitive and special status plant and
wildlife species, and sensitive plant communities, occurring in
the study reach. For each biological resource, provide:

a. A summary of species-specific habitat requirements;

b. A discussion as to how the species or plant community may be
significantly impacted directly or indirectly through habitat
modification, as result of changes to hydrology (reduced flow)
and hydraulics (water depth, wetted perimeter, velocity); and,

c. A quantitative analysis and/or adequate discussion to evaluate
whether the project would result in those significant impacts.

3) A discussion of whether construction, operations, and
maintenance of diversion devices such as rubber dams, pipes,
and tunnels, would have direct and/or indirect, permanent or
temporal impact on biological resources.

4) An adequate discussion to address how the project may
potentially affect on-going habitat recovery and restoration
efforts.
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5) An adequate discussion of project-related impacts on
biological resources in relation to cumulative flow reductions.
Mitigation Measure #2: For projects proposing to divert water,
CDFW recommends LACPW include a mitigation measure
whereby individual subsequent projects develop an Adaptive
Management Plan that would reduce or suspend water diversion
if at any point the project may impact biological resources
downstream exceeding a defined threshold/trigger.
Mitigation Measure #3: CDFW recommends project-level lead
agencies/applicants provide a copy of the basis of water right
(water right permit) by State Water Resources Control Board
that authorizes the beneficial use of stormwater or dry weather
flows diverted from streams. This information along with the
LSA Notification would assist CDFW in assessing the need for an
LSA Agreement. CDFW recommends including documentation of
water rights in a project level CEQA document to ensure project
budgets and timelines consider CDFW's regulatory process in
the implementation of projects under the 2020 LA River Master
Plan.
A6-7 Comment #5: Anadromous Fish Habitat and Passage Regarding CDFW’s recommended Mitigation Measures #1, #2,
. . ) . and #3, included within Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1,

Issue: The Project may impact anadromous fish habitat and Conduct Literature Review, Habitat Aisessment, and Project
passage. : :

Surveys, is the requirement that a regulatory assessment be
Specific impacts: The Project may create impassable artificial conducted for individual subsequent projects. This would
barriers to the passage of anadromous fish such as the southern | include a construction and operation impact analysis and the
California steelhead Distinct Population Segment, an endangered | identification and implementation of appropriate avoidance and
species under the Endangered Species Act. Accordingly, the minimization measures based on the presence of biological
Project may further degrade habitat that could support southern | resources. Impact analysis includes appropriate assessment of
California steelhead that may pass through the LA River or project-specific disturbances (e.g., fish passage). This means that
migrate upstream from the estuary in the absence of threats or all projects would be evaluated individually for impacts and
stressors. Additionally, the Project may result in construction, would implement appropriate avoidance and minimization
activities, and design elements that could impede any future measures for the individual project(s). Because this mitigation
recovery efforts for southern California steelhead in the LA River | measure already begins the process of making a determination
watershed. of whether the proposed individual subsequent project would

have a significant environmental impact on biological resources,
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Why impacts would occur: The Project may include including impacts on anadromous fish habitat and passage, and
modifications to the channel, creation of platform parks on a provides the steps necessary to make that determination, no
land bridge across the channel, or installation of diversion change to the PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is needed.
struc.tures. KOP Category 2 includes Che.Ck dams, deployable In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
barriers, levees, armored channels/vertical walls, remove/add . . ,
. / . as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
concrete, channel texturing/grooving/smoothing, reshape low . L e .
. . : . . There is no definition of specific future projects because the
flow, and installation of access ramps. KOP 4 includes diversion . . .
. 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
structures such as pumps, pipes/tunnels/channels, overflow )
weirs, and side channels. These structures could be barriers to approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
ana dr’omous fish passa é The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
p g projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
Evidence impacts would be significant: In southern California, at | including best management practices to reduce environmental
the southern limit of the range for southern California steelhead, | impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
it is estimated that annual runs have declined dramatically from | implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
32,000-46,000 returning adults historically, to currently less PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
than 500 returning adults (NMFS 2012). The LA River projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
historically supported southern California steelhead, but the Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).
species has been extirpated from the LA River watershed . o .
(USACE 2015). Southern California steelhead has been Because th? Draft PEIR does not examine §pec1f1c projects, .the
. . ) A County anticipates that future specific projects would require
extirpated for reasons including the channelization of the LA . o .
. o : . subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines Section
River, urbanization of the floodplain, barrier structures such as « o
dams. and surface water diversions 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
’ ' examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
These impacts have eliminated the ability of fish to move freely an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
upstream-to-downstream and to find adequate locations for level of the environmental document, if required, will be
refuge and proliferation (USACE 2015). The LA River has a identified at this subsequent phase.”
highly altered ﬂ(.)w regime and functions more as a drainage No changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
channel than a river ecosystem. Input of gravels and cobbles are
prevented, water temperatures are higher, channel morphology
is simplified, and the episodic succession-setting flood regime
necessary to sustain target riparian communities and native fish
habitats has been altered (USACE 2015).
The Project may result in structures that are considered very
high threats or stressors to southern California steelhead and
their habitat. This includes dams, surface water diversion
structures, levees, and channelization (NMFS 2012). Per CEQA
Guidelines section 15065(a), a project may have a significant
effect on biological resources if the project has the potential to
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substantially reduce the habitat of a fish species or substantially
reduce the number or restrict the range of a special status
species. Per Fish and Game Code section 5901, it is unlawful to
construct or maintain in any stream any device or contrivance
the prevents, impedes, or tends to prevent or impeded, the
passing of fish up and downstream. Per Fish and Game Code
section 5937, the owner of any dam shall allow sufficient water
at all times to pass through a fishway, or to keep in good
condition any fish that may be planted or exists below the dam.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends LACPW include
measures under Mitigation Measure BIO-1 or BIO-23 (or where
appropriate) whereby individual subsequent projects analyze
impacts on southern California steelhead. At a minimum, an
analysis should include:

1) potential direct and impacts on southern California steelhead
population, habitat, and passage;

2) whether the project area supports existing structures that
create barriers to southern California steelhead passage; and,

3) whether the project may affect ongoing or future native fish
recovery projects throughout the LA River watershed per
federal, State, county, city, or other agencies.

Mitigation Measure #2: CDFW recommends LACPW provide a
mitigation measure whereby individual subsequent projects
modify design components to the maximum extent feasible (e.g.,
size or location of structures) so they are not barriers, threats, or
stressors to fish passage. If feasible, a project should remove
existing fish passage barriers and provide fish passage around
dams, diversions, and other barriers that may not be feasible to
remove.

Mitigation Measure #3: CDFW recommends LACPW provide a
mitigation measure whereby individual subsequent projects
allow sufficient water at all times to pass through in order to
allow fish passage and sustain any fish existing within the
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project area or downstream. This should be for both during and
for the life of the project. Effort should be made to incorporate
fish passage

standards for velocity and depth as outlined in the Southern
California Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012) and the
California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, 4th
edition, Volume I and II (CDFW 2004). Also, a project should
avoid creating any temporal barriers that would alter water
velocity or depth meeting fish passage standards.

Recommendation #1: CDFW recommends that individual
subsequent projects make a concerted effort to create habitat
and design a channel that could support multiple life stages and
life history strategies exhibited by southern California steelhead.
Essential habitat components should be provided, including
refugia to allow fish to withstand high flows, softbottom
spawning areas to bury eggs, and restoration of riffle /pool
complexes. A project should consider waters and substrate
necessary to southern California steelhead for spawning,
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. Floodplain connectivity
is also important for restoration of critical spawning and rearing
habitats.

Recommendation #2: CDFW recommends LACPW include a
section in Appendix B that would provide general design
guidelines for creating habitat suitable for southern California
steelhead. CDFW recommends the following sources for
guidance in finalizing the PEIR and preparation of project-level
CEQA documents with respect to creating fish habitat and
passage: Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated
Feasibility Report (USACE 2015), Southern California Steelhead
Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012), Los Angeles River Environmental
Flows Project (SCCWRP 2021), The Los Angeles River Fish
Passage & Habitat Structures Design Project

(CWH 2018); the State Wildlife Action Plan 2015, Chapters 5.5
and 6 (CDFW 2015), and the California Salmonid Stream Habitat
Restoration Manual, 4th edition, Volume I and I (CDFW 2004).

March 2022
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A6-8 Comment #6: Impacts on Riparian Habitat Included within Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct
Issue: The Project may impact riparian habitat Literature Review, Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys,

' ' is the requirement that a regulatory assessment be conducted
Specific impacts: The Project may result in temporary or for individual subsequent projects. This would include a
permanent loss of riparian resources. Why impacts would occur: | construction and operation impact analysis and the
According to Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, the LA River identification and implementation of appropriate avoidance and
contains riparian vegetation communities. This includes minimization measures based on the presence of biological
Fremont cottonwood Forest Alliance, black willow Woodland resources. Impact analysis includes appropriate assessment of
Alliance, and mulefat thickets (Baccharis salicifolia) Shrubland project-specific disturbances (e.g., impacts on riparian
Alliance. These vegetation communities could be impacted vegetation communities). This means that all projects would be
during project construction and activities. This could result in evaluated individually for impacts and would implement
temporary or permanent loss of riparian habitat. Vegetation appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for the
communities may also be impacted through changes to individual project(s). Additionally, PEIR Mitigation Measures
hydrology (e.g., amount of flow) and hydraulics (e.g., creates a BIO-21a, Conduct a Jurisdictional Delineation, and BIO-21c,
platform parks on a land bridge across the channel, or installs Obtain Wetland Permits, include the requirements for projects
diversion structures. Willow riparian habitat may be impacted if | to prepare a formal jurisdictional delineation to identity and
reduced flow leads to lower water depth or receding shoreline. map wetlands and jurisdictional aquatic resources and obtain
Preliminary work of the Los Angeles River Flows Project shows appropriate permits for any impacts, including permits from
that black willow seedling mortality increases as water depth CDFW for any impacts on riparian habitat. As such, any
decreases (SCCWRP 2019). Increased sediment deposition can additional mitigation measures specific to permanent loss of
bury seedlings and saplings of riparian trees, resulting in jurisdictional aquatic resources are not required for the
increased mortality of new recruits (Kui and Stella 2016). programmatic analysis provided in the PEIR.
Evidence impacts would be significant: Only relic and In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
fragmented riparian habitat remain along the significantly as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
channelized, engineered, and urbanized LA River and floodplain. | There is no definition of specific future projects because the
Over 90 percent of southern California’s coastal riparian habitat | 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
have been lost (USACE 2015). The remaining fragments of LA approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
River riparian habitat contribute significantly to the integrity of | The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
regional hydrologic connectivity, biodiversity, and habitat projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
connectivity and wildlife movement between significant including best management practices to reduce environmental
ecological areas, including the Santa Monica Mountains, the impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
Verdugo Hills, and nationally significant San Gabriel Mountains implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
National Monument (USACE 2015). Therefore, loss of remaining | PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
riparian habitat could affect regional hydrologic, habitat, and projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
wildlife connectivity, and increase threats/stressors on regional | Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).
biodiversity. Per CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a), a project
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may have a significant effect on biological resources if the
project substantially reduces the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species; threatens to eliminate a plant

community; or has the potential to restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or threatened species.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends that LACPW modify
Mitigation Measure BIO-21e to include the underlined language:

“Impacts that result in a permanent loss of jurisdictional aquatic
resources within an earthen channel, bank, or associated
riparian will be mitigated at a minimum 2:1 ratio, or as specified
in the aquatic resource permits. There shall be no net loss of
riparian habitat within the LA River.

Mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat shall be provided
within the project area and/or along the LA River. Compensatory
mitigation shall increase if a project would result in permanent
loss of riparian habitat within a contiguous riparian corridor or
loss of an isolated, remnant habitat patch. Mitigation shall
increase if a project would impact a riparian vegetation
community considered rare in the State (i.e., S1, S2, or S3).
Mitigation shall further increase if the riparian habitat is
considered very threatened or threatened (i.e., 0.1, 0.2).
Mitigation shall further increase if the riparian habitat impacted
supports special status species, specifically obligate riparian
breeders (e.g., least Bell’s vireo). Mitigation shall replace the
same vegetation association/alliance that was impacted.”

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

No changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

A6-9

Comment #7: California Species of Special Concern

Issue: The Project may impact California Species of Special
Concern (SSC).

Specific impacts: According to Table 3.3-3 in Chapter 3.3,
Biological Resources, the LA River has the potential to support
SSC, which includes 10 species of birds, one fish, four
amphibians, six reptiles, and 12 mammals. Project construction

The Draft PEIR has been revised to include revisions as
described below for expanded mitigation. Because Mitigation
Measure BIO-4, Identify Work Areas and Environmentally
Sensitive Areas, identifies work areas and environmentally
sensitive areas prior to ground-disturbing activities, revisions to
this mitigation measure clarify items considered prohibited
materials and the requirement to stop work if wildlife becomes
entangled in construction fencing. See Chapter 3 of the Final
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and activities, directly or through habitat modification, may PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
result in direct injury or mortality (trampling, crushing), clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
reduced reproductive capacity, population declines, or local Draft PEIR are needed.
E);telégfrflor;;sft?; Sig.nzir?egor}?igirts: fr;r;:;l:leélst éOr;ZOfofCO:jrglng, Regarding CDFW Mitigation Measures #1 and 2, included within
& & y y : Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature
Why impacts would occur: Impacts to an SSC could result from Review, Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, is the
ground-disturbing (e.g., staging, mobilization, demolition, and requirement that a regulatory assessment be conducted for
grading) activities, vegetation removal, increased noise individual subsequent projects. This would include a
disturbances, light, human activity, and dust. Evidence impact construction and operation impact analysis and the
would be significant: A California Species of Special Concernisa | identification and implementation of appropriate avoidance and
species, subspecies, or distinct population of an animal native to | minimization measures based on the presence of biological
California that currently satisfies one or more of the following resources. Impact analysis includes appropriate assessment of
(not necessarily mutually exclusive) criteria: project-specific disturbances (e.g., California Special Species of
* is extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, is extirpated Concern [SSC] avoidance, hand.lmg protocol, and relocation
. . . plans). This means that all projects would be evaluated
in its primary season or breeding role; o : . .
individually for impacts and would implement appropriate
*is listed as ESA-, but not CESA-, threatened, or endangered; avoidance and minimization measures for the individual project.
meets the State definition of threatened or endangered but has The Draft PEIR has been revised to include language regarding
not formally been listed; the avoidance and handling of California SSCs under Mitigation
o S f | . d . lical Measure BIO-6, Conduct Biological Monitoring During
s expgr1enc1ng, ortormerly experl.ence , serious (noncyc lc.a ) Construction. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and
population declines or range retractions (not reversed) that, if D .
: e Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes
continued or resumed, could qualify it for State threatened or . )
only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
endangered status; and/or,
needed.
'has naturally small popula‘Flons gxhlbltlng high suscep‘qblhty to Regarding CDFW Mitigation Measure #3, compensatory
risk from any factor(s), that if realized, could lead to declines o
e mitigation for the temporary and/or permanent loss of any
that would qualify it for CESA threatened or endangered status ; . i ; o
. . habitat supporting California SSCs for individual subsequent
(CDFW 2021a) CEQA provides protection not only for CESA- . e .
. . S : o projects would be addressed through Mitigation Measures
listed species, but for any species including but not limited to . . .
) .2 o BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review, Habitat Assessment, and
SSC which can be shown to meet the criteria for State listing. Proi . s
. roject Surveys, and BIO-2, Avoid or Minimize Effects on
These SSC meet the CEQA definition of rare, threatened, or . . . o ave
ndaneered ies (CEQA Guidelines, § 15380) Federally or State-Listed Species, Consult with Wildlife
€ gered species uidelines, ’ Agencies, and Implement Permit Requirements. The Draft
Therefore, take of SSC could require a mandatory finding of PEIR has been revised to include language that states that where
significance (CEQA Guidelines, § 15065). Inadequate avoidance impacts on special-status wildlife are unavoidable, the biological
and mitigation measures will result in the Project continuing to monitor will protect special-status wildlife following several
have a substantial adverse direct and cumulative effect, either steps under this mitigation measure. The Draft PEIR has also
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directly or through habitat modifications, on any species been revised to include other clarifications to the measure
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species by regarding literature review for identification of anadromous fish.
CDFW. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications
. . e to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
?ﬁgﬁ;gg);phfs?;izz#:ﬁéxzp; Cis‘tg :‘r/lvz‘;oéiilt);e(’):vvgdhfe In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
(noninvasive passiV’e relocation), or relocated to adjacent as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
. PR . T . . There is no definition of specific future projects because the
appropriate habitat on site or to suitable habitat adjacent to the ) . )
. o . . 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
project area. SSC should be captured only by a qualified biologist )
with proper handling permits. The qualified biologist should approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
: e e . The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
prepare a species-specific list (or plan) of proper handling and : ) . .
relocation protocols and a map of suitable and safe relocation projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
areas. A relocation plan should be prepared prior to including best management practices to reduce environmental
implementing any Project-related ground-disturbing activities ¥mpacts. The resporllslblllty for ld.e ntifying, approving, and
and vegetation removal implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
) PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
While relocation is an option for mitigating impacts, it may not projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
fully account for impacts to an SSC, such as loss of individuals, Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).
loss of habitat, or loss of natal dens/middens/burrows. Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects, the
Capturing, handling, or relocation are acts that may have County anticipates that future specific projects would require
multiple unintended negative consequences, including increased | subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
stress and mortality of relocated animals, negative impacts on as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
resident animals at release sites, increased conflicts with human | analyses under CEQA.
interests, and the spread of diseases. Attempts to avoid impacts
to SSC should be the first option. Seeking a Scientific Collection No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
Permits (see Mitigation Measure #2 below) in order to trap and
relocate individuals should only be done if impacts cannot be
avoided.
Mitigation Measure #2: Handling and relocation of wildlife,
including SSC, may be required. If so, Pursuant to the California
Code of Regulations, title 14, section 650, the lead
agency/qualified biologist should obtain appropriate handling
permits to capture, temporarily possess, and relocate wildlife to
avoid harm or mortality in connection with Project construction
and activities. Please visit CDFW’s Scientific Collection Permits
webpage for information (CDFW 2021b). An LSA Agreement
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may provide similar take or possession of species as described in
the conditions of the Agreement.

CDFW has the authority to issue permits for the take or
possession of wildlife, including mammals; birds, nests, and
eggs; reptiles, amphibians, fish, plants; and invertebrates (Fish &
G. Code, §§ 1002, 1002.5, 1003). Effective October 1, 2018, a
Scientific Collecting Permit is required to monitor project
impacts on wildlife resources, as required by environmental
documents, permits, or other legal authorizations; and, to
capture, temporarily possess, and relocate wildlife to avoid harm
or mortality in connection with otherwise lawful activities (Cal.
Code Regs,, tit. 14, § 650).

Mitigation Measure #3: CDFW recommends providing
compensatory mitigation for temporary and/or permanent loss
of any habitat supporting SSC. There should be no net loss of
habitat supporting SSC along the LA River. Compensatory
mitigation for should be provided within the project area and/or
along the LA River. Compensatory mitigation should be provided
at no less than 2:1. Mitigation should provide upland and/or
aquatic habitat (depending on the species), refugia, and habitat
structures that supports that species (e.g., woody material,
rocks, brush piles, pools, burrows). Any proposed mitigation
area/plan should include a discussion on the territory size;
nesting, breeding, foraging, and refuge, locations, invasive, non-
native plant and wildlife species present, food availability, and
how all life cycle functions will be mitigated. Mitigation for
impacts to an SSC should adhere to CDFW and/or USFWS
established protocol/guidelines if available.

A6-10

Comment #8: Impacts of Fencing on Wildlife and Wildlife
Dispersal

Issue: The Project’s proposed temporary and permanent fencing,
gates, and guardrails could impact wildlife, particularly birds
and raptors, as well as create barriers to wildlife dispersal.

The Draft PEIR has been revised to include revisions to
Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Identify Work Areas and
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, as described in this
comment for expanded mitigation. Because Mitigation Measure
BIO-4 identifies work areas and environmentally sensitive areas
prior to ground-disturbing activities, revisions to this mitigation
measure clarify items considered prohibited materials and the
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Specific impacts: Project fencing during the construction phase
and for the life of the Project may directly impact wildlife.
Fencing could result in the mortality of mammals, birds, and
raptors. Additionally, permanent fencing, gates, and guardrails
along the LA River where adjacent to natural areas could create
barriers to wildlife dispersal.

Why impacts would occur: Project-related fencing, gates, and
guardrails could impact wildlife both during and for the life of
the Project. The LA River supports habitat for hundreds of bird
species including special status bird species. According to the
Project’s Mitigation Measure BIO- 4, Identify Work Areas and
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, environmental sensitive areas
would be delineated using “fencing, flagging, and other methods
of demarcation.” As such, the Project may use fencing that could
trap or entangle mammals, birds, and raptors. Birds can collide
with fences, breaking wings, impaling themselves on barbs, and
tangling in wires. Large, low-flying birds such as ducks, geese,
cranes, grouse, hawks, and owls are especially vulnerable.
Waterfowl fly into fences that run near or across waterways, and
low-flying hawks and owls may careen into fences when
swooping in on prey.

Temporary construction fencing may also impact wildlife by
creating a barrier to dispersal. Impermeable fencing such as
chain link may make it more difficult for wildlife to move
between locations. More permanent fixtures, such as the fences,
guardrails, and gates proposed in Appendix B Volume 1 Design
Guidelines could create permanent barriers to wildlife dispersal
across the broader landscape, potentially impacting both
transitory and permanent wildlife populations.

Evidence impacts would be significant: The Project may cause
wildlife injury or mortality and/or local extirpation of wildlife.
The Project site and surroundings is highly urbanized and
developed, which has led to habitat loss, modification, or
fragmentation. It is possible that the Project could increase
pressures on wildlife dispersal without appropriate mitigation.
Mammals occurring naturally in California are considered non-

requirement to stop work if wildlife becomes entangled in
construction fencing. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

This comment regarding the recommendation to expand the
2020 LA River Master Plan Design Guidelines to include specific
guidelines for wildlife fencing is acknowledged. This comment
was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team. However,
the recommended changes are beyond the scope of the proposed
Project. The Draft PEIR has been revised to include additional
text under Mitigation Measure BIO-23, Maintain Connectivity
in Subsequent Project Design, Construction, and Operation,
that would require future projects to include fencing
requirements. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and
Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes
only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
needed.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the Draft PEIR does not examine specific projects, the
County anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
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game mammals and are afforded protection by state law from
take and/or harassment (Fish & G. Code, § 4150; Cal. Code of
Regs, § 251.1). Inadequate avoidance and mitigation measures
will result in the Project continuing to have a substantial adverse
direct and cumulative effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species by CDFW and/or USFWS.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure: Construction Fencing - CDFW recommends
that all Project-related fencing be constructed with materials
that are not harmful to wildlife. CDFW recommends LACPW
amend Mitigation Measure BIO-4 to include the following
underlined language to reduce potential wildlife injury or
mortality:

“[...] Delineation of [Environmentally Sensitive Areas] will
include fencing, flagging, and other methods of demarcation
sufficient to prevent entry into the [Environmentally Sensitive
Areal].

Prohibited materials shall include, but are not limited to, spikes,
glass, razor, or barbed wire. Use of chain link and steel stake
fence shall be avoided or minimized. Fences shall not have any
slack that may cause wildlife entanglement. No grading or fill
activity of any type will be permitted within Environmentally
Sensitive Areas [...]. Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing and
exclusion fencing will remain in place and be maintained until
project construction is completed. If, during the project phase,
wildlife becomes entangled in construction fencing, work must
immediately stop, a qualified biologist notified, and dead or
injured wildlife documented immediately. If injury or mortality
involves a special status species, the qualified biologist shall
notify CDFW and/or USFWS within three calendar days of the
incident or finding. Work in the immediate area may only
resume once the proper notifications have been made and/or
additional mitigation measures have been identified to prevent
additional injury or mortality.

as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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Recommendation: Permanent Fencing, Gates, and Guardrails -
CDFW recommends that LACPW include a section in Appendix B
that would provide design guidelines for wildlife friendly and
permeable fencing [see A Landowner’s Guide to Wildlife Friendly
Fences for additional information (MFWP 2012)]. CDFW also
recommends that LACPW amend the Project’s Mitigation
Measure BIO-23, Maintain Connectivity in Subsequent Project
Design, Construction, and Operation, to reference those design
guidelines.

A6-11

Comment #9: Tree Diseases, Pests, and Pathogens

Issue: The Project may remove trees and spread material
infected with invasive tree diseases, pests, and pathogens.

Specific impacts: The Project may spread of tree insect pests and
diseases into areas not currently exposed to these stressors. This
could result in expediting the loss of native trees and plant
communities. Loss of trees may result in loss of foraging and
perching habitat for small mammals, birds, and raptors.

Why impacts would occur: The Project may remove trees that
could host diseases and pests. One such pathogen is sudden oak
death. Sudden oak death has become the most common cause of
mortality of oak (Quercus genus) and other native trees
(Phytosphere 2015). Mortality rates of oak trees are greater than
50 percent in some areas impacted by sudden oak death
(Phytosphere 2012). Tree dieback can have cascading impacts
on the habitat and ecosystem, particularly avian distribution and
abundance (Monahan and Koenig 2006). One such pest is the
polyphagous shot hole borer, which hosts on many native trees
species that include box elder (Acer negundo), California
sycamore (Platanus racemosa), willows (Salix genus), oaks,
cottonwoods (Populus genus), and alders (Alnus genus)
(Calinvasives 2021).

Diseases such as sudden oak death can spread via equipment
and transport of infected material. These fragments can be
spread to new locations if equipment and tools are not

Mitigation Measure BIO-24, Implement Avoidance,
Transplantation, and Compensatory Mitigation Measures
for Protected Trees, states that all applicable local policies and
ordinances, including tree preservation policies, will be
followed, and protected trees will be avoided where possible.
The Draft PEIR has been revised to incorporate the commenter’s
suggestions for expanded mitigation under the new Draft PEIR
Mitigation Measure BIO-20b, Protect Against Tree Disease,
Pests, and Pathogens. As the measure states, to protect
sensitive natural communities and native trees, when deemed
necessary by a qualified biologist or arborist, prior to any tree
removal (both native and nonnative species), a certified arborist
will evaluate trees for infectious tree diseases. See Chapter 3 of
the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR.
These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
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disinfected or cleaned before moving to the next work location.
Infected material that is transported off site for disposal may
expose trees and plant communities to pest and disease.

This could result in expediting the loss of southern California
black walnut (Juglans californica), oak trees, and other native
trees and plant communities within and adjacent to a project
area.

Evidence impacts would be significant: The Project may have a
substantial adverse effect on any sensitive natural communities
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or
by the CDFW. The Project may result in a substantial adverse
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
CDFW that are dependent on woodlands susceptible to insect
and disease pathogens.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends that LACPW include a
measure to mitigate the spread of invasive pests and diseases by
implementing the following:

1) Prior to tree removal, a certified arborist should evaluate
trees for infectious tree diseases including but not limited to:
sudden oak death (Phytophthora ramorum), thousand canker
fungus (Geosmithia morbida), polyphagous shot hole borer
(Euwallacea spp.), and goldspotted oak borer (Agrilus
auroguttatus) (TCD 2021; UCANR 2021; Phytosphere Research
2012; UCIPM 2013).

2) If a certified arborist determines trees are impacted by
infectious pests or diseases, the certified arborist should prepare
an Infectious Tree Disease Management Plan or develop a
detailed, robust, enforceable, and feasible list of preventative
measures. A plan/list should provide measures relevant for each
tree pest or disease observed. To avoid the spread of infectious
tree pests and diseases, infected trees should not be transported
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from a project area without first being treated using best
available management practices described Infectious Tree
Disease Management Plan or list of preventative measures.

3) If possible, all tree material, especially infected tree material,
should be left on site. The material could be chipped for use as
ground cover or mulch. Pruning and power tools should be
cleaned and disinfected before use to prevent introducing
pathogens from known infested areas, and after use to prevent
spread of pathogens to new areas.

A6-12

Rare Plant Surveys. The Project’s proposed Mitigation Measure
BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review, Habitat Assessment, and
Project Surveys, as it is currently proposed, may result in missed
detections of rare plants not previously known to occur at a
project site. This may result in population declines or local
extirpation of a rare plant species. CDFW recommends LACPW
amend Mitigation Measure BIO-1 to include the underlined
language:

“[...] will be assessed for candidate, sensitive, or special-status
plants and/or wildlife, aquatic resources, sensitive natural
communities, wildlife corridors or nurseries, biological
resources protected by local ordinances policies, such as
protected trees or other regulated biological resources, while
identifying and mapping all vegetation communities and land-
cover types (initial study). To determine presence/absence or
accurately identifying rare plants, a qualified botanist shall
conduct multiple rare plant surveys throughout the growing
season for any given year. Surveys shall occur during the time of
year when rare plants are more likely to be visually detectable.
Rare plant surveys proceeding after a low water year shall be
supplemented with one or two additional rare plant surveys
over a number of years depending on the rare plant species,
annual weather patterns, and whether the project area was
recently disturbed e.g,, fire).

Please see the responses to comments A16-2 though A16-5.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review,
Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, in the Draft PEIR
includes the requirement that a regulatory assessment be
conducted for individual subsequent projects. Impact analysis
includes appropriate assessment of project-specific
disturbances. This means that all projects would be evaluated
individually for impacts and would implement appropriate
mitigation measures for the individual project. In this case, a
review of the individual subsequent project would be conducted
for all of the mentioned issues related to potential impacts on
plants and wildlife, and appropriate mitigation measures would
be implemented. Because this mitigation measure already begins
the process of making a determination of whether the proposed
individual subsequent project would have a significant
environmental impact on biological resources and provides the
steps necessary to make that determination, no change to Draft
PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is needed. The Draft PEIR has
been revised to include other clarifications to the measure
regarding literature review and the determination of
presence/absence for identification of rare plants and wildlife.
See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications
to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no
changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

The Draft PEIR has been revised to incorporate the commenter’s
suggestions for expanded mitigation, as related to the County’s
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actions, as well as actions of all the individual jurisdictions that
lie along the LA River. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

A6-13 Rodenticides. CDFW recommends LACPW include second- All rodenticides are prohibited, as stated in Mitigation Measure
generation anticoagulant rodenticides as a prohibited poison BIO-17, Prepare and Implement Pest Management Plan, and
under Mitigation Measure BIO-17, Prepare and Implement Pest the prohibition of second-generation anticoagulation
Management Plan. rodenticides is included in that prohibition.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A6-14 State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) 2015. The SWAP 2015 Reviewing the State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) 2015 would be
describes the key conservation factors crucial to the most appropriate for project-level planning, and it has been
sustainability of California ecosystems, and for each geographic referenced in PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct
province, provides specific conservation strategies that will Literature Review, Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys.
either reduce or ameliorate negative impacts to ecological This mitigation measure begins the process of making a
systems or enhance the qualities vital to the natural landscapes determination of whether the proposed individual subsequent
of California (CDFW 2015). Prior to finalizing the PEIR, CDFW project would have a significant environmental impact on
recommends LACPW review the SWAP and consider whether biological resources and provides the steps necessary to make
the Project could incorporate KOPs, modify mitigation measures, | that determination. The Draft PEIR has been revised to include
and/or include design components that are consistent with the clarifications to the measure regarding literature review,

SWAP. CDFW recommends LACPW consider Chapters 5.5 South including a review of the SWAP and the determination of

Coast Province and Chapter 6 Anadromous Fish. Also, CDFW presence/absence for identification of rare plants. See Chapter 3

recommends the final PEIR refer to the SWAP 2015 so project- of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft

level planning is consistent with the objectives and PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the

recommendations in the SWAP 2015. conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and

LA River Master Plan Program EIR 278 March 2022

ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment#

Comment Text

Response

implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.” Other agencies may use the
PEIR as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A6-15

Los Angeles Biodiversity Project. In 2015, the City of Los Angeles
(City) set a goal of “no net loss” of biodiversity by 2035. In 2017,
the City Council passed a Biodiversity Motion which directs the
development of a biodiversity index for Los Angeles, focused on
conservation and access to nature and biodiversity in urban
areas. The City’s biodiversity work is being led by the Los
Angeles Sanitation and Environment, which recently publish a
Draft 2020 Biodiversity.

Report (LASAN 2020). “Native Species Protection and
Enhancement” is a theme in the City’s biodiversity index. Prior to
finalizing the PEIR, CDFW recommends LACPW review the Draft
2020 Biodiversity Report and consider whether the Project
could incorporate KOPs, modify mitigation measures, and/or
include design components that are consistent with the City’s
biodiversity work. Also, CDFW recommends the final PEIR refer
to the Biodiversity Report so project-level planning is consistent
with the objectives and recommendations in the Biodiversity
Report.

This is an informational comment. It appears the commenter is
raising an issue related to the 2020 LA River Master Plan and not
the Draft PEIR. This comment does not identify specific
significant environmental impacts or address the adequacy or
accuracy of the Draft PEIR. In accordance with State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204 (a), lead agencies need only respond to
significant environmental issues when responding to comments
and make a good-faith effort at full disclosure in the EIR. This
comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
No further response is necessary. No changes to the Draft PEIR
are needed.

Note that supporting biodiversity and connecting to habitat
corridors are major objectives of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
A reference to the City of Los Angeles Biodiversity Report was
added to Section 3.3, Biological Resources. See Chapter 3 of the
Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR.
These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

Please see the response to comment A6-14.
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Reviewing the SWAP 2015 would be most appropriate for
project-level planning, and it has been referenced in Draft PEIR
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature Review,
Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys. This mitigation
measure begins the process of making a determination of
whether the proposed individual subsequent project would have
a significant environmental impact on biological resources and
provides the steps necessary to make that determination. The
Draft PEIR has been revised to include clarifications regarding
literature review, including a review of the SWAP and the
determination of presence/absence for identification of rare
plants. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and
Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes
only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
needed.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide how future
projects would be planned and define their key design elements,
including best management practices to reduce environmental
impacts. The responsibility for identifying, approving, and
implementing specific future projects that may tier from the
PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance for those
projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River. Please see
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
as the basis on which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A6-16 Funding. CDFW grant programs fund projects that sustain, This is an informational comment. In accordance with State
restore, and enhance California’s fish, wildlife, plants, and their CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), lead agencies need only
habitats. Please visit CDFW Grant Opportunities for more respond to significant environmental issues when responding to
information (CDFW 2021c). comments and make a good-faith effort at full disclosure in the

EIR. No response is necessary. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A6-17 Data. CEQA requires that information developed in Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-2, Avoid or Minimize
environmental impact reports and negative declarations be Effects on Federally or State-Listed Species, Consult with
incorporated into a database [i.e., California Natural Diversity Wildlife Agencies, and Implement Permit Requirements,
Database (CNDDB)] which may be used to make subsequent or requires the implementing agencies to consult with the resource
supplemental environmental determinations [Pub. Resources agencies to avoid, reduce, or minimize impacts on biological
Code, § 21003, subd. (e)]. Accordingly, CDFW recommends that resources, with activities that include may include California
the PEIR include measures where lead agencies of individual Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) observations and reporting
projects tiering from the PEIR report any special status species of any CNDDB species.
fietected during prep.aratlon of project-level envnjonmental The Draft PEIR has been revised to incorporate the commenter’s
impact analyses/environmental documents. Special status . e ,

. . . suggestions for expanded mitigation, as related to the County’s
species information should be submitted to the CNDDB by > . o C
. . ) actions, as well as actions of all the individual jurisdictions that
completing the Online Field Survey Form (CDFW 2021d). The . .
. lie along the LA River. Please see the response to comments A6-2
lead agency should ensure all pertinent data has been properly e .
; . . A i . through A6-17 for changes to mitigation, as noted previously.
submitted, with all applicable data fields filled out, prior to . e e
S . . See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications
finalizing/adopting an environmental document. The lead e
. . ) . to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no
agency should provide CDFW with confirmation of data . .
; changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
submittal.
Although the County would commit to the mitigation proposed
in the PEIR, if approved as recommended, and the County
believes that other entities that propose projects under the 2020
LA River Master Plan and Draft PEIR similarly can and should
adopt the proposed mitigation. However, the County cannot
enforce or guarantee that the mitigation measures in the Draft
PEIR will be implemented by other agencies, which is why the
County provided two separate impact conclusions: County and
non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project are within
the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies and
not the agency making the finding. However, if the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft PEIR are adopted by another
agency for impacts that are considered less than significant after
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the mitigation is implemented for County-led projects, then the
impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for
projects not carried out by the County, for the same reasons as
discussed for later activities carried out by the County. Please
refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.3.1.1, Enforceability of
Mitigation Measures, Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and Later Activities,
and Section 1.4.2, Later Activities.
A6-18 Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan. CDFW recommends This comment is acknowledged. The County developed and
LACPW update the Project’s proposed Biological Resources updated its own Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan, but
Mitigation Measures and condition the environmental document | will consider and implement several of the CDFW suggestions to
to include mitigation measures recommended in this letter. mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
CDFW provides comments to assist LACPW in developing Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
mitigation measures that are specific, detailed (i.e., responsible clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
party, timing, specific actions, location), and clear in order for a Draft PEIR are needed.
measure to be fully enforceable and implemented successfully
via a mitigation monitoring and/or reporting program (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15097; Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6). LACPW is
welcome to coordinate with CDFW to further review and refine
the Project’s mitigation measures. Per Public Resources Code
section 21081.6(a)(1), CDFW has provided LACPW with a
summary of our suggested mitigation measures and
recommendations in the form of an attached Draft Mitigation
and Monitoring Reporting Plan (MMRP; Attachment A).
A6-19 Filing Fees The County will pay the required filing fees at the time the
The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and /or Notice gf Determination (NOD) is filed, as mandated by law and
. e . regulation. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary. Fees are
payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by Los
Angeles County Public Works and serve to help defray the cost of
environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee is required
for the underlying Project approval to be operative, vested, and
final (Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4;
Pub. Resources Code, § 21089).
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A6-20

Conclusion

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Project to
assist Los Angeles County Public Works in adequately analyzing
and minimizing/mitigating impacts to biological resources
CDFW requests an opportunity to review and comment on any
response that Los Angeles County Public Works has to our
comments and to receive notification of any forthcoming hearing
date(s) for the Project [CEQA Guidelines, § 15073(e)]. If you
have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please
contact Ruby Kwan-Davis, Senior Environmental Scientist
(Specialist), at Ruby.Kwan-Davis@wildlife.ca.gov

This is a concluding statement. No response is necessary. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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Comment# Comment Text Response
A7-1 The City of Burbank wants to thank you for the opportunity to The County appreciates the City of Burbank for preparing
provide comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact | comments on the Draft PEIR. These comments will be provided
Report (PEIR) for the Los Angeles County Department of Public | to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors for
Works' (LACDPW's or County's) proposed 2020 LA River Master | consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA
Plan. As the LA River lies along/adjacent to the City of Burbank's | River Master Plan.
southern boundary , we are committed t.o ensurlpg that t.he . The County will consult with affected entities, when applicable,
management and improvement of the river corridor maintains . e . :
. : . when it proposes specific projects under the 2020 LA River
essential flood control functions; enhances multi-modal e .
transportation opportunities; provides equitable access for Master Plan (see, for example, Mitigation Measures LU-2,
. ; e . : Consultation, and LU-4, Site Selection Process, in the Draft
pedestrians, cyclists, and equestrians; improves recreational e . )
s e . . . PEIR). Future specific projects would be subject to the
facilities/opportunities; provides ecological and environmental ; s :
. ' : : requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15182 and would
benefits; protects Burbank's residents and businesses from . . : e .
. o . . include consultation with affected entities, if appropriate for the
undue environmental and social impacts; and dovetails with the e . . . .
o - . specific project, including the City of Burbank, over the
City's plans and objectives, particularly those related to land use, 7
. : . . subsequent tiering.
transportation, recreation, drainage, water quality, and water
supply. Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
Overall, the City of Burbank appreciates the County's efforts to zzf)lscépiteerftt(}llgaiuc%l;rel SE:S&.C projects would require
plan for improvement of the LA River corridor and generally q p )
supports the types of improvements conceptualized in the 2020 | Other agencies, like City of Burbank, may use the PEIR as the
LA River Master Plan-so long as implementing projects are basis upon which to tier their future project environmental
properly sited, contextually designed, and do not conflict with or | analyses under CEQA. In those situations, as provided in State
adversely impact nearby uses. Given the general nature of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other agencies could rely
proposed Master Plan and the absence of any specific projects or | upon and implement the mitigation measures identified in the
specific locations of potential improvements, the City of Burbank | PEIR. However, the County cannot require other agencies to
can only offer general comments at this time. The City implement the mitigation identified in the PEIR. In addition,
respectfully requests the opportunity to comment on any please refer to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
specific projects implementing the Master Plan and their in the PEIR) and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
potential impacts prior to such projects are approved or Requirements). No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
undertaken.
A7-2 While the City of Burbank is generally supportive of the types of | The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

improvements identified in the draft Master Plan, the City is also
generally concerned with potential adverse impacts on adjacent
uses in Burbank, including sensitive residential areas. Impacts of

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
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concern include noise, lighting, parking, and similar
neighborhood disruptions that could result from components of
the "Common Element Typical Project,” which include pavilions,
cafes, hygiene facilities, and restrooms. It is unclear whether
such facilities could host events, which could cause unique and
potentially intense impacts on surrounding uses.

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Future specific projects would be subject
to subsequent environmental compliance.

The Draft PEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in
many environmental categories because the design information
for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual
level. Because the specific locations of potential projects have
not been determined, the environmental impact analysis is
presented at a programmatic level and does not include project-
specific or site-specific analysis.

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

A7-3

The City of Burbank Water and Power (BWP) Department
maintains potable and recycled water systems that are present
in the Project area and have the potential to be impacted. Project
elements that require water services for construction and/or
operation should use recycled water when feasible. In addition,
the Burbank Water Reclamation Plant (BWRP) discharges
tertiary treated wastewater into the Burbank Western Channel
which confluences with the Project. In the future, the City
intends to reduce its wastewater discharges to the Burbank
Western Channel to zero and recycle all its wastewater. Please
also see the BWP Water Division's specific comments on the
Draft PEIR, which are included as an enclosure to this letter.

Please refer to Section 3.18.2.1, Water, of the Draft PEIR (under
the City of Burbank heading) for a discussion of the City of
Burbank recycled/reclaimed water program and supplies.

Mitigation Measure GHG-1a, Implement Sector-Specific
Operations GHG Emissions Reductions Strategies, in the
Draft PEIR requires the County to use recycled water when
feasible during design, construction, and operation. Mitigation
Measure UTIL-1, Prepare and Implement Utilities Plan, also
requires—for specific projects that move forward under the
2020 LA River Master Plan—the County to undertake subsequent
CEQA review and consider the activities of the Burbank Water
and Power Department and the state of discharges to the
Burbank Western Channel as they pertain to LA River flows. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-4 The City of Burbank Transportation Division implements the The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
transportation vision outlined in the Mobility Element of the to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
City's General Plan, while also overseeing the design, funding, and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
and 1mplementat'1on oftranspprtatlon 1mpr0\{ements All future specific projects would be subject to subsequent CEQA
throughout the City, such as bike and pedestrian paths and . 1y .
bridges. Generally, the Draft PEIR does not include sufficient compliance under State.CEQA G}n_dehm‘es Sect10n_15.168. Because
information regarding possible proposed improvements in the the PEIR d(.)e.s not examine specific .p.r01ect.s at this time, th(?
study area within the City of Burbank, including specific projects County anticipates that fpture specific projects would require
identified in the Master Plan itself, to ensure that these subsequent CEQA compliance.
improvements align with the Burbank Bicycle Master Plan and As specific project proposals move forward under the 2020 LA
Complete Streets Plan and to determine if these improvements River Master Plan, the County anticipates that future project
require encroachment on private property and other areas that proposals would take into consideration the Burbank Bicycle
are not publicly accessible. Please also see the Transportation Master Plan and Complete Streets Plan in order to integrate the
Division's specific comments on the Master Plan, which are future projects with the City of Burbank’s transportation
included as an enclosure to this letter. network, as applicable. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-5 The Burbank Fire Department provides a variety of services to The referenced enclosure in this comment included comments
the community, including a portion of the LA River Master Plan from the Burbank Fire Department on the 2020 LA River Master
Area, with services including fire suppression, emergency Plan. The enclosure stated that there are no significant fire code
medical services, fire prevention, hazardous materials response, | requirements for the proposed Project, but the owner and the
emergency preparedness, and public education. Please see the owner’s architect and/or contractor are responsible for ensuring
Fire Departments specific comments on the Master Plan, which compliance with all applicable provisions of fire life /safety
are included as an enclosure to this letter. codes. Please see the response to comment A7-104 regarding
fire department comments.
With the exception of referencing the City of Burbank Fire
Department comment letter, provided as an enclosure, which is
addressed in response to comment A7-104, this comment does
not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
No further response is necessary. No changes to the Draft PEIR
are needed.
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typical types of projects: (1) Common Element Typical Project
and (2) Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical Project.
However, the Master Plan identifies multiple other types of
improvements. The proposed "kit of parts" (KOP) includes six
categories of projects: (1) trails and access gateways, (2) channel
modifications, (3) crossings and platforms, (4) diversions, (5)
floodplain reclamation, and (6) off-channel land assets. Only one

Comment# Comment Text Response
A7-6 Section 1.3.1.2 of the Draft PEIR describes the intended use of The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
the LA River Master Plan Program EIR with later activities. This | to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
section states, “If an agency determines that a later activity is and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements). In
covered in the scope of the [Program] EIR and new or addition, because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis
substantially more severe significant impacts would not occur, presented is conservative in nature. Under State CEQA
no further environmental documentation would be required.” Guidelines Section 15168, where the later activities involve site-
Given the very high-level of analysis provided in this PEIR, the specific operations, the agency should use a written checklist or
City of Burbank would expect, and requests, that most projects similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the
under the LA River Master Plan would require project-level activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
environmental documentation. Since the PEIR has identified operation were within the scope of the PEIR. The 2020 LA River
significant and unavoidable impacts in many environmental Master Plan is a conceptual plan. All future specific projects
categories, there may be a desire to use addenda to this PEIR for | would be subject to subsequent environmental compliance.
later activities with the (?lalm .that PrO]ect-level impacts are not The Draft PEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in
more severe than those identified in the PEIR. However, in . . L. .
: : L many environmental categories because the design information
almost all cases, the project-level impacts of later activities . ,
. . . . for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual
would constitute new information that requires further o . . .
. . . level and the specific locations of potential projects are not
environmental documentation due to the lack of baseline : . -
: : . ) : proposed; therefore, the environmental impact analysis is
information and the generalized nature of the impact analyses in : . .
this PEIR presented at a programmatic level and does not include project-
' specific or site-specific analysis.
Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”
A7-7 The Draft PEIR provides detailed conceptual plans for two Please refer to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis

in the PEIR) and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
Requirements).

All future specific projects would be subject to subsequent CEQA
compliance under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. Because
the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time, the
County anticipates that future specific projects would require
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such category, trails and access gateways, appears to be subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines Section
represented by the conceptual plans. Given the lack of specificity | 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
on most of the potential improvements called for by the Master examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
Plan, the City reserves the right to comment on the potential an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
impacts of such improvements at the time they are proposed for | level of the environmental document, if required, will be
implementation. identified at this subsequent phase.”

No change to the Draft PEIR is needed.

A7-8 While the City is generally supportive of the types of All future specific projects would be subject to subsequent CEQA
improvements identified in the draft Master Plan (so long as compliance under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. Because
they do not cause adverse impacts on nearby uses), no the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time, the
information is provided regarding the long-term maintenance of | County anticipates that future specific projects would require
such facilities. The draft Master Plan itself notes the importance | subsequent CEQA compliance, including the City of Burbank. In
of a robust operations and maintenance plan, stating on p. 117 accordance, the implementing agency will consult with the City
that, "[a]ll projects proposed by the Draft LA River Master Plan of Burbank during the process of developing site-specific plans
Update should be planned with clear long-term O&M strategies within the city’s jurisdiction, including specific operation and
to ensure the physical feasibility and future success of projects maintenance provisions, and during the subsequent CEQA
along the river." If any improvements or facilities are expected to | process (see Mitigation Measures LU-2, Consultation, and LU-
be dedicated to and/or maintained by the City of Burbank, 4, Site Selection Process), when applicable. This would be the
funding mechanisms for operations and maintenance will need case for any improvements or facilities that would need
to be identified. dedication or maintenance by the City of Burbank. However, the

County cannot anticipate what any particular project proposed
under the 2020 LA River Master Plan environmental
documentation under CEQA would be. Other agencies may use
the PEIR as the basis upon which to tier future project
environmental analyses under CEQA.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities
in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR
to determine whether an additional environmental document
must be prepared. The level of the environmental document, if
required, will be identified at this subsequent phase.” The
precise timing for later activities (i.e., subsequent proposed
projects) over this timeframe is not known because they are
dependent on several factors, such as funding, the implementing
party, community needs, and detailed design considerations. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-9 The Draft PEIR states that the City of Burbank lies within Frames | The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this description. See
6 (Narrows) and Frame 7 (East Valley). However, based on Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
review of Draft PEIR Figures 2-10 and 2-11, Frame 6 appears to | the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
be just outside (east) of the City. to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-10 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 135) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020

"Headworks Connector" as a newly proposed project in the City
of Burbank at river mile 32.8. However, no information is
provided in the Master Plan about this proposed project, and the
project is not referenced in the Draft PEIR. Please provide
additional details (e.g., type, scale, purpose, etc.) about this
proposed project to allow the City of Burbank to consider its
potential impacts.

LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, projects, including the
Headworks Connector project, were provided as examples of
implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. These
examples are potential projects reflected in various planning
documents in the region and are in various stages of planning;
however, they are not projects that will be approved for
implementation as part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. If these
projects were to be proposed for approval, they would still be
required to comply with CEQA at a site-specific level. Other
considerations for project approval could include community
input, funding, engineering design, and other factors before they
could be approved for construction. The 2020 LA River Master
Plan is intended to guide how future projects will be planned
and define key design elements, including best management
practices. Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies, like the City of
Burbank, may use the PEIR as the basis upon which to tier their
future project environmental analyses under CEQA.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-11 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 160) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"Olive Ave North" at river mile 34.50. However, no information LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
is provided in the Master Plan about this project, and this project | not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
is not referenced in the Draft PEIR. Please provide additional address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
details (e.g., type, scale, purpose, etc.) about this proposed comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
project to allow the City of Burbank to consider its potential
: . o Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
impacts. The Draft PEIR should consider connectivity between o

. addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
the Burbank Western Channel and Olive Avenue North (to L . :
: . . . Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
Verdugo mountains) via proposed bridge improvements on . . .
) . : ) because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
Magnolia Boulevard, Third Street protected bike lanes, and Olive specific or site-specific approvals
Avenue North Greening Project included in the City's Complete p p PP '
Streets Plan. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-12 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 160) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"Warner Brothers Studio” at river mile 34.12. However, no LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
information is provided in the Master Plan about this project, not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
and this project is not referenced in the Draft PEIR. Please address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
provide additional details (e.g., type, scale, purpose, etc.) about comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
this prppgsed project to allow the City of Burb'ank to .con51fjer'1ts Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
potential impacts. The Draft PEIR should consider this project's o

. . ) . . addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
consistency with the planned extension of the LA River Bikeway L . :
. . Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
proposed by the NBC Universal Evolution Plan, as well as the . i .
. because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
City of Los Angeles. o . o
specific or site-specific approvals.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-13 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 160) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"Valleyheart Drive" as a newly proposed project in the City of LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
Burbank at river mile 33.29. However, no information is not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
provided in the Master Plan about this proposed project, and the | address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
project is not referenced in the Draft PEIR. Please provide comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
additional det.alls (e.g, type, sca-le, purpose, etc.) abou.t th1§ Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
proposed project to allow the City of Burbank to consider its o

o . . : addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
potential impacts. River-adjacent public areas near Valleyheart L . :
. . . o Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
Drive include important equestrian accessibility between the because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
Rancho neighborhood and Griffith Park. Park areas also abut specific or site-specific approvals proj
sensitive single-family neighborhoods. The Draft PEIR does not p p pp )
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disclose potential impacts of a new park on this equestrian No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
access and adjacent neighborhoods.

A7-14 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 161) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"Bob Hope Drive Non-Motorized Bridge" in the cities of Los LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
Angeles and Burbank at river mile 33.71. However, no not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
information is provided in the Master Plan about this proposed address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
project, and the project is not referenced in the Draft PEIR. comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
Please p1.‘0V1de addltlone.ll details (e.g, typf.e, scale, purpose, etc.) Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
about this proposed project to allow the City of Burbank to o

. X . , addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
consider its potential impacts. The Draft PEIR should consider L . :

. R : . L Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
the Master Plan's potential impacts to this project, which is . . .
: : o D because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
included in the City's Bike Master Plan, Complete Streets Plan, specific or site-specific anbrovals
and Mobility Element. p p pprovas.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-15 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 161) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"Forest Lawn Cemetery" as a newly proposed project in the City | LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
of Los Angeles at river mile 33.94. However, no information is not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
provided in the Master Plan about this proposed project, and the | address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
project is not referenced in the Draft PEIR. Please provide comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
additional det.alls (e.g. type, sca-le, purpose, etc) abou.t th1§ Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
proposed project to allow the City of Burbank to consider its o

otential impacts addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
P ' Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
specific or site-specific approvals.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-16 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 161) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020

"134 Freeway Underpass/Overpass at Spreading” in the Cities of
Los Angeles at Burbank at river mile 32.86. However, no
information is provided in the Master Plan about this proposed
project, and the project is not referenced in the Draft PEIR.
Please provide additional details (e.g, type, scale, purpose, etc.)
about this proposed project to determine this project's
feasibility or consistency with similar proposed projects,

LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.

Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document

LA River Master Plan Program EIR

2-91

March 2022
ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment# Comment Text Response
including the LA River Bikeway proposed by the NBC Universal because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
Evolution Plan, as well as the City of Los Angeles. specific or site-specific approvals.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-17 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 161) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"South Mariposa Street Pocket Park" in the City of Burbank at LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
river mile 32.71. However, no information is provided in the not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
Master Plan about this proposed project, and the project is not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
referenced in the Draft PEIR. Please provide additional details comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
(e, S1Z€, sca.le, acc'ess: etc) ?b.O.Ut this proposed pr(?]ect to . Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
determine this project's feasibility or consistency with the City's o

. . . addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
Complete Streets Plan, which proposes an equestrian bridle path L : :
along Mariposa Street between the Mariposa Bridge and Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
. . . because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
Riverside Drive. o . o
specific or site-specific approvals.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-18 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan appendix (p. 161) identifies | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
"Burbank Equestrian Center" in the City of Los Angeles at river LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
mile 32.38, as well as the following projects in the City of Los not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
Angeles: "Griffith Park River Park Buffer" at river mile 32.06, address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
"Burbank Western Channel Non-Motorized Bridge" at river mile | comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
31'?7' and .Rlve.r51de ].)rlve-North at river mile 31.64. However, Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
no information is provided in the Master Plan about these o

. : . addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
project, and these projects are not referenced in the Draft PEIR. L . :
: - . . Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
Please provide additional details (e.g., size, type, scale, access, . . .
. . . s because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
purpose etc.) about these projects to determine their feasibility. o . o
specific or site-specific approvals.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-19 The draft 2020 LA River Master Plan identifies a potential It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020

"bypass tunnel” to divert water at river mile 33 (in the City of
Burbank) and return it to the river at river mile 22. The Draft
PEIR does not mention this potential project, which the Master
Plan describes as a concrete tunnel that would be approximately
40 feet in diameter and nine miles long. Given the tunnel's
proposed inlet in the City of Burbank, this improvement would

LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
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cause adverse impacts on Burbank's residents and businesses Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
during both construction and operation/maintenance. Of addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
particular concern is the collection and hauling of bored and/or | Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
excavated material and the air pollution, noise and vibration, because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
and traffic that would be caused by the necessary haul trucks specific or site-specific approvals.
and on-site construction equipment. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-20 Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan Project 113, It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020
Pollywog Park Renovation, is not mentioned in the proposed LA | LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
River Master Plan as a previously identified project in the City of | not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
Burbank. Is this project still planned? Despite, the mention of address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
this project in the Revitalization Master Plan, no details comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.
ri(g)?/riglercllgtt)htehzygii’ Sg?ﬁhiﬁfﬁéﬁ?iﬁgf tr;.selzlt‘?; ekf;}rllas been Projects identified in the Los Angeles River Revitalization Plan
provi 1Ly of Bu ) proj & from 2019 were folded into the 2020 LA River Master Plan under
considered for inclusion in the proposed Master Plan, please otential opportunity sites for future brojects
provide additional details to allow the City of Burbank to P PP Y Projects.
consider its potential impacts. Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In

addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
specific or site-specific approvals.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-21 The Draft PEIR should describe how the proposed bikeway Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
would follow the LA River under SR-134 or if it would be routed | addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
along Zoo Drive. Similarly, the Draft PEIR should identify any Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
effects on existing equestrian access between the City of because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
Burbank and Griffith Park's equestrian trails. specific or site-specific approvals.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
LA River Master Plan Program EIR 2-93 March 2022

ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment# Comment Text Response
A7-22 The Draft PEIR should describe how anticipated creek Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
naturalization and park design would integrate with the LA addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
River path and the Burbank-proposed and -funded Bob Hope Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
Drive Bike/Pedestrian Bridge project. because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
specific or site-specific approvals.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-23 The Draft PEIR does not include the Burbank Channel Bikeway Please see the responses to comments A7-6 and A7-10. In
Project along the Burbank Western Channel between Olive addition, please refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
Avenue and Victory Boulevard. This project opened in February | Analysis in the PEIR). The PEIR is a programmatic document
2021 and has been in the planning and design stage since 2014. | because the 2020 LA River Master Plan does not include project-
specific or site-specific approvals.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-24 For numerous impact analyses the Draft PEIR concludes that Please refer to Section 1.3.1.1, Enforceability of Mitigation
impacts would be significant when entities other than the Measures; Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and Later Activities; and Section
County carry out a project, because the County cannot guarantee | 1.4.2, Later Activities. The County would commit to the
that other entities would implement the mitigation measures in | mitigation proposed in the PEIR, if approved as recommended;
the PEIR. Why is it reasonable to conclude that other entities the County believes that other entities that propose projects
would not provide sufficient mitigation for the impacts identified | under the master plan and PEIR can and should adopt the
in the PEIR? Wouldn't any other approval entity be required to proposed mitigation. However, the County cannot enforce the
comply with CEQA and examine localized impacts starting with mitigation measures in the PEIR or guarantee implementation
tiering from this PEIR and provide the same, equivalent or by the other agencies, which is why the County provided two
possibly other/additional measures to reduce impacts? separate impact conclusions: County and non-County. Such
changes or alterations to a project are the responsibility of other
public agencies and within their jurisdictions, not that of the
agency making the finding. However, if the mitigation measures
identified in the Draft PEIR are adopted by another agency for
impacts that are considered less than significant after the
mitigation is implemented for County-led projects, then the
impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for
projects not carried out by the County for the same reasons as
discussed for later activities carried out by the County.
Other agencies, like the City of Burbank, may use the PEIR as the
basis upon which to tier their future project environmental
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analyses under CEQA. In those situations, as provided in State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other agencies could rely
upon and implement the mitigation measures identified in the
PEIR. However, the County cannot require other agencies to
implement the mitigation identified in the PEIR.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-25

The City of Burbank recommends that the County explore all
possible enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the mitigation
measures in the PEIR are implemented. If no enforcement
mechanisms or only partial enforcement mechanisms are
available, the County should provide documentation of the
analysis that resulted in that conclusion. Beyond exploring
enforcement mechanisms, the City recommends that the County
make a good-faith effort to secure commitments from other
agencies and entities that might undertake implementation
projects that such agencies/entities will abide by the mitigation
measures in the PEIR.

Please refer to Section 1.3.1.1, Enforceability of Mitigation
Measures; Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and Later Activities; and Section
1.4.2, Later Activities. The County would commit to the
mitigation proposed in the PEIR, if approved as recommended;
the County believes that other entities that propose projects
under the master plan and PEIR can and should adopt the
proposed mitigation. However, the County cannot enforce the
mitigation measures in the PEIR or guarantee implementation
by the other agencies, which is why the County provided two
separate impact conclusions: County and non-County. Such
changes or alterations to a project are the responsibility of other
public agencies and within their jurisdictions, not that of the
agency making the finding. However, if the mitigation measures
identified in the Draft PEIR are adopted by another agency for
impacts that are considered less than significant after the
mitigation is implemented for County-led projects, then the
impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for
projects not carried out by the County for the same reasons as
discussed for later activities carried out by the County.

Other agencies may use the PEIR as the basis upon which to tier
future project environmental analyses under CEQA. In those
situations, as provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c), the other agencies could rely upon and implement the
mitigation measures identified in the PEIR. However, the County
cannot require other agencies to implement the mitigation
identified in the PEIR.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-26 The term "Cumulative Condition" is used repeatedly in the Please refer to Section 3.0.2, Cumulative Impacts, on pages 3-3
cumulative impact analysis portions of each impact topic through 3-10 of the Draft PEIR for a detailed description of how
assessment. This is an unusual term and is not defined; it is not the cumulative impacts were developed for the PEIR. Section
apparent what that represents as a way of assessing the 3.0.2 also identifies the specific sections of the State CEQA
significance of cumulative impacts. Is this supposed to represent | Guidelines that were used in defining the terms (e.g., Section
a cumulative baseline condition upon which the River Master 15130(b)). Section 3.0.2 is referenced in the discussion of
Plan and other likely growth would occur and add to such cumulative impacts for each resource topic analyzed in Chapter
conditions? The PEIR should be revised to provide a definition of | 3, CEQA Environmental Impact Assessment, of the Draft PEIR.
this term and explain how this is applied to analyze cumulative Much like general use of the term “existing conditions” in the
impacts. individual impact analysis for baseline existing conditions, the
term “cumulative condition” is the baseline upon which the
cumulative impact analysis is conducted. The term “cumulative
condition” is used in the discussion of each resource topic’s
cumulative impact.
The Draft PEIR has been revised to clarify the description of the
cumulative condition. The cumulative condition has been
revised to say, “baseline cumulative condition.” See Chapter 3 of
the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR.
These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-27 A more useful way of representing potential "typical” projects CEQA does not require the consideration of a worst-case

would be to describe a "worst case” (most impactful) concept for
both small and large projects, rather than the simplified trail and
pavilion scenarios, which are less impactful than many other
potential projects. This flaw is addressed, to some extent, by the
examination of the KOP options in the various impact chapters,
but that is done in an inconsistent manner and sometimes leaves
out potential development scenarios that could be more
impactful than what is discussed.

scenario in environmental analysis. Such a scenario is
speculative and therefore not informative. (Napa Citizens for
Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors [2001] 91
Cal.App.4th 342).

In the 2020 LA River Master Plan, these projects were provided
as examples of implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan.
There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan
approval. The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide
how future projects would be planned and define their key
design elements, including best management practices to reduce
environmental impacts. The responsibility for identifying,
approving, and implementing specific future projects that may
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tier from the PEIR and preparing appropriate CEQA compliance
for those projects lies with the jurisdictions along the LA River.
Please see Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in
the PEIR).

A7-28 What is the point of analyzing the overall Master Plan The County is required to analyze “the whole of the action,”
implementation scenario? It doesn't need a construction impact | including direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect project
analysis since there is no possibility that all elements would be effects, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21065 and
constructed in the same time period. It is more of a long-term, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, which defines “project” for
cumulative impact scenario representing the fully built MP CEQA purposes. In order to do that, the County has chosen to
across the entire river course. It is also extremely vague, since describe “overall 2020 LA River Master Plan implementation” to
there is no current definition of location and scope of any the extent that the general characteristics of future projects can
particular project, so there is no way to analyze implications of be presented without speculation. This includes describing and
an ultimate buildout scenario. If there is some analytic value examining “typical” projects within various future project types.
with this scenario, that could assist the City of Burbank or other . N e .

A . . . - There is no definition of specific future projects because the
affected jurisdictions in responding to this Program EIR, it is not . . .
, . i . . 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
evident. Please provide further information to allow the City to .
. o . . . approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan
provide specific and constructive comments regarding this . . .
i ) i approval. The 2020 LA River Master Plan is intended to guide
ultimate buildout scenario. : . . ;
how future projects will be planned and define key design
elements, including best management practices, to reduce
environmental impacts. Please see the response to comment
A7-6. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-29 With regard to the study area setting and Frames 6 and 7, the The Draft PEIR has been revised to include only the City of Los

PEIR seems to be confusing the City of Glendale with the City of
Burbank. River mile 27.8 (as referenced on page 3.1-12 of the
Draft PEIR) mentions Griffith Park within the City of Los Angeles
and City of Burbank begins on the west bank, extending into
Frame 7. Griffith Park is entirely within the City of Los Angeles,
and the City of Burbank starts closer to river mile 32 farther
upriver. Frame 7’sTs 7’s discussion of scenic corridors in the City
of Burbank refers to the discussion for Frame 6, which only
mentions that scenic vistas within Burbank near the LA River
include views of the eastern Santa Monica Mountains to the
south (pages 3.1-12 and 3.1-13).

Angeles regarding Griffith Park. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-30 Photo 3 in Figure 3.1-7 {Typical Views of the LA River in Frame The Draft PEIR has been revised accordingly. See Chapter 3 of
7) looks like it has been misplaced. US-101 is in Frame 8 where it | the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR.
crosses the LA River, as indicated in the caption. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the

conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-31 Page 3.1-14, last paragraph: Please explain or describe why The sentence in the Draft PEIR is: “Griffith Park includes an
there would be elevated view of the LA River when it is extensive trail system, much of which affords panoramic views
depressed compared to the surrounding uses. of the LA River and the Los Angeles basin from elevated vantage

points.” This means that views from Griffith Park would be
elevated compared to the depressed LA River. No changes to the
Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-32 Pages 3.1-14 and 3.1-15: The east bank is north of the LA River The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct these descriptions.
in Frame 7. Please explain why Griffith Park is identified on the See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications
east bank with Burbank when they are across the river from to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no
each other. Similarly, Warner Bros Studios and Lakeside Golf changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

Club are located on the east bank, not the west bank.

A7-33 Page 3.1-58: 1-110 does not cross over the LA River near Griffith | The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct the description of the
Park (also mentioned on page 3.1-67). Also, in the last Interstate 110 crossing over the LA River near Elysian Park. See
paragraph, please explain what is being depicted as coastal areas | Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
(possibly limited to Frame 1 but not noted) and undeveloped the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
hillsides. to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

The description of coastal areas and undeveloped hillsides is a
general description, and no changes will be made for this topic.

A7-34 Please explain why impacts to scenic vistas during construction | The conclusion is based on the timing of the change in scenery.
of the two types of typical projects and KOP categories are During construction, the scenic vistas would be changed by
determined to be less than significant with mitigation or construction of the facilities. This change would be temporary in
significant and unavoidable but not during operation (except nature. However, operational impacts would be permanent,
KOP Category 6). If scenic views within the LA River are limited meaning that, once construction is completed, the implemented
in nature, please explain why the impact determination would changes would become part of the environment. The main
not be the same (i.e., less than significant) for both construction | impacts that would require mitigation are the construction
and operation, particularly when construction impacts are short- | impacts because construction equipment and staging could
term and temporary. block scenic views. Furthermore, their presence would not be

aesthetically pleasing. Although the views of construction
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activities would be temporary, the location, design details, and
specific construction phasing of the Common Elements Typical
Project have not been determined; therefore, it is possible that
construction activities, particularly those associated with larger-
scale amenities, such as the Tier III pavilions, which could
include a café, indoor showers, lockers, a public safety station,
multi-purpose rooms, community kitchens, and management
offices, could obstruct views of scenic resources.

Once constructed, the Common Elements Typical Project would
include distinct structures that would affect only a small portion
of the viewshed and would not result in substantial adverse
effects on scenic vistas. In addition, once constructed, the
Common Elements Typical Project would most likely contribute
to enhanced viewing opportunities (e.g., shade pavilions, cafés,
benches) for users.

The County would commit to the mitigation proposed in the
PEIR, if approved as recommended; the County believes that
other entities that propose projects under the master plan and
PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation. However,
the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures in the PEIR
or guarantee implementation by other agencies, which is why
the County provided two separate impact conclusions: County
and non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project are the
responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR
are adopted by another agency for impacts that are considered
less than significant after mitigation is implemented for County-
led projects, then the impact would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels for projects not carried out by the County, for
the same reasons as discussed for later activities carried out by
the County. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-35 Significant and unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
during project operation seem to be limited to KOP Category 6; conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment
however, based on the previous comment, please explain why A7-24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve
impacts under all KOP Categories are determined significant projects without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures.
hen scenic views within the LA River are limited in nature. The Co : .
when VIeWs Wi Ver 4 ure To be conservative in its analysis, the Draft PEIR considers the
significant and unavoidable determination should be specifically . . .
o LA River to be a scenic resource. Improvements visible from the
limited to KOP Category 6. . o . .
river would have a significant and unavoidable impact. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-36 Construction impacts related to conflict with applicable zoning Because the specific locations of future project components have

and other regulations governing scenic quality are determined
to be less than significant when a project is carried out by the
County but significant and unavoidable when not carried out by
the County. The conclusion stems from the introduction of new
visual elements in the form of construction equipment, staging
areas, and other visual elements that could be incompatible with
the surrounding visual environment. The substantiation does
not seem to respond to the actual threshold of conflicting with
applicable zoning and other regulations that govern scenic
quality. The discussion should address which regulations that
govern scenic quality relate to the protection of existing
residential neighborhoods from encroachment of incompatible
uses, which also need to be identified or defined. If it is related to
zone change or impacts to a scenic corridor or scenic highway,
those impacts need to be generally identified. Similarly, please
explain why construction impacts, which are temporary, are
significant and unavoidable, but impacts related to operations
are less than significant.

not been determined, it is possible that construction activities
could be visible and could conflict with zoning or other design
standards governing scenic quality. The 2020 LA River Master
Plan Design Guidelines would help visually integrate the new use
with existing adjacent uses. However, temporary construction of
2020 LA River Master Plan projects could introduce new visual
elements in the forms of construction equipment, staging areas,
and other visual elements that could be incompatible with the
surrounding visual environment. Therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant.

The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to
less-than-significant levels when projects are implemented by
the County: Mitigation Measures AES-1, Install Construction
Fencing for Screening and Security for Construction Lasting
Longer than 30 Days; LU-1, Construction Management Plan;
and REC-1, Minimize Disruption of Recreational Uses during
Construction.

Please refer to Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR, which
discusses how the 2020 LA River Master Plan would improve
visual quality across and along the river by providing gateways,
amenities, new structures, artwork, and additional recreational
uses and trails. These projects would result in increased scenic
quality and are not anticipated to conflict with zoning or design
regulations governing scenic quality. Many subsequent projects
would follow the Design Guidelines, which identify connective
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elements such as trail dimensions, path materiality, lighting,
artwork, and signage. The Design Guidelines also include
standards for visual quality and safety, architectural design,
signage, and landscaping. Therefore, operational impacts would
be less than significant.

Although the County would commit to the mitigation proposed
in the PEIR, if approved as recommended, the County believes
that other entities that propose projects under the master plan
and PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation.
However, the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures or
guarantee implementation by other agencies, which is why there
are two separate impact determinations: County and non-
County. For non-County actions, such changes or alterations are
the responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified are adopted by
another agency for impacts that are considered less than
significant after mitigation is implemented for County-led
projects, then the impact would be reduced to less than
significant, for the same reasons as discussed for later activities
carried out by the County. In addition, please refer to Master
Response MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
Requirements). No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-37

If construction impacts and lighting impacts during operation
are determined to be significant and unavoidable when a project
is not carried out by the County, please explain why these
impacts were not identified in the cumulative impacts
discussion. Projects that are determined to have significant and
unavoidable impacts tend to contribute to cumulative impacts
that are significant, especially when the number and location of
the projects under the Master Plan, as well as those projects
within the region, are unknown.

Please refer to Section 3.0.1.4, County and Non-County Impact
Determinations, of the Draft PEIR. Specifically, where the PEIR
concludes that a less-than-significant impact with mitigation
would occur during later activities carried out by the County, the
impact would be significant and unavoidable when such
activities are not carried out by the County. This applies to both
direct and cumulative impacts.

The Draft PEIR—specifically, the discussion of cumulative
construction impacts on lighting and glare—has been revised to
indicate that the County cannot enforce mitigation measures
when they are the responsibility of another public agency or
within that agency’s jurisdiction. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
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Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

The County would commit to the mitigation proposed in the
PEIR, if approved as recommended; the County believes that
other entities that propose projects under the master plan and
PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation. However,
the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures in the PEIR
or guarantee implementation by the other agencies, which is
why the County provided two separate impact conclusions:
County and non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project
are the responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR
are adopted by another agency for impacts that are considered
less than significant after the mitigation is implemented for
County-led projects, then the impact would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels for projects not carried out by the County,
for the same reasons as discussed for later activities carried out
by the County. Therefore, the proposed Project would not make
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative impact
with regard to light and glare when carried out by the County.
Cumulative aesthetics impacts on light and glare would be
significant and unavoidable for later activities that would not be
carried out by the County.

The County agrees with the comment regarding cumulative
impact determinations being significant and unavoidable when
the direct impact is found to be significant and unavoidable.
Where the Draft PEIR identifies significant unavoidable direct
impacts for projects carried out by the County, the Draft PEIR
also concludes significant unavoidable cumulative impacts. (e.g.,
Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Public Services, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities, and
Wildfire).
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A7-38 Ambient Air Quality Data in Table 3.2-1 of the Draft PEIR should | The Draft PEIR has been revised to update this information. See
be updated to reflect the last three years of available data (2017 | Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
to 2019). the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-39 The Localized Significance Threshold (LST) analysis in the Draft | As the commenter notes, the impact analysis properly follows

PEIR utilizes the LST screening criteria for sensitive receptors at
a distance of 25 meters from a typical project. However, as
acknowledged in the Draft PEIR, there are sensitive receptors,
including residences and recreational uses, that are within 10
meters of the river ROW (particularly the top of the levee). While
the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD's)
LST Methodology allows for use of the 25-meter screening
criteria for receptors closer than 25 meters, given the fact that
PM10 emissions approach the LST screening criteria (Table 3.2-
8 estimates PM10 emissions to be 2.3 pounds per day, just under
the screening threshold of 3 pounds per day), please consider
whether sensitive receptors closer than 25 meters to the project
site would experience significant concentrations of air pollution.
This is a concern for the City of Burbank because, as an example,
there are residences on W. Valley Heart Drive within 10 meters
of the LA River and Buena Vista Park immediately adjacent to
the LA River.

the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD’s)
localized significance threshold (LST) impact methodology
guidance, which states, “The closest receptor distance on the
mass rate LST look-up tables is 25 meters. It is possible that a
project may have receptors closer than 25 meters. Projects with
boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor
should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” Per
Table 3.2-8 in Section 3.2, Air Quality, in the Draft PEIR, localized
emissions from the Common Elements Typical Project’s daily
operations would amount to 2.3 pounds of particulate matter 10
microns or less in diameter (PM10) per day, which is below the
3-pound threshold selected for the analysis. There are several
highly conservative assumptions built into the analysis
methodology worth highlighting.

e The City of Burbank is in source receptor area zone 7, which
has a PM10 threshold of 4 pounds per day. The analysis
conservatively used 3 pounds a day to account for the lowest
threshold available for any of the cities and communities in
the study area (i.e., Los Angeles in source receptor area zone
2).

e The majority (98 percent) of the operational emissions of the
Common Elements Typical Project would be from fugitive dust
associated with mobile sources. It was assumed that 10
percent of the vehicle activity associated with the Common
Elements would occur on the project site. This is conservative,
considering actual vehicle trip patterns. More specifically, the
Common Elements project area is 3 acres, which translates to
a distance of approximately 362 feet (assuming square acres),
or 0.06 mile. Per CalEEMod (see Appendix C of the Draft PEIR),
the average trip distance is 8.2 miles. That means that vehicle

LA River Master Plan Program EIR

2-103

March 2022
ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment#

Comment Text

Response

trips across the entire distance of the project site account for
only approximately 0.7 percent of the vehicle activity.
Therefore, use of the 10 percent assumption is highly
conservative and an overestimation of local mobile emissions.

o The Common Elements include Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III
pavilions. Tier III pavilions have the most operational activity
and were therefore modeled to represent all Common
Elements as a worst-case scenario. Per Section 2.5.1.1, Typical
Projects, Tier Ill pavilions may include a café. Because
CalEEMod does not specify a land use for cafés, this building
was conservatively modeled as a fast-food restaurant, which
has a maximum daily trip rate of 5,728, or 240 trips per hour.
This is incredibly conservative, considering the on-the-ground
characteristics of the pavilions as riverside cafés, and much
different from fast-food restaurant characteristics on highly
accessible main thoroughfares. Therefore, the trip rates used
overestimate expected vehicle activity, and vehicle emissions
are conservatively overestimated.

All future specific projects would be subject to subsequent CEQA
compliance. Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects
at this time, the County anticipates that future specific projects
would require subsequent CEQA compliance.

Lastly, because it cannot be concluded what the result of the
project-level evaluation will be without speculation, it is possible
that mitigation for future project health risks may be inadequate
with respect to reducing construction-related and/or
operational impacts. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-40

Please include the assumptions (number of trips, type of use,
size of use, etc.) used for estimating the daily operational
regional mass emissions presented in Table 3.2-7 and Table 3.2-
11.

Please refer to Appendix C of the Draft PEIR for CalEEMod inputs
related to project characteristic inputs (i.e., number of trips, type
of use, size of use) for the Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways
Typical Project. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-41

Please explain why operational impacts related to the KOP
Categories were determined to be significant and unavoidable.
Please identify what types of uses under each of the KOP
Categories would result in operational emissions that exceed
thresholds for regional and localized pollutant emissions. It
seems that the potential for a significant and unavoidable impact
would be limited to KOP Category 6 only.

As discussed in the Draft PEIR, the wide-ranging functions,
characteristics, and complexities of the KOP categories and their
respective design components make it particularly challenging
to make informed assumptions about reasonable operational
scenarios for elements of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. The
specific locations (in-channel/off-channel, frame, etc.),
configurations, and design details for subsequent projects
depend on numerous factors, including the proponent of
subsequent projects, the implementing agency, community
needs, policy decisions, and availability of funding. Accordingly,
the six KOP categories were qualitatively analyzed at a high level
for Impact 3.2(b).

Operation of the KOP categories would generate air pollutant
emissions, which would be associated with motor vehicle trips,
onsite consumption of natural gas for space and water heating,
onsite use of solvents and consumer products, landscaping, and
other sources. Emissions could exceed operational thresholds
for regional and localized pollutant emissions, depending on
project details. This qualitative determination of a significant
and unavoidable impact was conservatively made, given the lack
of detailed design information, which is needed to model project
emissions and compare them against SCAQMD’s regional and
localized thresholds and make a quantitative determination of
the impact. Similarly, the analysis for Impact 3.2(c) in the Draft
PEIR states that “In the event that KOP Categories 1 through 5
operations activities result in emissions that exceed regional or
localized standards at the time plans for the development are
further developed, a potentially significant impact would occur.
In addition, without specific details on the locations of building
footprints, it is conservatively assumed that there may be
instances where diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions
could result in cancer or non-cancer health risks that exceed
SCAQMD'’s thresholds.” The reason KOP Category 6 is discussed
separately from KOP Categories 1 through 5 is that Mitigation
Measure AQ-4, Require Subsequent Projects with Sensitive
Receptors within 1,000 Feet of Existing Toxic Air
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Contaminant Hazards to Perform a Health Risk Assessment,
might be required. This is because KOP Category 6 could involve
the placement of sensitive receptors (e.g., affordable housing)
within 1,000 feet of existing toxic air contaminant hazards.

This comment does not apply to Impact 3.2(a) or Impact 3.2(d).
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-42

Please identify what type of existing structures would result in
asbestos dispersion during demolition under all KOP Categories
unless it is limited to KOP Category 6 only. Even if the emissions
would be controlled according to SCAQMD and US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations, examples
of sources should be identified to inform the affected
jurisdictions, including the City of Burbank, of the sources and
potential impacts.

Impact 3.2(c) in the Draft PEIR provides a generic analysis of
what types of structures could contain asbestos under the
Common Elements Typical Project, saying that asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs) “were commonly used as
fireproofing and insulating agents prior to the 1970s. The U.S.
Consumer Product Safety Commission banned use of most ACMs
in 1977 due to their its link to mesothelioma. Structures
constructed prior to 1977 that would be demolished by the
development supported by the Common Elements Typical
Project may have used [ACMs] and could expose receptors to
asbestos, which may become airborne with other particulates
during demolition.” As mentioned in the Section 3.2, Air Quality,
of the Draft PEIR, this analysis generally applies to the Multi-Use
Trails and Access Gateways Typical Project and KOP Categories
1 through 6. There is no KOP-specific analysis. In addition, all
demolition activities during construction would be required to
comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403 (Asbestos Emissions from
Demolition/Renovation Activities), which specifies work
practices to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition
and renovation activities to protect surrounding uses from
exposure to asbestos emissions. Furthermore, all demolition
activities would be subject to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAP) if asbestos is present at existing facilities.
The asbestos NESHAP regulations protect the public by
minimizing the release of asbestos fibers during activities
involving the processing, handling, and disposal of ACMs. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-43

Construction impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors
within 1,000 feet of projects have been identified as significant
and unavoidable, which seems to be contradictory with the
determination that the LSTs would not be exceeded and impacts
would be less than significant under Impact 3.2(b).

Impact 3.2(b) in the Draft PEIR evaluates criteria pollutant
emissions and compares them against air quality standards. Per
the SCAQMD 2008 Final Localized Significance Threshold
Methodology, “LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a
project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard.” As discussed in the impact determination for the
Common Elements Typical Project (Impact 3.2[c]), based on the
analysis in Table 3.2-5 and Table 3.2-7 of the Draft PEIR,
construction would not exceed any of SCAQMD'’s localized
significance thresholds for criteria pollutants; therefore, criteria
pollutant emissions would not expose receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations or risks. However, depending on the
proximity of an individual development to the Common
Elements Typical Project, there may be instances where DPM
emissions (i.e., a toxic air contaminants) could result in cancer or
non-cancer health risks that would exceed SCAQMD thresholds.
Therefore, impacts could be significant. No changes to the Draft
PEIR are needed.

A7-44

Similar to the comment under Impact 3.2(b), please explain
whether sensitive receptors within 25 meters of a project site
would be exposed to significant concentrations of PM10.

Please see the response to comment A7-39. In addition, because
this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168, where later activities involve site-specific operations, the
agency should use a written checklist or similar device to
document the evaluation of the site and the activities to
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation
are within the scope of the PEIR. The 2020 LA River Master Plan
is a conceptual plan. All future specific projects would be subject
to subsequent CEQA compliance.

Lastly, because it cannot be concluded what the result of the
project-level evaluation will be without speculation, it is possible
that mitigation for future project health risks may be inadequate
with respect to reducing construction-related and/or
operational impacts to levels below SCAQMD'’s threshold level.
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Appropriate project-specific mitigation should be identified. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-45 While specific location and design details for implanting projects | This sentence in the Draft PEIR has been revised to avoid
are not currently known, it is reasonable to assume that no confusion: “However, it is unlikely that 1-hour or 8-hour CO
project under the Master Plan would generate a daily traffic concentrations generated along project vicinity roadways would
volume of 100,000 vehicles, which seems to be the general net exceed CAAQS for CO.” See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
threshold for a CO hot spot to occur. The statement that "it is not | Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR.
possible to an.alyze the. effect of Prmect-generated traffic on LOS These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
for unknown intersections or daily traffic volume for unknown . .
: . " . : conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
roadways in the project area" seems inaccurate. The analysis
continues to misstate that "it is unlikely that 1-hour or 8-hour
CO concentrations generated along project vicinity roadways
would not exceed CAAQS for CO."
A7-46 Even without specific details, please identify what types of Please see the response to comment A7-41 for similar

projects (common element, multiuse trails/access gateways, or
any of the KOP Categories) would generate DPM emissions from
operation that could result in cancer or non-cancer health risks
that exceed SCAQMD's thresholds. The discussion should
provide examples of conceptual projects that could be assumed
to result in the significant and unavoidable impact that is being
disclosed.

information. In addition, the analysis in the Draft PEIR for the
Common Elements Typical Project (Impact 3.2[c]) states that
operation of the Typical Project is not anticipated to “generate a
substantial amount of onsite DPM emissions from diesel-
powered maintenance equipment or diesel-powered trucks that
could expose adjacent receptors to significant health risks.
Furthermore, no diesel-powered stationary sources (e.g.,
generators, boilers) are anticipated to be constructed. Because
the 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan, a quantitative
evaluation of potential health risk impacts is not possible.
Depending on the proximity of an individual development of the
Common Elements Typical Project, there may be instances
where DPM emissions from operations could result in cancer or
non-cancer health risks that exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds.”
Without specific details regarding the building footprints, a
quantitative evaluation of potential health risk impacts by type
of project (e.g., Common Element, Multi-Use Trails/Access
Gateways, KOP categories) is not possible. No changes to the
Draft PEIR are needed.

LA River Master Plan Program EIR

2-108

March 2022
ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment#

Comment Text

Response

A7-47

Please explain how the analysis of KOP Category 6 is different
from KOP Categories 1 through 5. It seems the level of analysis is
the same, and the only difference is the identification of a sample
project in KOP Category 6, but the analysis still remains
qualitative and generic while identifying a significant
unavoidable impact without providing any assumptions or
examples as to the impact determination.

Please refer to Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR, which
discusses how emissions associated with the six KOP categories
and related design components—as well as the 2020 LA River
Master Plan in its entirety—are analyzed qualitatively at a
programmatic level. The Common Elements Typical Project and
the Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical Project are
analyzed in greater detail compared with the other elements
because information regarding the design components was
available for the County to make reasonable and informed
construction-related and operational assumptions. In addition,
in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR, the environmental
analysis describes the impact analysis related to air quality for
the two Typical Projects, six KOP categories, and overall 2020 LA
River Master Plan implementation. It describes the methods used
to determine the impacts of the proposed Project and lists the
thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be
significant. Where two Typical Projects or six KOP categories
have similar impacts related to a specific criterion, the
discussion is combined.

KOP 6 was acknowledged separately in the impact statement
because the design components under KOP 6 are slightly
different, although potential impacts would be similar. Under
KOP 6, the design components include affordable housing,
cultural centers, urban agriculture/composting, water storage,
water treatment facilities, dry wells, spreading grounds, purple
pipe connections, storm drain daylighting, injection wells, solar
panels, fields, and parks. The level of analysis presented for all
KOP categories is sufficient. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A7-48

Please explain why a typical project under the two types would
be found less than significant for odors, but KOP Category 1,
which is similar to the Multi-Use Trail/Access Gateways Typical
Project, would be found significant and unavoidable if not
carried out by the County.

Please see the response to comment A7-24 regarding significant
and unavoidable impacts when projects are not undertaken by
the County.
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quality impacts are less than significant based on both
construction and operational emissions remaining below the
regional and localized screening thresholds. However, the
discussion of impacts under Impact 3.2(c) indicates that air
quality impacts to sensitive receptors may be significant and
unavoidable as emissions may exceed SCAQMD's LSTs. Please
explain why these impacts were not identified in the cumulative
impacts discussion. Projects that are determined to have
significant and unavoidable impacts tend to contribution to
cumulative impacts that are significant, especially when the
number and location of the projects under the Master Plan, as
well as those projects within the region, are unknown.

Comment# Comment Text Response

A7-49 The discussion of the KOP Categories under the analysis of odors | The Draft PEIR has been revised to reconcile the discussion of
is confusing. The first sentence under construction and KOP Categories 2 through 6 and show consistent information
operation of KOP Categories 2 through 6 refers to projects that regarding the land uses associated with odor complaints, per the
are typically associated with odor complaints according to the commenter’s recommendations. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
SCAQMD, but the next sentence continues to state that KOP Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
Categories 2 and 3 would have no land uses associated with odor | clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
complaints but that KOP Categories 4 and 6 would. The third Draft PEIR are needed.
sentence then identifies KOP Categories 4, 5, and 6 as having
design components associated with odor complaints. These
statements need to be reconciled to show consistent information
(not contradictory to each other). It seems that KOP Category 6
is the only one with a component that may potentially result in
odor impacts. Please identify what types of odor sources could
be generated by projects under the other KOP Categories.

A7-50 The discussion of impacts related to the typical projects and KOP | This comment is acknowledged. Please see the response to
Categories needs to be consistent with the overall discussion of comment A7-47.
impacts presented under the "Overall 2020 LA River Master Plan
Implementation,” as well as how the different conceptual
projects are described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the
Draft PEIR.

A7-51 The discussion of impacts under Impact 3.2(b) indicates that air | The comment states that “the discussion of impacts under

Impact 3.2(c) indicates that air quality impacts to sensitive
receptors may be significant and unavoidable as emissions may
exceed SCAQMD's LSTs.” However, this is not the reason air
quality impacts on sensitive receptors were deemed significant;
multiple criteria were considered to determine the significance
of Impact 3.2(c), including criteria pollutants, asbestos, carbon
monoxide hot spots, and toxic air contaminants. As discussed in
the impact determination for the Common Elements Typical
Project (Impact 3.2[c]), based on the analysis for Table 3.2-5
through Table 3.2-8, construction and operational emissions
would not exceed any of SCAQMD'’s regional or localized
significance thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, criteria
pollutant emissions would not expose receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations or risks. However, depending on the
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proximity of an individual to development of the Common
Elements Typical Project, there may be instances where DPM
emissions (i.e., toxic air contaminants) could result in cancer or
non-cancer health risks that would exceed SCAQMD thresholds.
Therefore, the Draft PEIR concludes that impacts would be
potentially significant.

The impact conclusion related to sensitive receptors is mirrored
in the cumulative impacts discussion—specifically, under
Contribution of the Project to Cumulative Impacts. The Draft PEIR
states in the cumulative discussion that health risks would not
be reduced to a level that would be below SCAQMD thresholds.
Despite implementation of mitigation, the proposed Project
would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
cumulative effects with respect to the generation of emissions
that would be above established thresholds and expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

“Cumulative condition” has been revised in the Draft PEIR to
“baseline cumulative condition” (see Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR). This is a
clarifying change; no changes to the conclusions in the Draft
PEIR are needed.

A7-52

According to page 3.3-8 of the Draft PEIR, a database search and
literature review were conducted to identify any habitat
conservation plans (HCPs), natural communities conservation
plans (NCCPs), or other approved local, regional, or State
HCPs/NCCPs are applicable to the study area. Please explain if
any plans are applicable to the study area.

Please refer to the discussion under Impact 3.3.(f) in Section 3.3,
Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR for the results of this
analysis. No HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved local, regional, or
state HCPs are located within the project study area. No changes
to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-53

Figure 3.3-11 of the Draft PEIR identifies a small patch of
southern cottonwood willow riparian forest, a CNDDB special-
status vegetation community, along the southern boundary of
the study area within the City of Burbank; this area seems to
correspond to Johnny Carson Park. Please explain why this
vegetation community is not included in Tables 3.3-5 and 3.3-8,
which list vegetation community and land cover types, acreages,

The depiction of vegetation mapped in Figure 3.3-11 is based on
data provided by the CDFW’s CNDDB. It is not intended to be a
thorough or accurate inventory of all rare species or
communities in California. Field verification regarding the
presence or absence of sensitive species and communities is
always required. However, because impacts on sensitive
vegetation communities are considered significant, as part of the
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sensitivities, and locations within the study area and Frames 6 to | CEQA compliance process, all mapped sensitive vegetation
8, respectively. Table 3.3-10 identifies the southern cottonwood | communities from the CNDDB are reviewed. In this case,
willow riparian forest as no longer present; information should through a review of Google Earth imaging, it could be
be consolidated and make consistent to avoid any discrepancy in | determined that the southern cottonwood willow riparian forest
what is being presented in the PEIR. mapped by CDFW is no longer present. The LA River has been

channelized, and the vegetation has been replaced by nonnative
grasses and some urban woodlands. Figure 3.3-11 should not be
removed or altered. It is required to document that a search of
the CNDDB for sensitive vegetation communities was conducted.
Southern cottonwood willow riparian forest was not included in
Tables 3.3-5 and 3.3-8 because this community is not present,
per the CNDDB. This information is consistent throughout the
Draft PEIR, and no changes are needed.

A7-54 According to page 3.3-97 of the Draft PEIR, a database search Please refer to the discussion under Impact 3.3(f) in Section 3.3,
and literature review were conducted to determine if any project | Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR for the results of this
under the Master Plan would conflict with any HCPs, NCCPs, or analysis. No HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved local, regional, or
other approved local, regional, or State HCPs. Per the comment state HCPs are located within the project study area. No changes
above, it is not clear if any plans have been identified to to the Draft PEIR are needed.
determine if such impact would occur.

A7-55 The Draft PEIR identifies a potential significant unavoidable The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of
impact to sensitive and special status species to result from any | mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
project implemented under the Master Plan and includes 19 Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
mitigation measures to address impacts related to these clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
biological resources. There should be a discussion regarding the | Draft PEIR are needed.
effectiveness of the mitigation measures identified, particularly
when a project is not carried out by the County.

A7-56 There does not seem to be any sensitive riparian habitat in the Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, including Section 1.3.1.1,

study area within the City of Burbank. However, the Draft PEIR
identifies a potential significant unavoidable impact to result
from any project implemented under the Master Plan and
includes several of the 19 mitigation measures identified for
Impact 3.3(a) and Mitigation Measures BIO-20a and BIO-20b to
address impacts related to riparian habitats. There should be a
discussion regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation

Enforceability of Mitigation Measures; Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and
Later Activities; and Section 1.4.2, Later Activities, of the Draft
PEIR. Although the County would commit to the mitigation
proposed in the PEIR, if approved as recommended, the County
believes that other entities that propose projects under the
master plan and PEIR can and should adopt the proposed
mitigation. However, the County cannot enforce the mitigation
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measures identified, particularly when a project is not carried measures in the PEIR or guarantee implementation by the other
out by the County. agencies, which is why the County provided two separate impact
conclusions: County and non-County. Such changes or
alterations to a project are the responsibility of other public
agencies and within their jurisdictions, not that of the agency
making the finding. However, if the mitigation measures
identified in the Draft PEIR are adopted by another agency for
impacts that are considered less than significant after the
mitigation is implemented for County-led projects, then the
impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for
projects not carried out by the County, for the same reasons
discussed for later activities carried out by the County.
The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of
mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-57 There does not seem to be any wetland habitat in the study area | The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of
within the City of Burbank, with the exception of a freshwater mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
pond to the north of the eastern portion of the Lakeside Golf Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
Club. However, the Draft PEIR identifies a potential significant clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
unavoidable impact to result from any project implemented Draft PEIR are needed.
under the Master Plan and lnc.ll'ldes. Mitigation Measures BI0-21a The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan, Other
through BI0-21e, as well as Mitigation Measure BI0O-1 (from L . .
L e agencies, like the City of Burbank, may use the PEIR as the basis
Impact 3.3(a)), to address construction impacts, and Mitigation ! . . ; .
e upon which to tier their future project environmental analyses
Measures BI0-22a and BI0-22b, as well as Mitigation Measure . . . .
. . under CEQA. In those situations, as provided in State CEQA
BI0-9 (from Impact 3.3(a)), to address operational impacts L . .
: . : Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other agencies could rely upon
related to wetland habitats. There should be a discussion 2 e ; P
. . e and implement the mitigation measures identified in the PEIR.
regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measures : .
. . : LS . However, the County cannot require other agencies to
identified, particularly when a project is not carried out by the . D P
County. implement the mitigation identified in the PEIR.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-58 There does not seem to be any wildlife corridor or nursery sites | The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of

in the study area within the City of Burbank. However, the Draft
PEIR identifies a potential significant unavoidable impact to

mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
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result from any project implemented under the Master Plan and | clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
includes Mitigation Measure BI0-23, as well as Mitigation Draft PEIR are needed.
Measures.BIO-9 through.B101f9 (from Impa'ct 3.'3(3))’ 'to address The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Other
construction and operational impacts to wildlife corridors and L . .
: g . : : agencies, like the City of Burbank, may use the PEIR as the basis
native wildlife nursery sites. There should be a discussion : ; : : .
. . e upon which to tier their future project environmental analyses
regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measures . . . .
. e . .8 . under CEQA. In those situations, as provided in State CEQA
identified, particularly when a project is not carried out by the s . .
County Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other agencies could rely upon
' and implement the mitigation measures identified in the PEIR.
However, the County cannot require other agencies to
implement the mitigation identified in the PEIR.
Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance.
Please refer to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
in the PEIR) and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
Requirements).
A7-59 The Draft PEIR identifies a potential significant unavoidable The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of

impact related to a project implemented under the Master Plan
to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, specifically for projects not carried out by the County.
The Draft PEIR identifies Mitigation Measure BI0-24 as sufficient
mitigation to reduce impacts from projects carried out by the
County to a less-than-significant level. There should be a
discussion regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures identified, particularly when a project is not carried
out by the County.

mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

Other agencies, like the City of Burbank, may use the PEIR as the
basis upon which to tier their future project environmental
analyses under CEQA. In those situations, as provided in State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other agencies could rely
upon and implement the mitigation measures identified in the
PEIR. However, the County cannot require other agencies to
implement the mitigation identified in the PEIR.

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Please refer to Master Responses
MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR) and MR-4
(Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
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A7-60 The acknowledgement that no HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved Because there are no HCPs or state or local conservation plans in
local, regional, or state HCPs first appears in the discussion of the project study area, they are not identified in the Setting
Impact 3.3(f). This should have been identified in the setting section of the Draft PEIR. Please refer to the discussion of Impact
discussion. See comment under "Methods. 3.3(f) in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR. They

are also not included in the Methods section. No changes are
needed to the Draft PEIR.

A7-61 The discussion of cumulative impacts states that the "proposed The Draft PEIR has been revised to add clarification to the
Project would not reduce habitat, but rather would increase it. cumulative discussion of biological resources. It includes that
Implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan would impacts were potentially significant prior to the implementation
potentially have beneficial permanent direct effects on wildlife of mitigation but less than significant with mitigation. See
connectivity and nursery sites with creation and restoration of Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
native upland and wetland habitats, enhancements to wildlife the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
connectivity, and features supporting nursery sites. This does to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
not seem to be consistent with the potential significant and
unavoidable determination in Impact 3.3( d). Please explain this
discrepancy.

A7-62 In the Setting section under Resources within the Project Study The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct these descriptions.
Area, the first sentence under Burbank (Frame 7) on page 3.4-52 | See Chapter 3 of this Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications
should be corrected to refer to the City of Burbank and not the to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no
City of Glendale. Glendale does not appear in Frame 7 according | changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
to Figure 2-11 in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft
PEIR.

A7-63 The methodology discussion on page 3.4-53 is for aesthetics, The Draft PEIR has been revised to address cultural resources
including scenic vistas, visual quality, and light and glare. Please | more specifically. See Chapter 3 of this Final PEIR, Clarifications
revise to address cultural resources specifically. and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes

only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A7-64 Construction impacts to historical resources are very This analysis applied a cultural sensitivity approach to the

generalized. Impacts to historic resources should be identified
by frame since the discussion of resources within the study area
indicates that 10 of the 18 local jurisdictions do not have historic
resources in the study area. In addition, since archaeological

identification of historical resources in the study area. Although
10 of the 18 jurisdictions do not have historical resources in the
study area, based on this methodology, this analysis assumes

that historical resources could be located anywhere in the study
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resources are addressed under a separate threshold question, area. Because the proposed Project is conceptual, the
this impacts discussion should be focused on the built construction impacts analysis identified likely activities that
environment, and ground disturbance should not have been the | could occur in any location, with an acknowledgement that
primary factor for determining impacts to historic resources to historical resources could be located there, based on the
be significant and unavoidable. sensitivity of the built environment. Ground disturbance in this

example could include movement that undermines foundations,
such as vibration. Previously recorded and/or
unrecorded/unknown archaeological resources could be
encountered during construction as well. These resources may
be eligible as historical resources or historic properties.
Therefore, construction activities could destroy, remove, disturb,
or alter surface-exposed or buried archaeological resources. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-65 The Draft PEIR concludes that activities related to the operation | The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
of the Common Elements and Multi-Use Trails and Access to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
Gateways Typical Projects have the potential to cause significant | and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
impacts on historical resources due to the potential for damage Because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is conceptual, the PEIR is
to historical resources from water and/or waste leakages from a programmatic document and does not include project-specific
hygiene facilities, restrooms, and/or water features, and from or site-specific analysis. Project-level approvals are not part of
potential increased foot traffic affecting the integrity of materials | the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval.
of existing historic resources. Given the unknown location of . . .
potential future improvements and the purely hypothetical Because tbls 1sa program-level EI.R' the analysis present.ed 18
potential for future facilities to leak water and/or waste, this conservative in nature. Although 1mpact§ from foot traffl(.:
impact seems like a remote potential and too speculative to an.d /or wzf\ter or waste lea.k'a &8¢ s.eem'unllkely, the po‘Fen't ial
meaningfully evaluate,/consider exists for impacts on sensitive hlS'tO.I'l.Cal resources Wlthln the

study area to result from such activities/events. Subject-matter
experts considered the importance of quiet settings, which could
be disturbed by heavy foot traffic, or hazardous conditions for
visitors caused by water damage. No changes to the Draft PEIR
are needed.

A7-66 Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure CR-1a should have The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Detailed

been completed as part of the Draft PEIR to inform the public
and the decisionmakers in the different affected local
jurisdictions of the location of cultural resources within the
study area. It seems some of the required information sources

cultural resources surveys would be based on speculative
locations and characteristics. CEQA does not require speculation
because it would not provide useful information to the public
and decision-makers. Also note that archaeological resources
can be and often are historical resources. It is unethical to reveal
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have been reviewed and consulted to identify the resources
within the study area as part of the setting discussion.

the location of known archaeological resources to the public
because it increases the potential for sites to be looted,
destroyed, or degraded. In addition, as specific projects and their
locations are identified, formal record searches need to be
redone. Search results are typically used for only 3 years
because the records are constantly being updated. For example,
arecords search result from a few years back may indicate that
there are no historical resources or historic properties within
the project footprint, while a recent study or construction in the
area may reveal such resources.

The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of
mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-67

Please explain why impacts to historic resources are determined
to be significant and unavoidable. There should be a discussion
regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measures
identified.

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because this is a program-level EIR, a conservative approach to
analyzing impacts was taken. Impacts were analyzed at a
program level, as evidenced in Impact 3.4(a) in Section 3.4,
Cultural Resources, of the Draft PEIR. There is no definition of
specific future projects because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is
a conceptual plan and project-level approvals are not part of the
2020 LA River Master Plan approval. The 2020 LA River Master
Plan is intended to guide how future projects will be planned
and define their key design elements, including best
management practices to reduce environmental impacts. Please
refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the
PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects will require subsequent
CEQA compliance, , including additional historical resource
surveys and eligibility determinations, if required. It is entirely
possible, given the specific project type, that a project could
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avoid or minimize impacts on historical resources through
project design or by following the mitigation measures in the
section or developing project-specific mitigation. In addition,
there may not be any resources within the project footprint. The
mitigation measures proposed are broadly designed to address a
multitude of potential issues, depending on the types of
historical resources at the project location and the types of
impacts.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-68

Please explain why there is a mitigation measure for the
preparation of a noise and vibration plan for operation when the
impacts discussion did not identify impacts related to noise and
vibration. Please identify what types of noise- and vibration-
generating uses could be developed as a result of the Master
Plan implementation.

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because this is a program-level EIR, a conservative approach to
analyzing impacts was taken; impacts were analyzed
qualitatively at a program level. Preconstruction noise surveys
will establish base levels for noise if a quiet setting is a
character-defining feature of the historic setting. Both
construction-period and post-construction noise measurements
must be taken to determine if ambient or specific noise
occurrences are present. Thresholds will be determined on a
case-by-case basis. If impacts due to noise and vibration are
discovered, then a strategy for repair, in accordance with the
standards, will be required. The mitigation measure related to
noise and vibration was included to address significant impacts
on historical resources in the study area of an individual project.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-69

Please explain why impacts under all the KOP Categories are
determined to have a potentially significant impact to historic
resources and identify what types of projects could be developed
as a result of the Master Plan implementation that would result
in this potentially significant impact. An example was provided
for KOP Category 6, but an example under the other KOP
Categories or of any of the 107 projects should be identified as
well. Similar to the comment above, there should be a discussion

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because this is a program-level EIR, a conservative approach to
analyzing impacts was taken; impacts were analyzed at a
program level. KOP Categories 1 through 6 would be similar and
involve a variety of tasks and features, ranging from trail
modifications to development of facilities, habitat corridors,
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regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measures identified
to substantiate the significant and unavoidable determination.

flood-management infrastructure, channel access ramps,
affordable housing, and solar fields anywhere in the project
study area. As individual projects are designed, additional
historical resource surveys and eligibility determinations will be
performed as applicable, leading to project-specific impacts
analyses. The mitigation measures proposed are broadly
designed to address a multitude of potential concerns,
depending on the types of historical resources at the project
location and types of impacts. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A7-70

Please explain why construction impacts to archaeological
resources and human remains are determined to be significant
and unavoidable when considering the typical projects, KOP
Categories, any of the 107 projects, and the overall
implementation of the Master plan. There should be a discussion
regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measures
identified.

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168, where later activities involve site-specific operations, the
agency should use a written checklist or similar device to
document the evaluation of the site and the activity to determine
whether the environmental effects of the operation were within
the scope of the PEIR. All future specific projects would be
subject to subsequent CEQA compliance under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168.

The Draft PEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in
many environmental categories because the design information
for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual
level. The specific locations of potential projects have not been
determined; therefore, the environmental impact analysis is
presented at a programmatic level and does not include project-
specific or site-specific analysis.

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-71 Under operational activities, please explain how development of | The section describes the potential effects of erosion, increased
a Common Elements or a Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways foot traffic, and the looting of archaeological materials as a result
Typical Project, the KOP Categories, any of the 107 projects, and | of operation of the various facilities, trail alignments, and
the overall implementation of the Master Plan would have a recreational areas proposed as part of the overall 2020 LA River
substantial adverse change in the significance of an Master Plan. Please see the response to comment A7-70, which
archaeological resource and disturb human remains (beyond the | states that, because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is conceptual,
effects of project construction). Please also explain why impacts | impacts were considered at a program level. A conservative
to archaeological resources and human remains are determined | approach was taken in considering future impacts on as-yet
to be significant and unavoidable during project operation. undefined /unknown potential archaeological resources.

There should be a discussion regarding the effectiveness of the Individual project-specific refinements/additions to mitigation

mitigation measures identified. measures would address specific impacts on archaeological
resources or human remains (if any are found to exist). No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-72 The Draft PEIR includes a figure presenting the earthquake Please refer to Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological
hazard zones for Frame 7 that identifies the entire study area Resources, of the Draft PEIR, which states that “portions of
within the City of Burbank as being in a liquefaction zone; no Frames 5 through 9 are also in areas designated as landslide
areas in Burbank are identified within a landslide zone. hazard areas (these are areas with variation in topography
Accordingly, please correct the analysis on page 3.6-42 for adjacent to the Santa Monica Mountains). According to the
Frame 5 through Frame 9 to exclude the City of Burbank from Department of Conservation, these zones identify where the
the landslide zone. stability of hillslopes must be evaluated and countermeasures

undertaken in the design and construction.” Frames 5 through 9
include the Cities of Los Angeles, Glendale, and Burbank.
Portions of the City of Los Angeles (included within Frame 7,
along with Burbank) are within a landslide zone, making the
statement above true. Portions of the project site (including
within Frame 7) not within a landslide zone would not require
special considerations associated with that specific geologic
hazard. No change to the Draft PEIR is needed.

A7-73 Construction and operational impacts related to seismic hazards | The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of

and unstable soils, including liquefaction, as well as expansive
soils, are typically less than significant as a result of applicable
strict building codes and regulations, particularly in California,
with which projects are required to comply. There should be a
discussion regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measure
identified and an explanation as to why the impact

mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed. Please see the response to comment A7-
24.
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determination is significant and unavoidable, particularly when
a project is not carried out by the County. Regardless of who
implements a project, regulatory compliance remains
mandatory.

A7-74 Please explain why construction impacts to paleontological The Draft PEIR has been revised to discuss the effectiveness of
resources or unique geologic feature are determined to be mitigation measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
significant and unavoidable when considering the typical Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
projects, KOP Categories, any of the 107 projects, and the overall | clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
implementation of the Master plan. There should be a discussion | Draft PEIR are needed.
irggs;c;il:gthe effectiveness of the mitigation measures Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, including Section 1.3.1.1,

Enforceability of Mitigation Measures; Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and
Later Activities; and Section 1.4.2, Later Activities, of the Draft
PEIR. Although the County would commit to the mitigation
proposed in the PEIR, if approved as recommended, the County
believes that other entities that propose projects under the
master plan and PEIR can and should adopt the proposed
mitigation. However, the County cannot enforce the mitigation
measures in the PEIR or guarantee implementation by the other
agencies, which is why the County provided two separate impact
conclusions: County and non-County. Such changes or
alterations to a project are the responsibility of other public
agencies and within their jurisdictions, not that of the agency
making the finding. However, if the mitigation measures
identified in the Draft PEIR are adopted by another agency for
impacts that are considered less than significant after the
mitigation is implemented for County-led projects, then the
impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for
projects not carried out by the County, for the same reasons as
discussed for later activities carried out by the County. In
addition, please see the response to comment A7-24.

A7-75 Under operational activities, please explain how development of | Please see the responses to comments A7-74 and A7-24.

a Common Elements or a Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways
Typical Project, the KOP Categories, any of the 107 projects, and
the overall implementation of the Master Plan would destroy
paleontological resources or unique geologic features (beyond
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the effects of project construction). Please also explain why
impacts to paleontological resources and unique geologic
features are determined to be significant and unavoidable
during project operation. There should be a discussion regarding
the effectiveness of the mitigation measures identified.

A7-76

Please explain what it means to have "a cumulative condition
with respect to geology, soils, and paleontological resources”
and whether that statement is equivalent to identifying a
significant cumulative impact. Similar to previous comments,
any project in California, regardless of type and size, is required
to comply with strict building codes and regulations, including
those that address seismic hazards. The cumulative analysis
states that construction activities associated with the Project
would not be expected to cause significant geologic events or
create a geologic hazard by causing or accelerating instability
related to erosion and that adherence to Construction General
Permit requirements would reduce potential impacts during
construction to less-than-significant levels and that impacts
related to geology and soils would not be cumulative
considerable. This is contradictory to the analysis under Impacts
3.6(a), 3.6(c), and 3.6(d) which determine that impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.

Please see the responses to comments A7-24 and A7-26.

As identified in Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological
Resources, of the Draft PEIR, Impacts 3.6(a), 3.6(c), and 3.6(d)
would be less than significant for later activities carried out by
the County and significant and unavoidable for later activities
not carried out by the County.

The analysis in the Draft PEIR includes impact determinations
under CEQA for the 2020 LA River Master Plan that are
applicable to all 18 jurisdictions in the study area, including
County and non-County jurisdictions (17 cities). Except for
significant and unavoidable impacts, all identified significant
environmental effects of the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan
can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level if the
mitigation measures identified in this PEIR are implemented.
These mitigation measures will be implemented for subsequent
projects that are carried out by the County (i.e., the County is
directly undertaking the project). Because some later activities
under the 2020 LA River Master Plan would not be carried out by
the County, the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures
or guarantee incorporation. Therefore, when this PEIR
concludes that a less-than-significant impact would occur with
later activities carried out by the County, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable when these activities are not carried
out by the County.

The Draft PEIR is not contradictory because the significant
unavoidable impact conclusions are for when mitigation is not
carried out by the County.
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A7-77 Similarly, the cumulative analysis on page 3.6-64 of the Draft Much like general use of the term “existing conditions” in the
PEIR states that the "proposed Project would require individual impact analysis for baseline existing conditions, the
notification and inventory of paleontological resources and term “cumulative condition” is the baseline upon which the
implementation of an unanticipated discovery plan to mitigate cumulative impact analysis is conducted. It is the geographic and
potentially significant impacts (Mitigation Measures GEO-2, temporal scope of impact considered for a particular resource,
GEO-3, and GEO-4). Therefore, the 2020 LA River Master Plan which can vary for each resource topic as well as the baseline
would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to used for the direct impacts analysis. [t comprises past, present,
impacts on paleontological resources.” This is contradictory to and reasonably probable future activities that contribute to each
the analysis under Impact 3.6(f), which determines that impact impact area. The term is used to differentiate the cumulative
to paleontological resources and unique geologic features would | impact analysis from the individual impact analyses discussed
be significant and unavoidable. elsewhere in the PEIR. Therefore, the conclusion of significant
and unavoidable under Impact 3.6(f) is separate from the
cumulative impact determination. In addition, as described in
Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources, of the
Draft PEIR, impacts under Impact 3.6(f) would be less than
significant with mitigation when carried out by the County and
significant an unavoidable when not carried out by the County.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-78 The Draft PEIR discusses the City of Burbank's 2013 Greenhouse | This comment is acknowledged.
Gas Reduction Plan. Please note that the City is currently in the
process of updated the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan.
A7-79 The Draft PEIR's quantification of GHG emissions is limited to As discussed under Impact 3.7(a) of the Draft PEIR, the wide-

the two typical types of projects described in the Draft PEIR: (1)
Common Element Typical Project and (2) Multi-Use Trails and
Access Gateways Typical Project. While those types of projects
may be the most well defined, they do not appear to be the most
intense. For example, the extra-large projects noted in the
proposed Master Plan, such- as the bypass tunnel, would be
anticipated to generate more emissions. Moreover, the Draft
PEIR notes that up to 107 implementation projects could be
implemented over the Master Plan's 25-year horizon; however,
the Draft PEIR does not attempt to estimate the total GHG
emissions from such projects.

ranging functions, characteristics, and complexities of the KOP
categories and their respective design components—along with
the lack of detailed site or design information—make it
particularly challenging to make informed assumptions about
reasonable construction and operational scenarios for elements
of the 2020 LA River Master Plan. The specific locations (in-
channel/off-channel, frame, etc.) and design details for
subsequent projects depend on numerous factors, including the
proponent of subsequent projects, the implementing agency,
community needs, policy decisions, and availability of funding.
Accordingly, the six KOP categories are qualitatively analyzed at
a high level for this impact. The significance determination for
this impact is based on a sector-by-sector consistency analysis
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that relied on 2017 Scoping Plan strategies as well as supporting
regulations and guidance. Emissions associated with the
Common Elements Typical Project and the Multi-Use Trails and
Access Gateways Typical Project were quantified, based on the
design components and Common Elements Typical Project, for
which Public Works could make reasonable and informed
assumptions regarding construction and operations. No changes
to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-80 The Draft PEIR analysis of Impact 3.8(a) relies on compliance Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR states
with a construction NPDES General Permit for Stormwater that all construction activities must comply with the County or
Discharges to conclude that impacts regarding transport, use, the Long Beach Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)
and disposal of hazardous materials during construction would permit or the MS4 permit and its associated provisions,
be less than significant. However, while the construction NPDES | hazardous materials management requirements, and general
General Permit would be mandatory for projects greater than 1 plan provisions and ordinances for the local jurisdiction,
acre, projects under 1 acre, such as the category of extra-small including standards to ensure that water quality is not degraded.
(less than 1 acre) projects, as identified in Draft PEIR Section This includes stormwater discharges and the disposal of
2.5.1.3 and in the Draft 2020 LA River Master Plan, may not be hazardous materials, regardless of the size of the project.
§ub]ected to a .constructlon NPDES Gengral Permit. Please The Draft PEIR was revised to include a reference to the MS4
include provisions to address construction hazardous waste : . .
management for the smaller projects. permit and Sectaoq 3.8, Hazards allr?d H.azardous Ma.teirlalls. See
Chapter 3 of this Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-81 Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 provides hazardous materials A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) relies on

assessment and management practices for project sites that
have been listed in hazardous materials-related databases.
However, this mitigation measure does not address sites that
have not been previously listed on a database but may have
potential contamination. Given the history of development in the
City, there is a potential for hazardous materials contamination
from prior uses. The Draft PEIR should include measures to
prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in accordance
with ASTM standards to evaluate project sites, regardless of any
database listing, for the potential contamination, and in the
event that recognized environmental conditions (RECs),
controlled recognized environmental conditions (CRECs),

established historical site information to make determine if
there is any likelihood to encounter contaminated media.
Therefore, a Phase I ESA does not fully characterize the extent of
contaminants, if they exist, on a particular site. A Phase [ ESA
includes a review of environmental database information,
similar to that included in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, Conduct
Project-Level Hazardous Materials Sites Assessment for
Construction of Subsequent Projects Involving Soil
Disturbance and Implement Measures, to make its
determinations. Given the number of sites that are part of the
proposed Project, the assessment of project-level hazardous
materials sites proposed under Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is a
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and/or historical recognized environmental conditions (HRECs) | practical first-step measure that provides construction
are identified, provide appropriate measures to characterize, personnel, the public, and the environment protection from
remediate, and manage prior contamination. contaminated media. The Draft PEIR has been revised, under

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, to include guidance regarding what
to do if previously undocumented contaminated media is
encountered during construction. See Chapter 3 of this Final
PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR is needed.

A7-82 Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 identifies implementation of a soil The Draft PEIR has been revised to include coordination with
management plan to "provide administrative, procedural, and oversight agencies, as applicable, including the Department of
analytical guidance to expedite and clarify decisions and actions | Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), as appropriate under
if contaminated soils are encountered.” (DEIR page 3.8-48) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, Conduct Project-Level
Given the wide range of previous and current uses in the study Hazardous Materials Sites Assessment for Construction of
area, including industrial, commercial, and military operations, Subsequent Projects Involving Soil Disturbance and
there is the potential for a similarly wide range of resulting Implement Measures. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
potential contaminants in the study area. While the Soil Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
Management Plan is described as containing procedures for clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
handling, stockpiling, screening, and disposing of excavated soil, | Draft PEIR are needed.
it is not clear whether other remediation practices would be
considered that may be more appropriate to address and
remediate various types of pollutants. The EIR should include
mitigation to remediate and manage hazardous materials in the
manner that is feasible and appropriate for the contaminant and
the proposed use, with DTSC and local CUPA coordination.

A7-83 Table 3.9-1 of the Draft PEIR identifies the waterbodies with The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct Table 3.9-1, which

potential to be affected by the implementation of the Master
Plan. Please identify how the LA River reaches correspond to the
frames addressed in each of the environmental topics. Please
confirm that LA River Reach 4 incorporates Frame 7, which
includes the City of Burbank.

now identifies LA River reaches and the corresponding project
frames. As shown in the revised table, LA River Reach 4
incorporates Frame 7. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-84 Page 3.9-20 of the Draft PEIR discusses that the County MS4 The Draft PEIR has been revised to include a discussion of the
Permit allows permittees the flexibility to develop Watershed Upper Los Angeles River Management Group’s Enhanced
Management Programs or Enhanced Watershed Programs to Watershed Management Program. See Chapter 3 of the Final
implement the requirements of the permit on a watershed scale | PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
through customized strategies, control measures, and BMPs. clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Please include a discussion of the Enhanced Watershed Draft PEIR are needed.
Management Program Plan for the Upper Los Angeles River
Watershed Management Group, which includes Burbank,
Glendale, the County, and LACFCD.
A7-85 As discussed under "Construction-Frames 5 through 9" on page | As noted in the Draft PEIR discussion, the design capacity
3.9-60 of the Draft PEIR, "several reaches in the LA River in throughout the channel varies with respect to the level of flood
Frames 5 through 9 do not meet existing design standards for risk reduction. Several reaches of the channel in Frames 5
flood conveyance capacity .... As a result, baseline conditions of through 9 have been identified, areas where conveyance
the system capacity are exceeded in large storm events." Since capacity for the 1 percent (100-year) flood event is not currently
areas with a 100-year floodplain have been mapped, more met (i.e., 1 percent annual chance of exceedance). All areas
specificity by frame should have been included in the analysis. In | upstream of downtown Los Angeles, including Burbank, have
particular, since Burbank is primarily located outside the 500- less than a 1-percent (100-year) flood-event capacity. Specific
year flood zone, only those areas that do not meet existing areas of particular concern—such as the Glendale Narrows and
design standards should have been specifically identified. the LA River above the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin—have
been identified in the analysis. Further details are provided in
the 2020 LA River Master Plan, Appendix Volume II. No changes
to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-86 Please explain why construction impacts to flooding are The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

determined to be significant and unavoidable when considering
the typical projects, KOP Categories, any of the 107 projects, and
the overall implementation of the Master plan. There should be a
discussion regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures identified, particularly when a project is not carried
out by the County. Required compliance with the NPDES
Construction General Permit and implementation of Mitigation
Measures HYDRO-1a and HYDRO-1 b should not be limited to
the County for compliance and implementation. Regardless of
who implements a project, regulatory compliance remains

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements). In
addition, because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis
presented is conservative in nature. Under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168, where later activities involve site-
specific operations, the agency should use a written checklist or
similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the
activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation were within the scope of the PEIR. The 2020 LA River
Master Plan is a conceptual plan.
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mandatory, and the identified mitigation measures should be Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
extended to any project proponent. the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”
Furthermore, please see the response to comment A7-24.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-87 As discussed under "Operations-Frames 5 through 9" on page Please see the response to comment A-86.
3.9-63 of the Draft PEIR, "[t]here are several regions within . .
. . All areas upstream of downtown Los Angeles, including
Frame 6 and Frame 7 along the river that are hydraulically
. . Burbank, have worse than a 1 percent (100-year) flood-event
unstable, which may result in large and unstable surface waves . . . o
. capacity. Implementing agencies for later activities under the
... River reaches throughout Frame 5 through Frame 9 also have . .
) . PEIR would need to meet requirements of all applicable federal,
capacity constraints for the 1 percent storm event (100- year) state and local flood-related reeulations
flood, and could exceed the capacity of the channel in a large ’ g '
storm event. ... As a result, during operation, the Common No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
Elements Typical Project could create or contribute surface
water runoff in Frames 5 through 9 that could exceed the
capacity of existing stormwater drainage systems." Please
identify the portions of the study area in Burbank that are
affected. Similarly, there should be a discussion regarding the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures identified, particularly
when a project is not carried out by the County.
A7-88 Please explain what it means to have "a cumulative condition Please see the response to comment A7-26. The term

related to hydrology and water quality” and whether that
statement is equivalent to identifying a significant cumulative
impact. The cumulative analysis states that "[e]ven with
compliance with water quality, drainage, and flood safety
regulations and policies, impacts on hydrology and water quality
would be cumulatively significant. Please explain the basis of
that conclusion. Similar to other comments provided above,
there should be a discussion regarding the effectiveness of the

“cumulative condition” is equivalent to identifying the existence
of a significant cumulative impact relative to hydrology and
water quality. As required under State CEQA Guidelines Section
15130, the cumulative impact analysis considers the severity of
the significant cumulative impact when determining whether the
proposed Project’s incremental contribution is “cumulatively
considerable” (described here as “cumulatively significant”).
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mitigation measures identified, particularly when a project is not
carried out by the County. The only area where significant and
unavoidable impacts are identified relates to the alteration of
existing drainage patterns, which would typically be addressed
by compliance with applicable regulations, including, but not
limited to, NPDES permitting requirements, the County's MS4
Permit requirements, and the County's and local municipalities'
Low Impact Development (LID) standards.

The Draft PEIR has been revised to add clarification to the
hydrology and water quality cumulative discussion. It includes a
statement that notes that findings were potentially significant
prior to implementation of mitigation but less than significant
with the mitigation. Cumulative impacts include the
implementation of mitigation measures. Text has been added to
the cumulative section of the Draft PEIR to clarify (see Chapter 3
of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft
PEIR). These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed. In addition, the Draft
PEIR has been revised to clarify the description of the
cumulative condition, which has been revised to say, “baseline
cumulative condition” (see Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR). These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

Further urbanization in the region in combination with other
projects in Greater Los Angeles, including transportation
improvements and land use strategies, would result in a
continuing increase in stormwater runoff, water quality
degradation, and floodplain hazards. Cumulative growth and
development would generate additional pollutants from
residential, commercial, industrial, and transportation facilities.
The increase in impervious surface areas would increase urban
runoff, resulting in the transport of greater quantities of
contaminants to receiving waters. This would also decrease
groundwater recharge, resulting in increased runoff rates
and/or volumes. However, the proposed Project would not affect
the County’s ability to implement or enforce its goals or policies.
The proposed Project would also be consistent with regulatory
requirements related to the minimization of water quality
impacts.

Implementation of the proposed Project would not deplete the
groundwater supply or interfere with groundwater recharge.
Please refer to the cumulative impacts discussion in Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR, which discusses
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how implementation of Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1a,
Require Site-Specific Drainage Studies to Address
Stormwater Management; and HYDRO-1b, Require
Stormwater Control Measures, as required as part of site
design for all new developments, would reduce potential project
impacts related to erosion, runoff, and potential flooding to less-
than-significant levels. As a result, the proposed Project would
not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative impact on hydrology and water quality.

A7-89

Draft PEIR p. 3.10-31 states, "Off-channel land asset design
components would likely entail greater levels of construction
than the other five KOP categories and would occur outside the
ROW. KOP Category 6 design components would be anticipated
to be considerably larger than the other KOP categories' design
components, resulting in more extensive environmental effects
during construction. This KOP category could occur within
established neighborhoods and could result in temporary
road closures and obstructions to community facilities,
which could divide an established community. Site-specific
and project-specific design details of subsequent projects would
determine their construction schedules and would ultimately be
driven by the County's needs or the needs of any other
jurisdictions implementing these subsequent projects under the
2020 LA River Master Plan. For these larger KOP Category 6
design components, a potentially significant impact could occur
as a result of physical division of an established community.
[Bold added.]

With regard to the bolded text, the Draft PEIR does not explain
how these temporary construction impacts could divide an
established community. What might that entail in the adjacent
Burbank neighborhoods? Examples of specific circumstances in
which there could be a physical division of an established
neighborhood or other coherent physically linked community
are requested to examine the scope and magnitude of such

The projects were provided as examples of implementation of
the 2020 LA River Master Plan. There is no definition of specific
future projects because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is a
conceptual plan and project-level approvals are not part of the
2020 LA River Master Plan approval. The 2020 LA River Master
Plan is intended to guide how future projects would be planned
and define their key design elements, including best
management practices to reduce environmental impacts. Please
refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the
PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
as the basis upon which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA.

Impact 3.10(a) in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the
Draft PEIR discusses temporary impacts that could divide an
established community. As concluded in that section:
“Construction of the Common Elements Typical Project would
occur off-channel (outside of the bank) between the top of the
levee and the fenceline and would not provide long-term
physical barriers to the community (construction would last no
more than 10 months). Although construction of the Common
Elements Typical Project could require temporary closure of
some roadway lanes, all lanes would not be closed at the same
time. Staging areas for construction equipment would be located
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potential effects and to help determine the efficacy of proposed
mitigation measures.

within the fenceline and on the ROW. As part of the demolition/
construction permitting process, the project proponent would
coordinate road closures or detours with the local fire and police
departments to ensure that access would not be restricted.
Construction workers would be required to park in designated
areas so as not to block access in the community. Therefore,
there would be a less-than-significant impact with regard to
physical division of an established community during
construction of the Common Elements Typical Project.”

Please refer to Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft
PEIR, which discusses how larger projects involving off-channel
land assets, such as affordable housing projects and museums,
would entail greater levels of construction compared with KOP
Categories 1 through 5. As this is a program-level EIR, the
analysis presented is conservative in nature.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-90

The KOP-6-Operational Impact Analysis indicates there could be
a permanent physical division of an established community
resulting from design of a KOP-6 element, such as road closure,
walls, "or other project features that would disrupt community
connectivity.” The Draft PEIR then concludes, without
explanation, that implementation of MM LU-3, requiring
alternative design to avoid a physical division or to provide
suitable alternatives to maintain connectivity would not be
sufficient to avoid a significant impact, if activities were carried
out by entities other than the County.

Examples of specific circumstances in which there could be a
physical division of an established neighborhood or some other
‘coherent’ physically linked community are requested to
examine the scope and magnitude of such potential effects and
to help determine the efficacy of proposed mitigation measures.
What kinds of significant impacts might occur in Burbank?

The projects were provided as examples of implementation of
the 2020 LA River Master Plan. There is no definition of specific
future projects because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is a
conceptual plan and project-level approvals are not part of the
2020 LA River Master Plan approval. The 2020 LA River Master
Plan is intended to guide how future projects would be planned
and define their key design elements, including best
management practices to reduce environmental impacts. Please
refer to Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the
PIR). The Draft PEIR analyzes two Typical Projects and six KOP
categories.

The Draft PEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in
many environmental categories because the design information
for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual
level and the specific locations of potential projects are not
proposed; therefore, the environmental impact analysis is
presented at a programmatic level and does not include project-
specific or site-specific analysis.
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Because no specific future projects are proposed with the 2020
LA River Master Plan, the specific significant impacts in Burbank
are not known at this time. Attempting to identify the
significance of impacts absent site-specific characteristics and
the application of Mitigation Measure LU-3, Alternative
Connectivity, to those characteristics would be purely
speculative. This level of specificity is consistent with State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15146, which states that the EIR for a plan
“need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction
projects that follow.” No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-91 The analysis of the Master Plan Kit of Parts Categories 1 and 2 - Please see the response to comment A7-90. Because no specific
Operations Impacts with regard to potential conflicts with land future projects are proposed with the 2020 LA River Master Plan,
use policies, plans, and programs concludes impacts would be the specific significant impacts in Burbank are not known at this
significant and unavoidable, even with MM LU-4, which requires | time. Please refer to Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the
consultation with affected agencies along the river to review Draft PEIR, which discusses how projects under KOP Categories
proposed plans to identify and avoid land use planning conflicts. | 1 and 2 were identified as having potential incompatibilities
This conclusion is not explained or evident from the context of with local land use/recreation policies. Mitigation Measure LU-
the discussion. What kinds of significant conflicts with Burbank | 4, Site Selection Process, would help projects avoid potential
land use plans/policies could occur from development of KOPs 1 | inconsistencies. However, because no specific future projects are
and 27 proposed and therefore the site-specific characteristics of future
projects are not known, the impact remains significant and
unavoidable with respect to operations.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-92 The analysis of the Master Plan Kit of Parts Category 6 - Please refer to Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft

Construction Impacts with regard to potential conflicts with land
use policies, plans, and programs concludes impacts would be
significant and unavoidable, even with MM LU-1 and LU-2, which
requires a construction management plan and consultation with
affected local agencies. Why is this considered significant and
unavoidable if temporary? What kinds of construction impacts
could be so severe that it would represent a conflict with
Burbank's land use plans and policies to avoid or mitigate
environmental impacts?

PEIR, which discusses how larger projects involving off-channel
land assets, such as affordable housing projects and museums,
would entail greater levels of construction compared with KOP
Categories 1 through 5. As this is a program-level EIR, the
analysis presented is conservative in nature. No changes to the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-93 The analysis of the Master Plan Kit of Parts Categories 1, 2, and Please refer to Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft
3- Operations Impacts with regard to potential conflicts with PEIR, which discusses how subsequent projects under KOP
land use policies, plans, and programs concludes that projects in | Categories 1 and 2 could consist of multi-use trails, a
KOP Categories 1, 2, and 3 could be out of scale with adjacent recreational use, or a range of flood-management, recreational,
development and thus impacts would be significant and and ecological functions. KOP Categories 1 and 2 would not be
unavoidable. This conclusion is not explained or evident from expected to result in inconsistencies with the goals, but the
the context of the discussion. What kinds of Master Plan potential remains for a significant impact to occur because it
implementation projects could be out of scale with land uses in cannot be stated with certainty whether there would be
Burbank? inconsistencies with applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations.
The recreational uses under KOP Category 3 would be
compatible with adjacent land uses, including those associated
with residential neighborhoods. There would be no
incompatibilities with adjacent land uses or out-of-scale
development. Furthermore, there would be no conflicts with
goals and policies aimed at ensuring a diversity of land uses and
avoiding intrusions into residential neighborhoods. Subsequent
projects under KOP Category 3 would not be within residential
neighborhoods. Operation of projects under KOP Category 3
would have less-than-significant impacts. No changes to the
Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-94 Regulatory Framework: The Draft PEIR identifies that the It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020

primary noise source during operations of the Common
Elements Typical Project is visitors speaking. However, it is also
possible that visitors may use audio devices during hiking and
recreational activities. Please observe that the City of Burbank
Municipal Code also includes additional restrictions on noise
uses in proximity to parks or on a right of way adjacent to a park
use in Burbank Municipal Code Section 9-3-213.5, Radios,
Television Sets and Similar Devices in and Adjacent to Park
Facilities, which states the following:

A. Disturbing Residents: No person in a park (including public
parking lots) or on a right of way adjacent to a park shall use or
operate any radio receiving set, musical instrument,
phonograph, television set or other machine or device for the

LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. This
comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan team.

The proposed Project does not include the use of “audio devices
during hiking and recreational activities.” These are activities
that may or may not occur, based on personal preference. The
City’s Code Enforcement office would be the responsible agency
for enforcing City of Burbank Municipal Code Section 9-3-213.5.
Please also refer to Master Response MR-4 (Adherence to Local
Jurisdictions’ Requirements). No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.
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producing or reproducing of sound or other sound amplification
systems in such manner as to disturb the peace, quiet, and
comfort of neighboring residents or any reasonable person of
normal sensitiveness residing in the area.

B. Prima Facie Violation: Any person who operates or permits
the operation of an outdoor sound amplification device which
can be heard seventy five feet (75") or more away: 1) from the
closest boundary of the park, when the source of the noise is
within the boundaries of a park; or 2) from the actual source of
the noise, when the source is of noise is located in the right of
way adjacent to a park; shall be deemed to be prim a facie
evidence of a violation of this section.

C. Exceptions: This prohibition shall not apply to a park permit
or other City approval that expressly authorizes the use of
outdoor sound amplification devices. [Added by Ord. No. 3642,
eff. 7/24/04.]

A7-95

The Draft PEIR identifies Mitigation Measure NOI-7: Locate
Project 200 Feet or More from Occupied Structures or Prepare
Vibration Study and Implement Findings (Draft PEIR page 3.12-
136) under the Common Elements Typical Project and
Mitigation Measure NOI-8: Locate Project 400 feet or More from
Occupied Structures or Prepare Vibration Study and Implement
Findings (Draft PEIR page 3.12-139) under the Multi-Use Trails
and Access Gateways Typical Project scenarios in Frames 1
through 9. With regard to this impact:

o Without more specificity on the potential project locations, it is
unclear as to which structures may be affected.

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
Because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is conceptual, the PEIR is
a programmatic document and does not include project-specific
or site-specific analysis. Project-level approvals are not part of
the 2020 LA River Master Plan approval. Because the location
and scope of specific construction-related activities—
specifically, activities involving vibration-intensive construction
equipment—that may result as part of this Project are not
proposed, Mitigation Measures NOI-7, Locate Project 200
feet or More from Occupied Structures or Prepare Vibration
Study and Implement Findings; and NOI-8, Locate Project
400 feet or More from Occupied Structures or Prepare
Vibration Study and Implement Findings, would be
implemented to address potential impacts. The mitigation
measures require “focused vibration analysis” for development
associated with the Common Elements and Multi-Use Trails and
Access Gateways Typical Projects within 200 or 400 feet,
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respectively, of vibration-sensitive land uses. The vibration
analysis will identify vibration-sensitive land uses within the
respective distances where impacts could occur. Therefore, the
mitigation measures as described will identify any structures
(during final design) that may be affected.

Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, including Section 1.3.1.1,
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures; Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and
Later Activities; and Section 1.4.2, Later Activities, of the Draft
PEIR. The County would commit to the mitigation proposed in
the PEIR, if approved as recommended; the County believes that
other entities that propose projects under the master plan and
PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation. However,
the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures in the PEIR
or guarantee implementation by the other agencies, which is
why the County provided two separate impact conclusions:
County and non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project
are the responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR
are adopted by another agency for impacts that are considered
less than significant after the mitigation is implemented for
County-led projects, then the impact would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels for projects not carried out by the County,
for the same reasons as discussed for later activities carried out
by the County.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-96

o In the case of the nearest residences along Bob Hope Drive and
Valleyheart Drive that are adjacent to the river ROW, residence
structures are located approximately 20 feet from the river
ROW. As a result, projects along the north side of the river may
not be feasibly located 200 feet or more from the residences.

Please see the response to comment A7-95.
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A7-97 o The remaining conditions in Mitigation Measure NOI-7 identify | Mitigation Measure NOI-7, Locate Project 200 feet or More
measures that could be included, but are not limited to: using from Occupied Structures or Prepare Vibration Study and
less vibration-intensive construction equipment; timing Implement Findings, includes a menu of effective vibration-
construction so that structures would not be occupied when reducing approaches that would provide flexibility during the
high levels of vibration are expected; and informing residents of | design and construction of future specific projects. Construction
the timing of construction and that vibration may be noticeable can be timed so as to reduce impacts by limiting noise-
during these times. The mitigation measure requires more generating activities to times when residents are less likely to be
information that demonstrates that less vibration-intensive home or when expectations of quiet (e.g., non-evening hours)
construction equipment would be a feasible option. The latter are lower. Informing residents of construction timing would
two provisions to time construction so that structures would not | reduce the impact by eliminating the element of surprise and
be occupied and inform residents of construction timing may not | allow residents to take action, such as closing windows or
be sufficient or practicable for residents to avoid exposure to minimizing outdoor activities during the periods of construction.
high vibrations. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-98 The Draft PEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable noise Impacts related to noise exposure under the Common Elements

impact on sensitive receptors in the City of Burbank during
project operation when implementing projects are undertaken
by entitles other than the County. Please provide additional
description/characterization of this significant noise impact,
including how it could affect sensitive receptors in Burbank.
What will the level of disruption be for neighboring properties?
Are there effects other than annoyance that could occur, such as
disruption of normal daily activities, sleep disturbances, or
adverse health effects?

Typical Project are discussed on page 3.12-108 of the Draft PEIR.
Impacts under the Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways Typical
Project are discussed on page 3.12-120 of the Draft PEIR. This
discussion identifies the potential noise exposure for noise-
sensitive receptors within the City of Burbank. Mitigation
measures are identified to reduce impacts. These include
preparing a focused noise study that considers heating,
ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) units. This would
ensure that noise from developments with HVAC units would
meet the City of Burbank’s noise criteria. As such, the effects and
characterization of HVAC noise were discussed and mitigated. In
addition, please see Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level
Analysis in the PEIR). Identifying individual sensitive receptors
is not possible at this point because the 2020 LA River Master
Plan does not include site-specific information. Absent this
information, any identification of specific receptors and noise
intensity would be speculative.

Please see the response to comment A7-24 regarding the
conservative approach to determining significance.

Other agencies may use the PEIR as the basis upon which to tier
future project environmental analyses under CEQA. In those
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situations, as provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c), the other agencies could rely upon and implement the
mitigation measures identified in the PEIR. However, the County
cannot require other agencies to implement the mitigation
identified in the PEIR. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-99 Given the lack of specificity on the location and scope of The County will coordinate and consult with the City of Burbank
implementing projects, it is the City of Burbank's expectation during the design of future projects (see Mitigation Measures
that the County and/or other entities undertaking projects LU-2, Consultation, and LU-4, Site Selection Process) as
within or in the vicinity of Burbank will coordinate with the City | applicable. This would occur during project design work and, if a
to develop and implement noise minimization techniques for subsequent CEQA document is necessary, during the subsequent
both construction and operation noise sources. In particular, due | CEQA process. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
to the close proximity of the nearby residences, the City requests
coordination and notification of construction activities in the
future to ensure compliance with the City's ordinance for
projects located within 500 feet of residential areas.
A7-100 While the Draft PEIR provides an estimate that more than 7,500 | This comment is acknowledged. The 7,500 number was pulled
people experiencing homelessness live in communities along the | from Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority’s “2018 Greater
LA River, the source of this estimate is not cited, and the DEIR Los Angeles Homeless Count.” In addition, the data were
also states that "no count of the population within the fence line | synthesized in the “Demographics, Health, and Social Equity”
were identified ... " In order for the EIR analysis to identify the progress memorandum prepared by Geosyntec and Olin for the
extent of the homeless population that would be impacted and 2020 LA River Master Plan.
the extent that shelter, housing, ar.ld qther services quld be The 2020 LA River Master Plan updated the number of people
affected, the number of homeless individuals and families L . . .
requires an accurate estimate. experiencing homelessness in nelghborhoo.ds adjacent to th.e LA
River to 8,500. The Draft PEIR has been revised to reflect this
number (see Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and
Modifications to the Draft PEIR). These are clarifying changes
only, and no changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are
needed.
A7-101 Without identification of the status of the referenced programs Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Homelessness along the

to assist the homeless or the capacity and resources of available
shelters, the Draft PEIR does not disclose whether existing
programs and shelters can accommodate the homeless
population that would be relocated from the river prior to
construction. In the event that existing programs and shelters do

LA River). Also, please refer to Section 3.13, Population and
Housing, of the Draft PEIR, which includes an extensive
discussion about homeless populations in the study area and the
programs of agencies within the region to address the problem
of homelessness. The Draft PEIR concludes that project impacts
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not have sufficient capacity to provide services to the homeless,
additional construction of expanded or new shelters or housing
may be required, for which the impacts should be identified and
disclosed in the EIR.

resulting from the relocation of homeless populations would be
less than significant in light of the extensive programs that are
currently in place. No mitigation is required when an impact is
less than significant.

The complex issue regarding homeless encampments in areas
adjacent to the LA River requires the involvement and
coordination of multiple local agencies, including the County, as
well as the affected cities. The County and cities currently
implement programs involving the relocation of transient
populations to safer, more sanitary shelters or permanent
residences. These include solutions for people who choose not to
stay in homeless shelters for various reasons (e.g., drug
dependency or pets, which are not allowed in some shelters).
The removal of unpermitted structures, debris, and materials
associated with the homeless encampments would be
environmentally beneficial for the LA River and would reduce
both human hazards and trash. The relocation of transient
individuals, removal of homeless encampments, and cleanup of
any remaining refuse would be coordinated by and conducted
among the County and/or cities prior to construction. For
example, the County provides outreach programs and resources,
with the overall goal of reducing homelessness by providing an
array of housing options and programs, based on community
needs, as described in Section 3.13.2.2, Regulatory, of the Draft
PEIR. Given that local jurisdictions would relocate individuals
and families experiencing homelessness and that encampments
would be removed prior to construction activities, construction
and operation of the Common Element Typical Project would not
displace a substantial number of existing people or housing,
thereby necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

Homeless populations vary over time. The development of
specific projects would occur individually at undetermined times
in the future. Homeless populations can reasonably be expected
to change between now and when individual projects are
initiated. In addition, existing programs for the homeless can
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reasonably be expected to change as additional resources are
applied to this complex problem. Therefore, attempting to assess
whether additional programs and shelters would be needed is
speculative. Similarly, identifying locations where new or
expanded shelters might be needed is not possible, given the
uncertainty over the extent of the homeless populations that
may exist at future individual project sites when the projects are
initiated. Absent information on the extent of demand, future
program and shelter capacity, and the potential for expanded or
new shelters to be needed, the analysis requested by the
commenter cannot be undertaken without engaging in
speculation. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-102

The PEIR should identify a means or mitigation measure(s) to
address the relocation of the homeless population and the
provision of resources and shelter or housing.

Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Homelessness along the
LA River) and the response to comment A7-101.

Please refer to Section 3.13, Population and Housing, of the Draft
PEIR, which notes that the County has numerous programs to
address homelessness. The same is true of many of the cities
along the length of the proposed Project. Establishing additional
programs is beyond the scope of this proposed Project,
particularly given that the impact has been determined to be less
than significant. Thus, a mitigation measure is not applicable at
this time. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-103

Impact analyses indicate that construction activities could
increase demand for police and fire protection services but
doesn't explain why/how. What activities could increase
demand for response from Burbank Police and Fire Depts?

Please refer to Section 3.14, Public Services, of the Draft PEIR,
which notes that the six KOP categories include a variety of
construction activities, ranging from trail modifications to the
development of facilities, habitat corridors, and channel access
ramps; channel modifications; off-channel land development;
floodplain reclamation; and recreational amenities such as
amphitheaters, crossings, and platforms. Because details
regarding the construction scenarios for subsequent projects
under the six KOP categories are not yet known, including
duration, number of construction workers, and phasing, along
with the specific size, extent, and locations of the KOP categories,
localized road closures and detours in the City of Burbank may
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be necessary and could increase response times for emergency
services. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-104

The analyses indicate a significant and unavoidable impact for
Police and Fire, despite routine mitigation to coordinate with
each local agency during design, construction and
implementation of every project. This determination of a
significant and unavoidable impact is not explained and is not
apparent from the context of the discussion. What ramifications
would this have on Burbank's Police and Fire Departments'
service performance standards and could it result in a need for
more staffing, resources, and facilities than would otherwise
occur due to growth?

CEQA requires the disclosure of physical changes in the
environment. In the context of police and fire services, the
emphasis is on whether new or expanded facilities would be
needed to maintain current service levels. Levels of police or fire
protection service are not a concern of CEQA, other than how
they may affect the need for new or expanded facilities (City of
Hayward v. Trustees of California State University (2015) 242
Cal.App.4th 833).

Physical restrictions on access could occur during overall 2020
LA River Master Plan construction, as discussed in Impact
3.14(a). Implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1,
Construction Management Plan, would reduce this impact but
not to a less-than-significant level. The Draft PEIR concludes that
impacts would be significant and unavoidable for operations
under KOP Categories 1-6, despite implementation of
Mitigation Measure PS-1, Ensure Police and Fire Service
Providers Have Adequate Resources. These are conservative
conclusions, based on the potential need for facilities, such as
fire hydrants and police sub-stations, that may result from new
park or recreational facilities.

Information on service-level exceedances is not required by
CEQA but is provided for informational purposes. No changes to
the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-105

The cumulative impact analysis has unsubstantiated conclusion
of "result in permanent population increase, there would be
localized visitor population increases that would increase the
demand for public services, which would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution." If the overall Master Plan
implementation would have a "cumulatively considerable
contribution” to impacts on public services, that implies a
significant impact that requires mitigation. Yet there is no
statement of impact significance and no mitigation offered for

The sentence being referred to in Section 3.14, Public Services, of
the Draft PEIR is this: “While operation of the Project would not
result in permanent population increase, there would be
localized visitor population increases that would increase the
demand for public services, which would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution.” The discussion of cumulative
impacts does not require the identification of additional
mitigation measures. In the prior discussion of impacts in
Section 3.14, Public Services, of the Draft PEIR, Mitigation
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this alleged significant contribution. How could this Measure PS-1, Ensure Police and Fire Service Providers
"cumulatively considerable contribution" impact Burbank public | Have Adequate Resources, is identified, which requires, during
services? Would some form of programmatic mitigation be subsequent project design and development, the implementing
required to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than agency to regularly notify and coordinate with police and fire
significant levels? service providers that have jurisdiction over subsequent project
sites regarding project construction designs, activities, and
scheduling, including any street or lane closures related to
subsequent projects, to ensure that police and fire service
providers have adequate resources to continue to serve the
project area within their respective required levels of service
and response times once the subsequent project is constructed.
A7-106 For Category 6, which could include off-channel "affordable According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

housing projects". First, what is the definition of "affordable
housing projects"? Second, there is no impact analysis associated
with new housing, which would create a larger local population
and add to the demand and level of use of existing parks and
recreational resources and facilities.

Development, affordable housing is generally defined as housing
where the occupant pays no more than 30 percent of his or her
gross income for associated costs, including utilities. Please refer
to Section 3.13, Population and Housing, of the Draft PEIR, which
describes how the development of affordable housing units
under KOP Category 6 could induce resident populations but
accommodate growth that has already been projected in local
and regional plans. It would also serve the existing low-income
population and facilitate the development of supportive housing
for people experiencing homelessness. Development of
affordable housing under KOP Category 6 would encourage a
mix of supportive housing, affordable rental units, and
affordable ownership units in both new and preservation
buildings. This approach is designed to increase affordable
housing in the area rather than create new housing for people
outside the County. Please refer to Section 3.15, Recreation, of
the Draft PEIR, which analyzes affordable housing under KOP
Category 6. Operation of KOP Category 6 would not be expected
to result in an increase in the use of adjacent or nearby
recreational facilities such that substantial deterioration of those
facilities would occur. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-107 There is little or no discussion of potential indirect impacts The facilities the commenter refers to are considered part of the
related to new recreational fields or other recreational areas analyses of KOP Category 3 impacts. Because project-level
built within (over) the channels, such as more vehicle traffic, approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan
on-street parking, noise, trash, etc. from occasional or frequent approval, they have been considered conceptually and generally
large group events in those areas. Would any of the recreational | throughout the analyses. A more detailed consideration is not
fields be used for organized sports, for example, which could possible because it would require extensive speculation about
attract significant populations of both users and audiences? Does | the size, function, and location of facilities that have not been
the Master Plan contain any provisions to indicate there could planned. This approach is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines
not be such organized activities at these larger recreational Section 15146, which states that an EIR for a plan “need not be
areas? as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that

may follow.” No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-108 Page 3.15-84 of the Draft PEIR states, "Enforcement of existing The Draft PEIR has been revised to reflect that park fees do not

parkland dedication requirements would serve to reduce the pay for maintenance or operations (see Chapter 3 of the Final
potential for deterioration of facilities by allowing for adequate PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR). These
funding for the provision and maintenance of recreational are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in
facilities. While existing regulations, general plan update the Draft PEIR are needed.
policies, and implementation programs address in part the need
for parkland acquisition and maintenance, considering the
deficit of parkland compared to the County goal, a cumulative
condition with respect to recreation exists in the County."
However, existing parkland dedication requirements are not
intended (and potentially not legally available) to providing
funding for any maintenance of recreation facilities. Rather, such
funds are only for acquisition of additional parkland or perhaps
some other method of expanding existing parks and recreation
areas/facilities. How does this mistaken estimate of how
parkland dedication funding relates to maintenance costs affect
the Master Plan assumptions and expectations for funding to
cover increased costs of maintenance for new recreation
facilities developed under the Master Plan?

A7-109 What does the statement that "a cumulative condition with Please see the responses to comments A7-24 and A7-26.

respect to recreation exists in the County” mean?

The Draft PEIR has been revised to clarify the description of the
“cumulative condition,” which has been changed to “baseline
cumulative condition” (see Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
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reference the City's Complete Streets Plan as a supporting or
source document or disclose potential land use and
transportation impacts to City of Burbank plans and policies.
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Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR). These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-110 The impact analysis fails to address cumulative impacts The 2020 LA River Master Plan would provide additional park
involving the first threshold regarding increasing use of existing | and recreational resources to the communities along its reach.
parks and recreational resources to an extent that physical This would, to some extent, relieve existing resources. There is
deterioration could occur. While it appears unlikely that nothing to suggest that the additional park and recreational
cumulative impacts would be any different or more severe than | resources constructed as a result of the 2020 LA River Master
impacts associated with implementation of the Master Plan only, | Plan would result in the deterioration of existing park and
some analysis of this should be provided. Would the project- recreational facilities. In fact, the proposed Project would result
level mitigation measures adequately address potential in a beneficial contribution to recreational opportunities within
cumulative impacts? Los Angeles County. Therefore, no further analysis is provided in

the Draft PEIR, and no changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-111 The Draft PEIR includes several policies and projects that are The projects were provided as examples of implementation of

the 2020 LA River Master Plan. There is no definition of specific
future projects because the 2020 LA River Master Plan is a
conceptual plan project-level approvals are not part of the 2020
LA River Master Plan approval. The 2020 LA River Master Plan is
intended to guide how future projects would be planned and
define their key design elements, including best management
practices to reduce environmental impacts. Please refer to
Master Response MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR).

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. Other agencies may use the PEIR
as the basis upon which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA.

Please refer to Section 3.16, Transportation, of the Draft PEIR, in
which relevant policies of the City of Burbank Bicycle Master
Plan are discussed, along with relevant policies from the
Burbank2035 General Plan (Mobility Element).

The Draft PEIR has been revised to reference the City of
Burbank’s Complete Streets Plan (see Chapter 3 of the Final
PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR). These
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are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in
the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-112 P. 3.16-26 of the Draft PEIR states, "Implementation of the 2020 | Please refer to Section 3.16, Transportation, of the Draft PEIR,

LA River Master Plan will allow for an increased share of trips to
be completed via active transportation instead of by private
vehicle. Of importance in a county without many long-distance
Class I bicycle trails in developed areas, the 2020 LA River
Master Plan will allow for cross-county commuting via
active transportation. Increasing the active transportation
mode share and the ability to replace long-distance vehicle
commute trips with an active transportation trip will reduce
VMT, consistent with State and regional policy initiatives,
including SB 743 and SCAG's RTP. It is also consistent with RTP
Goal 6, which seeks to protect the environment and the health of
SCAG region residents by improving air quality and encouraging
active transportation. [Bold added.]

The bolded text makes an unsubstantiated claim that the Class I
riverside bike trails will somehow replace long distance vehicle
commute trips with "an active transportation trip" that will
reduce VMT. Since the riverside trails would not provide access
to any employment centers, it is unlikely that there would be a
substantial number of commute trips currently taken by
automobile that would transition to a bicycle, scooter or
walking/running mode of travel. It is much more likely that the
vast majority of "trips" along the river bike trail would be
recreational in nature, not commuting in nature. The claim (or
implied claim) that this river bike trail is going to result in
substantial reduction of VMT associated with commuting is not
supported by any facts or analysis. Is there something in the
Master Plan that would somehow facilitate connections by bike
trail users from the trail to an employment area? If so, that has
not been identified. There is no evident benefit to Burbank
residents in terms of being able to travel over the river bike trail
to get to/from work instead of using their private automobiles
or some form of automotive transportation that burns gas or
diesel in the propulsion system. Perhaps the Master Plan could

which discusses how implementation of the proposed Project
would create a continuous 51-mile trail, providing a comfortable
off-road backbone facility through Los Angeles County that
would be free of conflicts with vehicles and available for long-
distance commuting with use of active transportation modes
that include bicycles or scooters, along with walking and
running. Access points would be provided every half mile along
the path, increasing neighborhood connectivity to the trails and
open spaces developed within the LA River corridor. The
proposed Project would also create new neighborhood parks
and reduce or eliminate the need to travel extended distances by
private vehicle to reach a neighborhood park for the tens of
thousands of people who live adjacent to the LA River.
Pedestrians, bicyclists, and other micro-mobility mode users and
equestrians would find space for travel and recreation along the
LA River corridor on the multi-use trails that would be designed
to accommodate them equally. The 2020 LA River Master Plan
would allow cross-county commuting, which is important in a
county with few long-distance Class I bicycle trails in developed
areas.

This is a general discussion of consistency with the Southern
California Association of Governments’ (SCAG’s) Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). By providing additional recreational
facilities close to urban development, the 2020 LA River Master
Plan may have a small effect on vehicle trips for recreation by
reducing the distance between recreationists and recreational
opportunities. This is consistent with SCAG’s RTP, which
encourages active transportation. No changes to the Draft PEIR
are needed.
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be amended to add provisions to facilitate trail to employment
center linkages for bicyclists, walkers, and people on non-
motorized scooters. Or is the proposed Master Plan assuming
that the river trails could be used by motorized scooters? If so,
that could create a variety of conflicts with pedestrians and
bicyclists that are not discussed in this section. Could that
include scooters powered by internal combustion engines as
well as electric battery power? Also, why is travel by scooters
considered to be "active" transportation in this section, if the
scooters could be motorized?

A7-113 With regard to VMT impacts, the Draft PEIR a concludes Development of subsequent projects under the 2020 LA River
potential for significant impacts during construction but does Master Plan may result in short-term increases in vehicle miles
not explain why/how. It is not clear how there could be a traveled (VMT). This is a conservative analysis. Depending on
potential for a short-term but significant effect involving the timing of buildout of subsequent projects, there could be an
increased VMT from projects originating/ending in Burbank. increase in VMT. In addition, it is unclear where the commenter
Why would the construction activities required to build Typical is seeing that construction activities under the Typical Projects
Projects somehow result in longer than typical construction would result in a longer-than-usual construction-related
related commuting trips? The PEIR should be revised to provide | commute. Construction of the Common Elements Typical Project
such an explanation so that the City has an opportunity to may result in short-term increases in VMT. To account for
provide a comment on some type of specific adverse impact that | potential impacts on traffic circulation, transportation impacts
might occur. related to construction activities under the Common Elements

Typical Project would be considered potentially significant. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-114 Draft PEIR p. 3.16-33 indicates a potential for significant impacts | The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

associated with vehicle trips generated by a Tier II Pavilion or an
Art/Performance space. No explanation for this conclusion is
provided. It is not evident why these special purpose facilities
could result in different/longer VMT metrics than such facilities
located elsewhere, outside of the project study area. Does the MP
propose some additional vehicle parking areas to accommodate
people who want to drive to the river trail to access it for
recreational travel? The PEIR should provide such an
explanation, so the City can determine whether some VMT-
related adverse impacts could occur in Burbank or affect
Burbank VMT characteristics.

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. The Draft PEIR assumed that activities
that would draw participants would result in new vehicle trips
or longer trips. Vehicle parking would be provided for facilities,
in compliance with applicable codes, as noted in Table 2-6 of the
Draft PEIR. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-115

With regard to Draft PEIR Table 3.16-2 Typical Projects - VMT
Impact Evaluation Matrix, how could the various trail projects
listed below Common Elements have a potential to generate
VMT? Is that for people who drive to access the river trails and
transport their bicycles or horses with them? If this is what is
contemplated, does this represent new vehicle trips generated
by the river trail improvements? Same questions with respect to
the Multi-Use Trails and Access Gateways in the last row.

The potential impacts on VMT associated with implementation
of the 2020 LA River Master Plan are assessed in the context of
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 and CEQA Appendix G, as
implemented in the County’s Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines. As described in Appendix H to the Draft PEIR, a
screening checklist from the County guidelines—developed by
the County and aligned with the California Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts (December 2018)—was reviewed to
help evaluate whether the 2020 LA River Master Plan would
conflict or be inconsistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b)(1), by causing substantial increases in
VMT.

Tier III pavilions are anticipated to accommodate up to 500
visitors per day. Maximum visitation is based on a conservative
assumption that each visitor would drive to the site alone, which
would result in 1,000 daily vehicle trips, exceeding the screening
criterion of 110 net daily trips. In reality, many pavilion visitors
would arrive at the site on foot or by bicycle. Many would be
pass-by visitors who would stop while on the LA River Trail.
Once specific sites have been determined, an appropriate mode
split can be identified to determine what percentage of visitors
would arrive by vehicle, bicycle, on foot, or with use of transit.
Local transportation characteristic databases, as well as other
databases, can be used to determine the appropriate average
vehicle occupancy to refine estimates regarding the number of
daily vehicle trips to the site.

The Common Elements Typical Project is assumed to be
inclusive of all 17 Common Elements. Therefore, because two
land use elements of the Common Elements Typical Project
(pavilions and art/performance spaces) have the potential to
result in a significant VMT impact, the Common Elements
Typical Project also has the potential to result in a significant
VMT impact. For any future project configuration, including one
involving the above project elements, quantitative VMT analysis
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would be required once a specific project location has been
identified. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-116 The Draft PEIR concludes that a large /regional serving Please refer to the Transportation Impact Assessment in
equestrian facility (KOP-1) would result in a Appendix H of the Draft PEIR, which discusses how details
significant/unavoidable VMT impact. This is not explained or regarding programming and facility size would be required to
evident from the context of the discussion. Is this because it determine the potential for significant VMT impacts. For
would be a new facility that would generate a significant amount | example, a small equestrian facility that serves neighborhood
of daily trips that would not otherwise occur? Would such trips residents and/or equestrians who are already on the trail would
be longer than existing trips to an equestrian facility? Could this | generate fewer trips than a top regional facility. Not only would
result in Burbank residents with horses somehow driving a a local-serving facility attract fewer equestrians, but many may
longer distance for access to the river equestrian trail? walk to a facility within their own neighborhood as opposed to

driving to one farther away. Conservatively, KOP Category 1
would result in significant unavoidable impacts because, as
shown in Table 3.16-3, the equestrian facility design component
would have the potential to generate a significant VMT impact,
although details regarding programming and facility size would
be required to determine the full potential for significant VMT
impacts. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-117 The Draft PEIR concludes that terraced channel improvements Please refer to the Transportation Impact Assessment in

(KOP-2) could result in significant VMT impacts. The explanation
of this (p. 3.16-46) is that such improvements could be used for
amphitheaters for public performances or parks. Is this
suggesting that such occasional, seasonal, special purpose
activities within the channel area could have a permanent effect
on subregional VMT patterns and volumes? If so, this requires
further explanation so that the City of Burbank and others can
comment more meaningfully on such potential effects.

Appendix H of the Draft PEIR, which discusses how terraced
banks could be used to develop amphitheaters for public
performances or parks. Site-specific details regarding site
programming and acreage would be required to determine the
potential for these public-serving uses to be eligible for
screening or result in a VMT impact. Conservatively, KOP
Category 2 would result in significant unavoidable impacts
because if amphitheaters for public performances or parks with
special events are provided, then it stands to reason that these
time-specific attractions would increase VMT as well as the
public presence at these venues during specific timeframes.
Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature; the scenario with the greatest VMT in
KOP Category 2, with amphitheaters and parks constructed, is
conservatively analyzed. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.
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A7-118

The Draft PEIR concludes that large platform projects (KOP-3)
that support public recreational uses could result in significant
VMT impacts. No explanation of this is provided and it is not
evident from the context of the discussion. This requires further
explanation so that the City of Burbank and others can comment
more meaningfully on such potential effects.

Please refer to the Transportation Impact Assessment in
Appendix H of the Draft PEIR, which discusses how crossings
typically transport pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians
across a river. Platforms are envisioned as wider facilities,
providing space for parks, recreation, and wildlife habitats.
Platforms could host a range of habitat typologies and allow for
wildlife migration. For the public-serving uses, including parks
and recreational spaces, site-specific details regarding site
programming and acreage would be required to determine the
potential for these uses to be eligible for screening or result in a
VMT impact. Conservatively, KOP Category 3 could result in
significant unavoidable impacts because it stands to reason that
time-specific public events would increase the number of trips to
and from the proposed venue. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A7-119

The Draft PEIR concludes that potential educational
programming for side channel improvements (KOP-4) result in a
significant VMT impact. No explanation of this is provided and it
is not evident from the context of the discussion. This requires
further explanation so that the City of Burbank and others can
comment more meaningfully on such potential effects.

Please refer to the Transportation Impact Assessment in
Appendix H of the Draft PEIR, which discusses how diversions
are primarily flood-control measures and intended to address
high-water flows from storm events by creating a side channel
for additional flows. During the dry season, when flows are
reduced, side channels may also provide the setting for
educational programs (e.g., programs that focus on ecosystem
function). Programming and location specifics for the
educational uses would need to be provided to determine
screening eligibility or the level of significance regarding
potential impacts. Conservatively, KOP Category 4 could result in
significant unavoidable impacts because it stands to reason that
time-specific public events would increase the number of trips to
and from the proposed facility. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A7-120

With regard to Threshold (c), the conclusion in the Draft PEIR
that construction activities conducted by entities other than the
County would cause a significant and unavoidable impact related
to traffic hazards because the County cannot guarantee that such
other entities would not impose the same or similar mitigation

Please see the response to comment A7-24 regarding the
potential for other agencies to approve projects without
implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures.
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measures to avoid such hazards is not plausible. Any entity who
proposes a project authorized by the Master Plan would be
obligated to prevent temporary traffic hazards through
appropriate construction management plans. It is virtually
inconceivable that some public entity would design a project and
move ahead with construction that could result in a significant
traffic hazard. The PEIR does not explain why or how such
dangerous conditions could occur and if this is a real concern,
such explanation is necessary to allow the City of Burbank or
others to provide meaningful comments on such potentially
significant impacts.

A7-121 With regard to cumulative transportation impacts, the Draft Impact 3.16(a) of the Draft PEIR is not related to cumulative
PEIR does not address Thresholds (a) or (c); therefore, it is not impacts. Most projects are private development projects and
possible to determine if there could be significant cumulative required to be consistent with the plans and programs of the
impacts involving those thresholds and how such impacts might | local governments that grant approval. As a result, plan or
affect the Burbank area. The PEIR should be revised to provide program inconsistency is generally rare. There is no significant
such an assessment. cumulative impact from such an inconsistency.

Impact 3.16(c) is not related to cumulative impacts. Individual
hazards are localized in nature and do not combine for a
cumulative impact. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-122 Please explain why construction and operational impacts to Please refer to Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the

tribal cultural resources are determined to be significant and
unavoidable when considering the typical projects, KOP
Categories, any of the 107 projects, and the overall
implementation of the Master plan. There should be a discussion
regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation measures identified
(from Impacts 3.4(a) and 3.4(b)), as well as Mitigation Measure
TCR-1 for construction and Mitigation Measures TCR-2 and TCR-
3 for operation. Typically, implementation of mitigation
measures, particularly Native American monitoring, is sufficient
to reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-
significant level.

Draft PEIR, which describes the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures identified for Impacts 3.4(a) and 3.4(b).

There is no definition of specific future projects because the
2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan and project-level
approvals are not part of the 2020 LA River Master Plan
approval. Although implementation of the mitigation measures
would help reduce the impacts, the PEIR does not examine
specific projects at this time. As a result, the Typical Projects’
effects on TCRs are not known at this time. Therefore, because
there is currently no substantial evidence to prove otherwise, it
is possible that impacts, based on the specific resource, could
remain significant. Native American monitoring can help to
identify important TCRs that were not known at the time the

LA River Master Plan Program EIR

2-148

March 2022
ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment# Comment Text Response
PEIR was prepared (or identified during tribal consultation), but
it cannot avoid damage to the affected TCRs.
Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. After the 2020 LA River Master
Plan is adopted and later activities are proposed, including
project design, location, and other site-specific information, the
impact could be determined to be less than significant. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-123 Please explain what it means to have "a cumulative condition” Please see the response to comment A7-26. Much like general
related to tribal cultural resources and whether that statement is | use of the term “existing conditions” in the individual impact
equivalent to identifying a significant cumulative impact. The analysis for baseline existing conditions, the term “cumulative
cumulative analysis states that "[a]lthough implementation of condition” is the baseline upon which the cumulative impact
the mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures CR-1 a-b, CR-4a-d, | analysis is conducted. It consists of the geographic and temporal
CR-5, TCR-1, TCR-2, and TCR-3) would help reduce the impacts, conditions considered for a particular resource, which can vary
considering the existing significant cumulative impacts for TCRs | for each resource topic and be different from the baseline used
in the greater Los Angeles region, it would be reasonable to infer | for the direct impacts analysis. It comprises the past, present,
that the Project could result in localized significant impacts on and reasonably probable future activities that contribute to each
TCRs. Therefore, the Project's contribution to cumulative tribal impact area. The term is used to differentiate the cumulative
cultural resources impacts would be considerable." Please impact analysis from the individual impact analyses discussed
explain the basis of that conclusion. Similar to other comments elsewhere in the PEIR. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
prov1§1ed above, there. s.hou.ld bea dlscus§1on r.e.gardmg the The Draft PEIR has been revised to clarify the description of the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures identified. “ : N “ :

cumulative condition,” which has been changed to “baseline
cumulative condition” (see Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR). These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-124 KOP 1-6: The analysis for these 6 KOP categories indicates there | The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

would not be a significant impact involving expansion of existing
infrastructure or construction of new infrastructure.
Nonetheless, the discussion ends with a determination that there
could be localized utility deficiencies and mitigations are
identified to require preparation of project specific Utilities
Plans to determine the need for infrastructure improvements

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements). In
addition, because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis
presented is conservative in nature. Under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168, where later activities involve site-
specific operations, an agency should use a written checklist or
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and provide such improvements or ways to reduce impacts, as
appropriate. A final conclusion is then presented that impacts
could be significant and unavoidable, which contradicts the
earlier analysis that indicates there should not be a need for
infrastructure improvements that could result in significant
impacts. This inconsistency should be resolved in revisions to
the PEIR.

similar device to document evaluation of the site and the activity
and determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation are within the scope of the PEIR.

The Draft PEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts in
many environmental categories because the design information
for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan is at a conceptual
level. The specific locations of potential projects have not been
determined; therefore, the environmental impact analysis is
presented at a programmatic level and does not include project-
specific or site-specific analysis.

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

Please see the response to comment A7-24 regarding the
potential for other agencies to approve projects without
implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures.

A7-125

Further, it is not clear that there would not be a need to expand
or construct new infrastructure connections to the City of
Burbank utility network for a major project within Frame 7, such
as the Headworks Connector project, or possibly for off-channel
projects such as affordable housing or wastewater treatment
facilities. More analysis is requested to explain why no
infrastructure improvements associated with Burbank's utility
networks would be required for any KOP elements, especially
the larger ones that could occur under KOP's 5 and 6.

Please refer to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
in the PEIR) and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
Requirements). The PEIR is a programmatic document and does
not include project-specific or site-specific analysis.

Other agencies may use the PEIR as the basis upon which to tier
future project environmental analyses under CEQA. In those
situations, as provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c), the other agencies could rely upon and implement the
mitigation measures identified in the PEIR. However, the County
cannot require other agencies to implement the mitigation
identified in the PEIR.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-126 KOP 6: The analysis notes that it is not possible at this stage to The County has chosen to take a conservative approach to
prepare a water supply assessment for overall potential water disclosure of the overall impacts of the conceptual plan. Because
demand for this category of projects, and even with a mitigation | of the severity of water shortages within the jurisdictions in the
measure to require preparation of a WSA for subsequent study area as well as the increase in demand resulting from
projects that would trigger that effort due to the volume of water | potential uses associated with buildout of the 2020 LA River
demand, there could be significant and unavoidable impacts to Master Plan, it is likely that the projects in combination would
water supplies. That conclusion is not explained and represents | resultin a cumulatively considerable contribution to water
a serious consideration for adopting statement of overriding demand. However, because the specific characteristics of the
considerations in order to approve the proposed River Master subsequent projects anticipated by the 2020 LA River Master
Plan. That may prove to be very challenging, since accepting Plan have not been determined, undertaking a specific water
such a significant impact, despite the direct conflict with project | supply assessment is not feasible. Future projects undertaken by
objectives and the serious nature of such an impact, requiresan | the County would be subject to subsequent CEQA compliance,
extraordinary demonstration of why this is both accurate and which would include consideration of water demand. No change
appropriate. It is suggested, therefore, that this analysis be re- to the Draft PEIR is needed.
drafted to provide better examination of potential effects and
perhaps identification of ways in which significant impacts on
water supplies would be avoided.

A7-127 KOP 6: The conclusion of a significant and unavoidable impact Please see response to comment A7-24. The County has chosen

on the wastewater treatment systems is both highly
conservative and unnecessary. It could also be argued that
preparation/implementation of Utilities Plan would result in
sufficient means of providing whatever additional wastewater
conveyance and/or treatment infrastructure might be needed
for some major project that could exceed existing capacity in the
conveyance and treatment facilities. It is recommended that the
PEIR be revised to address this more carefully and provide
sufficient explanation to support a finding of less than significant
impacts after mitigation.

to take a conservative approach to disclosure of the overall
impacts of the conceptual plan. Other agencies may use the PEIR
as the basis upon which to tier future project environmental
analyses under CEQA. In those situations, as provided in State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other agencies could rely
upon and implement the mitigation measures identified in the
PEIR. However, the County cannot require other agencies to
implement the mitigation identified in the PEIR.

Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, including Section 1.3.1.1,
Enforceability of Mitigation Measures; Section 1.3.1.2, PEIR and
Later Activities; and Section 1.4.2, Later Activities, of the Draft
PEIR. The County would commit to the mitigation proposed in
the PEIR, if approved as recommended; the County believes that
other entities that propose projects under the master plan and
PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation. However,
the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures in the PEIR
or guarantee implementation by the other agencies, which is
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why the County provided two separate impact conclusions:
County and non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project
are the responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR
are adopted by another agency for impacts that are considered
less than significant after the mitigation is implemented for
County-led projects, then the impact would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels for projects not carried out by the County,
for the same reasons as discussed for later activities carried out
by the County.
Because project-specific or site-specific analysis is not available,
it cannot be said for certain if there would be utility deficiencies.
For subsequent project activities, site-specific CEQA compliance
would be the responsibility of the implementing agency prior to
implementation of the proposed Project. No change to the Draft
PEIR is needed.
A7-128 KOP 6: The conclusion of potentially significant impacts on Please see the response to comment A7-127.
landfill capacity and then ultimately significant and unavoidable
impacts for projects undertaken by entities other than the
County, even with the mitigation to recycle and reuse
construction wastes is both highly conservative and
unnecessary. [t is recommended that the PEIR be revised to
address this more carefully and provide sufficient explanation to
support a finding of less than significant impact after mitigation
for all projects, including those undertaken by non-County
entities.
A7-129 On p. 3.19-4, in the description of wild land fire hazards within In 1992, Government Code Sections 51175-51189 established

Frame 7, it is noted that there is a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone in the southernmost part of Burbank, south of the
Ventura Freeway, adjacent to Griffith Park, and that this area
includes studio buildings and a residential area. This is
consistent with Figure S-1, Fire Zones, of the Safety Element of
the Burbank 2035: General Plan, which shows this area to be a
"Mountain Fire Zone." However, given that parts of this area are

the classification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones
(FHSZs), based on fuel loading, terrain, weather, and other
relevant factors identified by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as major causes of
wildfire spread as well as the severity of fire hazard expected in
those areas.
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developed with studio buildings and residential uses, please
provide context for this VHFHSZ classification, and explain why
it is designated as such given the developed condition of the
land.

CAL FIRE has mapped areas with significant fire hazards in the
state through its Fire and Resource Assessment Program. The
maps designate areas of the state as FHSZs, based on various
factors, including vegetation, topography, weather, crown fire
production, and ember production and movement (CAL FIRE
2007). CAL FIRE uses FHSZs to classify anticipated fire-related
hazards for the entire state and includes classifications for
Federal Responsibility Areas, State Responsibility Areas, and
Local Responsibility Areas.

Although parts of this area are developed with studio buildings
and residential uses, CAL FIRE has still determined that the area
is in a Very High FHSZ. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-130

Construction/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access
Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: The analysis indicates a potential for a
significant impact due to possible temporary road closures or
other impediments to vehicle travel, including emergency
vehicles and fire trucks. It is not explained why this could
"substantially impair" an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan and the PEIR should explain that,
because these types of common construction impacts are not
typically regarded as a substantial impairment to an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan that
cover broad areas of concern. A suitable mitigation measure is
identified, requiring coordination with emergency and fire
services to ensure there is adequate avenues for emergency
response and possibly evacuation during construction activities.
Then, the final conclusion is that this would be sufficient to
reduce impacts to less than significant for projects carried out by
the County, but not for projects carried out by other entities.
This is an unnecessarily conservative conclusion, not explained
and not reasonable. Why would any party that carries out an
implementing project approve a plan that would interfere with
emergency response or evacuation during construction
activities? This should be analyzed more carefully, and an effort
made to demonstrate that appropriate measures would be taken

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment A7-
24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve projects
without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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by any party that carries out an implementing project to
maintain adequate emergency response and evacuation if
needed during construction.

A7-131

Construction/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access
Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: The analysis indicates a potential for a
significant impact due to the potential for construction related
ignition sources to cause a wildfire in VHFHSZs where there are
steep slopes that may not be adequately prevented or
suppressed through compliance with a host of existing
regulatory requirements. A suitable mitigation measure is
identified, requiring preparation and implementation of a
Construction Fire Protection Plan. While it is not actually stated,
it is presumed that such a Plan would be developed in
coordination with emergency and fire services to ensure there
are adequate measures in place. Then, the final conclusion is that
this would be sufficient to reduce impacts to less than significant
for projects carried out by the County, but not for projects
carried out by other entities. This is an unnecessarily
conservative conclusion, not explained and not reasonable. Why
would any other party that carries out an implementing project
approve a project in a VHFHSZ that doesn't include a
Construction Fire Protection Plan to prevent wildland fires? This
should be analyzed more carefully, and an effort made to
demonstrate that appropriate measures would be taken by any
party that carries out an implementing project to adequately
prevent wildland fires during construction.

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment A7-
24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve projects
without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. In
addition, the commenter is correct about a Construction Fire
Protection Plan being developed in coordination with
emergency and fire services. No changes to the Draft PEIR are
needed.

A7-132

Operations/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access
Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: This analysis indicates that despite application
of all pertinent regulatory standards and
preparation/implementation of a Fire Protection Plan, there
would still be significant and unavoidable wildland fire impacts
for projects constructed in or adjacent to a VHFHSZ. This
conclusion applies to any project, whether carried out by the

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment A7-
24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve projects
without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

LA River Master Plan Program EIR

2-154

March 2022
ICF 54.20



Los Angeles County Public Works

2 Response to Comments

Comment#

Comment Text

Response

County or another party. This conclusion is not explained and
does not seem reasonable. It is also not reasonable to approve a
project that would result in such a significant and unavoidable
impact. It is recommended, therefore, that further, more careful
analysis be conducted to support a determination that with
existing regulatory compliance and a Fire Protection Plan,
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

A7-133

Construction/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access
Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: The analysis indicates a potential for a
significant impact due to the potential for construction related
ignition sources to cause a wildfire for projects located in a
VHFHSZ. A suitable mitigation measure is identified, requiring
preparation and implementation of a Construction Fire
Protection Plan. While it is not actually stated, it is presumed
that such a Plan would be developed in coordination with
emergency and fire services to ensure there are adequate
measures in place. Then, the final conclusion is that this would
be sufficient to reduce impacts to less than significant for
projects carried out by the County, but not for projects carried
out by other entities. This is an unnecessarily conservative
conclusion, not explained and not reasonable. Why would any
other party that carries out an implementing project approve a
project in a VHFHSZ that doesn't include a Construction Fire
Protection Plan to prevent wildland fires? This should be
analyzed more carefully, and an effort made to demonstrate that
appropriate measures would be taken by any party that carries
out an implementing project to adequately prevent wildland
fires during construction.

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment A7-
24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve projects
without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-134

Operations/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access
Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: This analysis indicates that despite application
of all pertinent regulatory standards and
preparation/implementation of a Fire Protection Plan, there
would still be significant and unavoidable wildland fire impacts

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. As described in Section 3.19, Wildfire, of
the Draft PEIR, all KOP categories would be required to operate
in compliance with the California Fire Code, California Building
Standards Code, and standards regarding a state-mandated 100-
foot defensible space (Public Resources Code Section 4291).
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for projects constructed in or adjacent to a VHFHSZ. This However, because the exact locations of project sites have not
conclusion applies to any project, whether carried out by the been determined but could be within or immediately adjacent to
County or another party. This conclusion is not explained and a Very High FHSZ, it cannot be guaranteed that operation of any
does not seem reasonable. It is also not reasonable to approve a | KOP category would not exacerbate wildfire risk.
roject that would result in such a significant and unavoidable
proj A wou ! ! g unav No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
impact. It is recommended, therefore, that further, more careful
analysis be conducted to support a determination that with
existing regulatory compliance and a Fire Protection Plan,
impacts would be reduced a to less than significant level for any
implementing project.
A7-135 Construction/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is

Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: The analysis indicates a potential for a
significant impact due to the potential for projects located in a
VHFHSZ to be severely impacted by post-wildfire events that
could result in flooding or landslides that could subject people or
structures to significant risks, even with implementation of all
existing regulatory compliance requirements. Several suitable
mitigation measures are identified, requiring preparation of
drainage studies, geotechnical reports to provide adequate
stabilization of construction sites and a Post-Fire Risk Reduction
Plan. Then, the final conclusion is that this would be sufficient to
reduce impacts to less than significant for projects carried out by
the County, but not for projects carried out by other entities.
This is an unnecessarily conservative conclusion, not explained
and not reasonable. Why would any other party that carries out
an implementing project approve a project in a VHFHSZ that
doesn't include these same kinds of mitigation measures to
prevent significant post fire impacts? This should be analyzed
more carefully, and an effort made to demonstrate that
appropriate measures would be taken by any party that carries
out an implementing project to adequately prevent significant
impacts during construction. Absent that, how can this River MP
be approved?

conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment A7-
24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve projects
without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-136

Operation/Common Elements, Multi-use Trails and Access
Gateways, KOPs 1-6, and Overall LA River Master Plan
Implementation: The analysis concludes that by merely placing
new structures and people within a VHFHSZ, that would
exacerbate existing wildland fire hazard risks. There is no
explanation of how these circumstances would worsen existing
physical conditions involving slopes, landslides, and potential for
significant post-fire impacts due to such conditions. Then,
suitable mitigations are identified including preparation of
drainage plans, geotechnical analysis, and a Post-Fire Risk
Reduction Plan, that would adequately reduce impacts for
projects carried out by the County, but not for projects carried
out by other parties. This is an unnecessarily conservative
conclusion, not explained and not reasonable. Why would any
other party that carries out an implementing project approve a
project in a VHFHSZ that doesn't include these same kinds of
mitigation measures to prevent significant post fire impacts?
This should be analyzed more carefully, and an effort made to
demonstrate that appropriate measures would be taken by any
party that carries out an implementing project to adequately
prevent significant impacts during construction.

Because this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented is
conservative in nature. Please see the response to comment A7-
24 regarding the potential for other agencies to approve projects
without implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. No
changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-137

Cumulative Impacts/Geographic context: This is identified as the
entire six-county area that comprises the SCAG region. This is a
grossly overestimated geographic area of concern, as the LA
River corridor occurs only within Los Angeles County and
activities conducted along this corridor could not influence or be
influenced by projects undertaken in the other counties, or even
in other parts of Los Angeles County that are separated from the
river corridor by a substantial distance, particularly areas that
are heavily urbanized. The PEIR should be revised to establish a
much narrower geographic context that extends along the
project corridor area as the overly broad definition proposed
results in an artificial basis for examining cumulative impacts
and thus an overstating of potential cumulative impacts.

The County disagrees. The geographic context for an analysis of
cumulative impacts related to wildfire is the six-county SCAG
region because counties in this region are adjacent to Los
Angeles County and projects in this region could contribute to
cumulative wildfire impacts. Please refer to Chapter 3, CEQA
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft PEIR, which
discusses how the cumulative impacts analysis for each resource
area considers the impacts related to general growth projected
for the area as well as the policies and programs that are in place
(i.e., adopted) to protect and conserve environmental resources
(e.g., biological resources) and minimize resulting impacts on
human health. Generally, with respect to geographic scope, the
cumulative impacts analysis considers the study area and areas
beyond to be relevant, with consideration of whether the
proposed Project would cause a new significant cumulative
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impact or result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
previously identified significant cumulative impact included in
an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan. No changes to the
Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-138 Contribution of the Project to Cumulative Impacts: This CEQA case law has held that even a small incremental addition to
discussion indicates that despite implementation of all existing a significant cumulative impact that is particularly severe can be
regulatory standards for construction within VHFHSZs and the cumulatively considerable (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
mitigation measures set forth in this chapter, the project would Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3rd 692). The County has chosen to
still have a "cumulatively considerable contribution" to wildfire | be conservative in its approach to this environmental concern,
impacts. This conclusion is forced by the overly conservative given the extensive wildfire history in Southern California and
determinations made with respect to project-level impacts, as the lengthening wildfire season.
noted in the .earller comments. If t-he PEIR is revised to explam Please see the response to comment A7-24 regarding the
how the project would not result in significant and unavoidable . : . .

. . . . potential for other agencies to approve projects without
impacts through regulatory compliance and implementation of : . e
N . i . . implementing the PEIR’s mitigation measures. No changes to the
the mitigation measures identified in this chapter, the conclusion
: o Draft PEIR are needed.
regarding cumulative impacts could also change to less than
significant.
A7-139 Essentially all of the technical analysis sections (Sections 3.1 Please refer to Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft

through 3.19) identified significant and unavoidable impacts.
Please explain why only certain resource areas are identified in
Section 4.1.

PEIR, which organizes all thresholds and impacts according to
their respective impact determinations. Also, please refer to
Section 4.1, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Environmental
Impacts of the Draft PEIR, which outlines the impacts that were
determined to be significant and unavoidable, regardless of
whether later activities are carried out by the County or not
carried out by the County. Please also refer to Section 4.2,
Impacts Found to Be Less than Significant with Mitigation for
Later Activities Carried Out by the County and Significant
Unavoidable When Not Carried Out by the County, and Section 4.3,
Impacts Found to Be Less than Significant of the Draft PEIR.

Please refer to Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft
PEIR, which notes that, except for significant and unavoidable
impacts, all identified significant environmental effects of the
proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan can be avoided or reduced
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to a less-than-significant level if the mitigation measures
identified in the Draft PEIR are implemented.

The County would commit to the mitigation proposed in the
PEIR, if approved as recommended; the County believes that
other entities that propose projects under the master plan and
PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation. However,
the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures in the PEIR
or guarantee implementation by the other agencies, which is
why the County provided two separate impact conclusions:
County and non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project
are the responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR
are adopted by another agency for impacts that are considered
less than significant after the mitigation is implemented for
County-led projects, then the impact would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels for projects not carried out by the County,
for the same reasons as discussed for later activities carried out
by the County.

A7-140

The identification of impacts found to be less than significant
does not match the impacts identified in Sections 3.1 through
3.19. Many of the impacts identified in the Draft PEIR are
identified as significant and unavoidable, particularly those
projects not carried out by the County. Please explain the
discrepancy.

Except for significant and unavoidable impacts, all identified
significant environmental effects of the proposed 2020 LA River
Master Plan can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant
level if the mitigation measures identified in this PEIR are
implemented.

The County would commit to the mitigation proposed in the
PEIR, if approved as recommended; the County believes that
other entities that propose projects under the master plan and
PEIR can and should adopt the proposed mitigation. However,
the County cannot enforce the mitigation measures in the PEIR
or guarantee implementation by the other agencies, which is
why the County provided two separate impact conclusions:
County and non-County. Such changes or alterations to a project
are the responsibility of other public agencies and within their
jurisdictions, not that of the agency making the finding.
However, if the mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR
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are adopted by another agency for impacts that are considered
less than significant after the mitigation is implemented for
County-led projects, then the impact would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels for projects not carried out by the County,
for the same reasons as discussed for later activities carried out
by the County.

A7-141

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), where there
are significant unavoidable impacts, their implications and the
reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding
their effect, should be described.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires an EIR to
describe significant environmental impacts that cannot be
avoided as well as impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced
to a level of insignificance. Please refer to Chapter 4, Other CEQA
Considerations, of the Draft PEIR, which organizes all thresholds
and impacts according to their respective impact
determinations. Also, please refer to Section 4.1, Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Draft PEIR,
which outlines the impacts that were determined to be
significant and unavoidable, regardless of whether later
activities are carried out by the County or not carried out by the
County. Please also refer to Section 4.2, Impacts Found to Be Less
than Significant with Mitigation for Later Activities Carried Out by
the County and Significant Unavoidable When Not Carried Out by
the County, and Section 4.3, Impacts Found to Be Less than
Significant of the Draft PEIR.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-142

A rationale for Alternative 2 - No In-Channel Improvements is
not provided. There is no explanation offered as to which of the
project's significant environmental effects would be avoided or
reduced, as well as any other attributes that are considered to be
an improvement of some sort, compared to the proposed Master
Plan, as a statement of the intent of this alternative. A rationale
should also indicate which of the project objectives would be
met and any that would not. The PEIR should be revised to state
this rationale, to enable any reader to comprehend the intent
and environmental benefits of this alternative, without having to

There is no “Alternative 2.” Assuming that the commenter is
referring to Alternative B, Channel Avoidance Alternative,
channel modifications associated with the 2020 LA River Master
Plan would not occur. As such, no improvements would occur
within the banks of the LA River. Later activities under
Alternative B would occur from the top of the levee to the 1-mile
study area boundary on each side of the LA River. There would
be no 2020 LA River Master Plan projects within the channel.

Alternative B would include implementation of only five of the
six KOP categories (i.e., KOP Category 1: Trails and Access
Gateways, KOP Category 3: Crossings and Platforms, KOP
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refer to the comparative impact analyses that occur later in this
chapter.

Category 4: Diversions, KOP Category 5: Floodplain Reclamation,
and KOP Category 6: Off-Channel Land Assets).

Please refer to Section 5.4.2, Environmental Evaluation of
Alternative B, in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR, which
includes the environmental analysis and rationale for each
environmental resource under Alternative B. Alternative B was
selected for analysis in the PEIR because it would 1) avoid or
reduce impacts on biological resources because of the
elimination of in-channel construction activities, thereby
avoiding the largest concentration of biological resources
throughout the project area, and 2) reduce impacts on hydrology
and water quality, resulting in less disturbance within the river
channel during construction. Please refer to Table 2-2 for a
comparison of the impacts of the proposed Project to those of
Alternatives A and B. Table 2-2 indicates that the impacts of the
alternatives would be similar to or less than those of the
proposed Project. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-143

Were any alternatives considered that would include application
of more stringent hydraulic design standards for channel
improvements related to better flood risk protection and
resiliency, to address potential changing storm characteristics
resulting from climate change? For example, should design
criteria for future river channel or other flood risk
improvements address a more intensive design-year storm? If
so, could that change the scope and characteristics of any of the
proposed Master Plan improvements?

Please refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR, within
which the Large-Scale Floodplain Reclamation Alternative and
the Regional Upstream Detention Alternative were considered
but eliminated. Under the Large-Scale Floodplain Reclamation
Alternative, floodplain reclamation would expand beyond the
channel. This would include widening the channel into lands that
are currently developed and occupied with industrial,
commercial, and residential uses. Floodplain reclamation could
include wetlands, naturalized banks, braided channels, fields,
storage areas, and side channels. With the channel’s role as part
of a flood-management system, any floodplain reclamation
would need to maintain existing flood capacity. Project
objectives that focus on reducing flood risks and improving
resiliency would be met under this alternative, along with
improved ecosystem function, increased open space, and
potential improvements in water quality and reliability for the
local water supply. The other objectives would not be met under
this alternative.
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Under the Regional Upstream Detention Alternative, upstream
detention improvements would be implemented to reduce peak
flows during larger rare storm events. This alternative would
reduce flood risks by building new flood retention basins or
expanding existing basins (e.g., increasing the footprint and/or
excavating and/or raising dams and levees). However, an
alternative with more stringent hydraulic design standards for
channel improvements related to flood risk protection and
resiliency that address potential changing storm characteristics
resulting from climate change is captured in the proposed
Project. The 2020 LA River Master Plan contains this objective:
“[r]educe flood risk and improve resiliency,” which aims to
maintain the existing flood-carrying capacity of all reaches of the
LA River channel; increase the capacity of the river in high-risk
areas to provide flood risk reduction for at least the 1 percent
(100- year) annual chance flood event, or a level recommended
by a risk assessment; include climate change research in the
planning process for new projects along the LA River; and
improve flood facility operations and maintenance. No changes
to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-144

Page ES-42: Dust-control measures should utilize recycled water
where feasible.

Please see the response to comment A7-3.

A7-145

Page ES-89: New construction design guidelines should utilize
recycled water where feasible, including but not limited to
irrigation and HVAC cooling.

Please see the response to comment A7-3.

A7-146

Page ES-91: New construction design guidelines should utilize
recycled water where feasible, including but not limited to
irrigation and HVAC cooling.

Please see the response to comment A7-3.

A7-147

Page ES-133: Water Supply Assessment should take existing and
proposed Water Code Section 1211 Change Petitions into
account for increased water recycling and reduced wastewater
discharges into the Project. The City of Burbank intends to
eventually recycle (for non-potable and potable reuse purposes)

Water Code Section 1211 is not needed for changes associated
with the discharge or use of treated wastewater that do not
result in decreased flows in any portion of a watercourse or
direct discharges to the ocean or a bay. In addition, please refer
to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR,
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all its wastewater and reduce recycled water discharges into the | which notes that the water supply throughout the study area is
Burbank Channel to zero. from groundwater and greatest in the lowest reaches of the LA
River (Frames 1 through 4). However, irrigation supplies and
system components would comply with Public Works’ Low-
Impact Development Standards Manual, County water
conservation standards, and the current California Green
Building Standards Code. Recycled or reclaimed water would be
used for irrigation, where possible. In addition, Water Code
Section 1211 is not within the scope of the environmental
analysis. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-148 Page 2-13: Proposed channel modifications should take Water Please see the response to comment A7-147.
Code Section 1211 Change Petitions into account for increased
water recycling and reduced wastewater discharges into the
Project, which will minimally affect stream flows. The City of
Burbank intends to eventually recycle (for non-potable and
potable reuse purposes) all its wastewater and reduce recycled
water discharges into the Burbank Channel to zero.
A7-149 Page 2-22: LA River Planting Guidelines within the channel Please see the response to comment A7-147. Please refer to

should take Water Code Section 1211 Change Petitions into
account for increased water recycling and reduced wastewater
discharges into the Project, which will minimally affect stream
flows. The City of Burbank intends to eventually recycle (for
non-potable and potable reuse purposes) all its wastewater and
reduce recycled water discharges into the Burbank Channel to
zero. Plants that require supplemental water should be irrigated
with recycled water when feasible.

Section 3.18, Utilities/Service Systems, of the Draft PEIR, which
describes how plantings would be chosen; such plantings would
flourish with little maintenance or water after they become
established. Also, please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and
Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR, which describes how planting
strategies along setbacks, buffers, levees, and floodwalls would
provide opportunities for stormwater treatment before water
enters the river. Recycled or reclaimed water would be used for
irrigation, where possible. Channel refurbishment, such as
removing invasive vegetation; removing sediment from the
channel bottom; replacing dense or woody vegetation with more
pliant, lower-profile native grasses; and conducting ongoing
maintenance, would increase hydraulic capacity and improve
flood risk mitigation. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-150 Page 2-29: Pavilion Best Practices should include usage of Please see the response to comment A7-3.
recycled water when feasible such as for irrigation, construction,
and cleaning of outdoor surfaces.
A7-151 Figure 2-11: Walt Disney Studios should also be featured on the | The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this figure (see
figure. Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
the Draft PEIR). These are clarifying changes only, and no
changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-152 Page 3.1-14: The Los Angeles Equestrian Center is not within the | This comment is acknowledged. The address for the Los Angeles
City of Burbank. Equestrian Center is 480 Riverside Drive, Burbank, CA 91506.
No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-153 Page 3.1-15: Corrected the BWP potable water system The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this description (see
description: Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
"BWP's potable water system includes approximately 276 miles the Draft PEIR). These are c.larlfylng changes only, and no
L R . . . changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
of pipelines ranging in size from 30 inches to 1.5 inches in
diameter, 27 booster pumps, 22 tanks and reservoirs, eight
wells, five MWD connections, and over 26,000 service
connections ...
The annual potable water sales for 2011 through 2015 averaged
5,660 million gallons or 17,338 AF. Over the same 5 years, the
average water demand was 15.9 mgd. Annual maximum day
demands averaged 21.9 mgd."
A7-154 Page 3.1-15: The Lakeside Golf Club is not within the City of The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this description (see
Burbank. Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
the Draft PEIR). These are clarifying changes only, and no
changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
A7-155 Page 3.1-56: Burbank Water and Power Rules and Regulations The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this description (see

mandate the usage of recycled water, when feasible, for existing
and proposed projects located near existing and proposed
recycled water mains. The usage of recycled water is also
required for construction purposes when feasible.

Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
the Draft PEIR). These are clarifying changes only, and no
changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-156 Page 3.7-32, 3.7-35: Water Conservation and Efficiency Please see the response to comment A7-3.
Guidelines should also utilize recycled water when feasible.

A7-157 Page 3.18-15: BWP also provides recycled water outside of the The Draft PEIR has been revised to include this information (see
City via interconnections and exchange agreements with the City | Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
of Glendale and the City of Los Angeles. the Draft PEIR). These are clarifying changes only, and no

changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

A7-158 Page 3.18-15: The statement on recycled water distribution in The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this description (see
Burbank is incorrect. The correct statement should read: Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
" . . L . the Draft PEIR). These are clarifying changes only, and no

Of the 935 million gallons of reclaimed water distributed in . .
. changes to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.

2019, 35 percent was used for power generation purposes, 7

percent was used at the DeBell Golf Course, 3 percent was used

at the City of Burbank Landfill, and the remaining 55 percent

was used for other purposes such as landscape irrigation and

HVAC cooling."

A7-159 Page 3.18-34: Water Code Section 1211 Change Petitions are This comment is acknowledged. Please see the response to

state regulations relevant to impact analysis of utilities in this
PEIR. The City of Burbank intends to eventually recycle all its
wastewater (for non-potable and potable reuse purposes) and
reduce recycled water discharges into the Burbank Channel to
Zero.

comment A7-147.

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects, the County
anticipates that future specific projects would require
subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

The Draft PEIR analyzes two Typical Projects and six KOP
categories. If wastewater facilities or recycled water pipes are
implemented as subsequent projects, the implementing agency
would be required to adhere to existing regulations. No changes
to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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A7-160 Page 3.18-66: Water Conservation and Efficiency Guidelines Please see the response to comment A7-3.
should also utilize recycled water when feasible.

A7-161 Page 3.18-74: There is no mention of the City of Burbank's The Draft PEIR has been revised to correct this description. See
Recycled Water System in this section. The City of Burbank can Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
also potentially supply recycled water, where feasible, for the the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
Project. to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
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2.3.2.8 Comment Letter A8: Water Replenishment District, May 10, 2021
Comment# Comment Text Response
A8-1 [ am writing on behalf of the Water Replenishment District The County appreciates the Water Replenishment District

(WRD) to provide you with the District’s perspective regarding
the Los Angeles River Management Plan (Plan). As a member of
the Plan’s Steering Committee, WRD is pleased to see the
positive impact this project may bring to the Los Angeles Region.
Specifically, WRD is pleased to see how recycled water is
incorporated into the project and the positive attributes it can
bring to the community.

Headquartered in Lakewood, California and established by a
vote of the people in 1959, WRD manages and protects local
groundwater resources for over four million residents in
southern Los Angeles County (11 percent of California’s
population). WRD has over 60 years of experience in water
management. We work with regional partners to maintain
healthy water levels in groundwater basins. Our service area
includes 43 cities that use about 82 billion gallons of
groundwater annually which accounts for approximately half of
the region’s water supply.

In 2019, WRD achieved the goals of its Water Independence Now
(WIN) program. The goal of the WIN program was to create a
supply of locally sourced and drought resilient water to be used
for groundwater replenishment. The cornerstone project of WIN
was the Albert Robles Center (ARC) for Water Recycling and
Environmental Learning, which treats 3.25 billion gallons of
water each year to near distilled levels. The completion of ARC
created a new source of water for groundwater replenishment.
Thanks to WIN, WRD no longer imports water and half of
southern Los Angeles County’s water supply is 100% locally
sustainable and drought resilient.

(WRD) for preparing comments on the Draft PEIR. These
comments will be provided to the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors for consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the
proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan Project.

This is an introductory comment about the WRD that precedes
specific comments. No further response is required.
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A8-2

Now that WRD has completed its WIN initiative, our next major
goal is to complete our Water Independence for All (WIN 4 All)
program. The goal of WIN 4 All is to create a 100% locally
sustainable water supply for the entire region. This means all
water needs would be met by a drought resilient water supply. It
is exciting to see that components of the WIN 4 All program
aligns with project proposals in the Plan. In the next two
decades, WRD aims to create new recycled water sources and
increase stormwater capture to achieve the goals of WIN 4 All.
WRD is encouraged to see that the Plan includes proposals for a
network of pipelines for recycled water to be used for
replenishment purposes and proposed plans to increase
stormwater capture.

This comment regarding WRD’s Water Independence Now
(WIN) and Water Independence for All (WIN 4 ALL) goals is
acknowledged.

A8-3

The Plan also includes proposals to develop corridor-based
water quality projects, technical support for feasibility studies,
expand stormwater capture for groundwater recharge and
debris removal from water. WRD has spearheaded similar
projects in its service area and is available to provide support as
these projects are further developed. WRD is especially
interested in serving as a resource for cities that are included in
the Plan and WRD's service area; these cities include the Cities of
Vernon, Bell Gardens, South Gate, Compton and Long Beach.
WRD is hopeful that by working through partnerships, proposed
projects can help increase the local supply of available recycled
water and improve water quality in the region.

The County acknowledges the WRD as a valuable resource for
the jurisdictions that are involved with the 2020 LA River Master
Plan and that are also within the WRD’s service area (Cities of
Vernon, Bell Gardens, South Gate, Compton, and Long Beach)
and looks forward to working together.

A8-4

WRD is especially supportive of the Plan’s proposal to treat
stormwater, which can later be used for groundwater recharge.
There are also benefits to increased recycled water flows in the
Los Angeles River.

This comment is acknowledged.
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2.3.29 Comment Letter A9: County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation, May 6, 2021
Comment# Comment Text Response
A9-1 Implementation Matrix The County appreciates the County of Los Angeles Department

Through DPR's involvement on the Internal County Team, we
know that equity has been a through-line embedded in the fabric
of the draft LARMP. With the successful implementation of the
LARMP in mind, we recommend strengthening the equity
language in the Implementation Matrix to ensure that the actions
and methods: reflect the input of the stakeholders and
communities involved in this process; are clearly defined and
not subject to interpretation; and aim to serve disadvantaged
communities with high and very high park needs.

Accordingly, please include language within the Implementation
Matrix chapter to:

(1) Prioritize implementation of projects in communities with
high and very high park need;

(2) Prioritize increasing shade in communities that are lacking in
trees and parks;

(3) Promote equitable and inclusive access to the river by
implementing bi-lingual and multi-lingual signage; and

(4) The Design Guidelines include a section on Environmental
Graphics and has details on bilingual, ADA, Indigenous Peoples
language required on signage. This is helpful information, but it
can only be found in the appendix. We recommend that the
language translation be reflected within the methods.

Include DPR's Regional Trail System Map as identified in the
County's General Plan (General Plan, Fig. 10 .1) as part of the
Literature Review to show access and connectivity to the larger
regional trail system contemplated in the General Plan.

Include that DPR has multi-use trail jurisdiction along ~ 10 miles
of the LA River.

of Parks and Recreation (DPR) for preparing comments on the
Draft PEIR. These comments will be provided to the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors for consideration as part of the
Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan Project.

[t appears that the commenter is raising an issue related to the
2020 LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment
does not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. In
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
when responding to comments and make a good-faith effort at
full disclosure in the EIR.

This comment was shared with the 2020 LA River Master Plan
team. No further response is necessary.
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Include DPR as a partner.

Revise with the following: Utilize river channel right-of-way and
adjacent areas to increase park space and prioritize
implementation of ROW projects in disadvantaged and/or high
and very high park need communities.

Revise with the following: -Yse Develop river channel right-of-
way and adjacent areas to assist in ensuring equitably to ensure
that all LA County residents live within a half mile of a park.

Revise with the following: Secure ongoing and long-term funding
for land acquisition, construction and maintenance of additional
parks and recreational facilities, and prioritize funding for park
facilities in high and very high park need areas to ensure that
funding benefits the communities with the greatest need.

Include DPR as a partner.

Revise with the following: Increase shade along the trail,
111here possible using shade trees (LA River Design
Guidelines). Promote shade equity by increasing shade
amenities along the trail, prioritizing areas that are lacking in
trees and parks.

Revise with the following: Ensure there is a shaded place to rest
every half mile, on average, along the river, and prioritize
implementation in communities that are lacking in trees and
parks.

Add another method: Method 2.3.6 Ensure signage includes best
practices for universal accessibility and multi-lingual translation.

Revise with the following: Repurpose single-use spaces, such as
power-line easements, rail rights-of-way, or flood infrastructure,
to serve multiple functions such as multi-use trails or habitat,
and prioritize spaces that are in high and very high park need
areas.

Revise with the following: Develop master agreements with
utilities for easements to maximize use of ground space under
overhead or above buried utility lines for parks, open space, and
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trails, and prioritize agreements in high and very park need
areas.

Include DPR as a partner.

Include DPR's multi-use trail as a notable feature in Planning
Frames 2 and 3, to support the Design Considerations for Frame
2 that reference equestrian trails within the Frame.

The Plan contemplates separate paths for active transport,
pedestrians, and equestrians. While separating uses within large
rights-of-way can be beneficial, separate trails pose a
maintenance challenge for the operating agency, and limits use
in areas where there is limited right-of-way. DPR's existing trail
along the LA River accommodates, pedestrians, equestrians, and
cyclists, and is somewhat represented in the minimum multi-use
trail combination cross-section shown on page 67; however,
equestrian use should be shown furthest from the riverside, and
the cross section on page 67 should be revised to reflect as such.

Apply consistent language to the cross sections in the Access and
Mobility chapter of the Design Guidelines. The Minimum-
Preferred trail combination cross sections on pgs. 67 and 68
should reference the right of way combinations identified on pg.
70. For cross sections that describe trail combinations in narrow
right-of-way, equestrian and pedestrian use should be combined.

Add Equestrians as a user for the Stone Fines + Decomposed
Granite surface type

Add Pedestrians as a user for Compacted Earth surface type

A9-2

Draft PEIR
Page 3.15-2, Regional Trails

e The County operates two separate trails along segments
of the LA River. The Department of Public Works
maintains the bike trail, which is described in this
section. DPR operates and maintains the ~ 10-mile
multi-use trail that runs from Imperial Highway south to

Figures, tables, and text in the Draft PEIR have been revised in
Section 3.15, Recreation, with the requested information. See
Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
to the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are needed.
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Willow Street. Please revise this section to include the
natural surface multi-use trail. Establish consistent
terminology for trails throughout the document and
distinguish when the trail is referring to the bike path,
the multi-use trail, or both.

Figure 3.15-1 .2- Frame 2. Parks and Recreational Facilities
e Revise #47 72nd Street Staging Area to 72nd Street
Equestrian Park.
Figures 3.15-2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4: Trails and Access Point
e Revise the legend to change "Dept. of Regional Planning
Trails" to either County Trails or distinguish between
DPW bike paths and DPR Trails.
Pages 3.15-8,-11, -16,-17, -18, -24, -25, -29, -30, -32, -36, -39
and -40
e Revise the source: "Los Angeles County, Department of
Recreation 2020" to "Los Angeles County Department of
Parks and Recreation 2020."
Page 3.15-3, Table 3.15-1. Los Angeles County Park
Classifications
e The Draft EIR has the description of park amenities
condensed in one paragraph. The park amenities should
be categorized as passive park amenities, active park
amenities, and park facilities. Please update the table as
follows: (SEE TABLE ON PAGE 6 OF THE COMMENT
PDF. UNABLE TO COPY CONTENT HERE)
Page 3.15-11, Table 3.15-10. Parks and Recreational Resources
within Frame 2
e Revise #47 72nd Street Staging Area to 72nd Street
Equestrian Park
e List #47 72nd Street Equestrian Park under Special Use
Parks/Facilities.
Page 3.15-13, Existing Local Resources, 2nd paragraph, last
sentence
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e Revise the size of Los Amigos Golf Course to 120.75
acres
Page 3.15-16, Table 3.15-10. Parks and Recreational Resources
within Frame 3
e Move #74 Los Amigos Golf Course under Special Use
Parks/Facilities.
e Revise the size of Los Amigos Golf Course to 120.75
acres.
e Move #88 Washington Ave Park under Pocket Parks.
A9-3 Page 3.15-41, Regional Regulatory The Draft PEIR has been revised to include the County’s County

Add the following paragraph regarding the County Trails Manual
after the Los Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Parks &
Recreation Needs Assessment: Los Angeles County Trails Manual

The LA County Trails Manual provides guidance to County
departments that interface with trail planning, design,
development and maintenance of hiking, equestrian, and
mountain biking trails. The Manual provides guidelines for
implementation of multi-use trails within the unincorporated
communities of LA County and recognizes the existence of the
broader regional trail network in the County of LA and
surrounding counties that provides access to recreational
resources operated by federal, state, and local agencies. The
Manual sets the guidelines for reviewing plans and specifications
for trails that are provided in conjunction with land use planning
and the entitlement process for projects proposed for
development within the County. Proposed developments are
reviewed for consistency with the Trails Manual. The goal of the
Trails Manual is to establish well-defined trail types, guidelines,
and priorities to facilitate the development of high-quality trails
that benefit the public.

Trails Manual in the identified regulatory setting of Section 3.15,
Recreation, of the Draft PEIR. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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2.3.2.10 Comment Letter A10: City of Los Angeles, May 13, 2021

Comment# Comment Text Response

A10-1 Thank you for including the City of Los Angeles, Department of The County appreciates the City of Los Angeles, Department of
City Planning in the environmental review process for the above | City Planning for preparing comments on the Draft PEIR. These
referenced project. The proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan comments will be provided to the Los Angeles County Board of
builds upon the adopted 1996 Master Plan and other previous Supervisors for consideration as part of the Final PEIR for the
studies. The program involves a series of projects that will proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan Project.
tmprovea two-rrple wide COI'I'ld.OI‘ along 51 mll.ers of the LA River This is an introductory comment that summarizes the content of
aimed at improving health, equity, access, mobility, and ) .
economic opportunity for the diverse communities it traverses the 2020 LA River Ma.ster Plan and precedes specific comments.
from the Santa Susana Mountains to the Pacific Ocean in Long No further response is necessary. No changes to the Draft PEIR
Beach. The 2020 LA River Master Plan proposes six categories of are needed.
project improvements, or kit of parts (KIP) over the next 25
years: 1) Trail and Access Gateways; 2) Channel Modifications;
3) Crossings and Platforms; 4) Diversions; 5) Floodplain
Reclamation; 6) Off Channel Land Assets.
The LA River Master Plan includes 9 frames, of which frames 5-9
are within the City of Los Angeles and traverse 12 of the City’s 35
Community Plan Areas from east to west including: Boyle
Heights, Central City, Central City North, Northeast Los Angeles,
Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley, Hollywood, North
Hollywood- Valley Village, Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca
Lake -Cahuenga Pass, Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks, Reseda-
West Van Nuys, Encino-Tarzana, and Canoga Park-Winnetka-
Woodland Hills-West Hills at the river’s headwaters.

A10-2 Given this scope, it will be important for the Master Plan EIR and | It appears the commenter is raising an issue related to the 2020

subsequent projects to reflect the diversity of communities,
ecology, and land uses along the course of the River, and ensure
enhanced community connections to the resource are made at
every opportunity.

LA River Master Plan and not the Draft PEIR. This comment does
not identify specific significant environmental impacts or
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR. In
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a), lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
when responding to comments and make a good-faith effort at
full disclosure in the EIR. This comment was shared with the
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2020 LA River Master Plan team. No further response is
necessary. No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A10-3 The City of Los Angeles has a regulatory framework Please refer to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis
implemented by many City agencies including the Departments in the PEIR) and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’
of Public Works, City Planning, Building and Safety, Requirements). The PEIR is not a regulatory document and is not
Transportation and others and is continuously updating its required to “meet or exceed” local regulations. The PEIR
ordinances to reflect state laws and regional standards. The PEIR | summarizes the City of Los Angeles’ land use policies that are
should meet or exceed the City’s Regulatory Framework. The pertinent to the 2020 LA River Master Plan. Please refer to
PEIR preparer should review the City of Los Angeles’s CEQA Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning.
Regulatory Framework document and include any footnotes and
references contained therein. (See: Regulatory Framework -
Google Drive; please contact the Department of City Planning if
there are issues accessing the document).

A10-4 Additionally, the City of Los Angeles adopted the LA River The Draft PEIR has been revised to include references to the LA
Improvement Overlay (LA RIO), Section 13.17 of the Los Angeles | River Improvement Overlay. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Municipal Code (Ordinance Nos. 183144 and 183145 which Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
became effective on August 11, 2014). The Master Plan PEIR and | clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
all subsequent Projects will be subject to the LA RIO standards. Draft PEIR are needed.

A10-5 The City of Los Angeles would like to see clarification on the The Design Guidelines have been evaluated as part of the

implementation of the 2020 LA River Master Plan Design
Guidelines document included as Appendix B. The City of Los
Angeles would like to see the Design Guidelines be included as
Project Design Features to ensure that they are enforceable.

proposed Project to the extent that they are required. For future
projects that are carried out by the County, the County would
incorporate Design Guidelines and mitigation measures as
required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Please refer to Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft PEIR,
which notes that, while a majority of the proposed Design
Guidelines are not described as mandatory requirements, select
Design Guidelines (such as those related to access points,
gateways, maintenance buffers and clearances, emergency
access, lighting, and monitoring and maintenance plans) are
described as requirements (through the use of “must” and
“shall”) rather than recommendations under the 2020 LA River
Master Plan. Accordingly, this PEIR assumes that the 2020 LA
River Master Plan will be implemented consistent with these
required Design Guidelines. Similarly, it is assumed that all
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subsequent projects under the 2020 LA River Master Plan would
be implemented in accordance with the required Design
Guidelines by implementing agencies (1 county and 17 cities).
For the purposes of the impact analysis presented in Chapter 3,
CEQA Environmental Impact Assessment, of the Draft PEIR,
compliance with these required Design Guidelines is assumed
and factored into the impact analysis and CEQA determination
for the 2020 LA River Master Plan.

In addition, as this is a program-level EIR, the analysis presented
is conservative in nature. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section
15168, where the later activities involve site-specific operations,
the agency should use a written checklist or similar device to
document the evaluation of the site and the activity to determine
whether the environmental effects of the operation were within
the scope of the PEIR. The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a
conceptual plan. All future specific projects would be subject to
subsequent environmental compliance under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168.

At the time of project-level CEQA compliance, if there are
changes proposed to the manner in which Design Guidelines will
be included in a project, additional impact analysis and
significance conclusions should be analyzed and disclosed.

A10-6

Aesthetics:

Within the City of Los Angeles frames numbered 5-9, all
development must adhere to LA RIO standards with respect to
nighttime illumination and views. The RIO includes development
standards to ensure the screening of electrical and mechanical
equipment from public view as well as lighting standards to
prevent glare, light spillover, and encourage downcast and dark
sky compliant lighting. See excerpt below and amend Aesthetic
mitigation measures as appropriate.

“Electrical transformers, mechanical equipment, water meters
and other equipment shall be screened from public view. The
screening may be opaque or perforated, provided that not more

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements). The
PEIR is a programmatic document and does not include project-
specific or site-specific analysis.

Because the PEIR does not examine specific projects at this time,
the County anticipates that future specific projects would
require subsequent CEQA compliance. State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(c) states, “Later activities in the program must be
examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether
an additional environmental document must be prepared. The
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than 50 percent of the face is open. The screen shall be at least 6
inches taller than the equipment and not more than 2 feet taller
than the equipment.

Exterior Site lighting. (a) All site and building mounted lighting
shall be designed such that it produces a maximum initial
luminance value no greater than 0.20 horizontal and vertical foot
candles at the site boundary, and no greater than 0.01 horizontal
foot candles 15 feet beyond the site. No more than 5.0 percent of
the total initial designed lumens shall be emitted at an angle of
90 degrees or higher from nadir (straight down). (b) All low
pressure sodium, high pressure sodium, metal halide,
fluorescent, quartz, incandescent greater than 60 watts, mercury
vapor, and halogen fixtures shall be fully shielded in such a
manner as to not exceed the limitations in Subdivision 3(a),
above.”

(Note: see also comments under the Land Use section)
Aesthetics

3.1(d): Would the proposed Project create a new source of
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Mitigation Measure AES-3a: Design Exterior Lighting to
Minimize Nighttime Illumination

Spillover. Exterior lighting will be designed to shield and direct
illumination to the subsequent project sites and minimize light
spillover to any adjacent residential uses.

Mitigation Measure AES-3b: Design Exterior Structures to
Minimize Glare. The exterior of the proposed
buildings/structures will be constructed of materials such as
high-performance, tinted, non-mirrored glass; painted metal
panels; and pre-cast concrete or fabricated wall surfaces.

level of the environmental document, if required, will be
identified at this subsequent phase.”

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A10-7

Biological Resources:

The California mountain lion is granted special protection under
California statute. The Draft PEIR has been revised to include the
California mountain lion in the impact analysis in Section 3.3,
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The Biological Resources Analysis does not include any mention | Biological Resources. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,

of the Southern California Mountain Lion, which has been Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are

observed throughout Griffith Park in Frame 6. In April 2020, the | clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions of the

California Department of Fish and Game Commission granted Draft PEIR are needed.

{nounjcain lions L(,),S Angeles’ env.ironrpentally sensitive areas Additionally, Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Conduct Literature

candidate status” under the California Endangered Species Act . . . :

Review, Habitat Assessment, and Project Surveys, includes

(CESA). The City of Los Angeles is currently developing a Wildlife | the requirement that a regulatory assessment be conducted for

Protection Pilot ordinance in the Santa Monica mountains. individual subsequent projects. This would include a

However, mountain lions are known to traverse large expanses construction and operation impact analysis and the

of areas and have been observed in urban areas outside of identification and implementation of appropriate avoidance and

Griffith Park. As such, areas along the LA River and tributaries minimization measures based on the presence of biological

are critical for wildlife migration. The PEIR must be amended to | resources. Impact analysis includes appropriate assessment of

reflect the known presence of this critical Special Status species. | project-specific disturbances (e.g., recreational effects, night

(See Table 3.3-1. CNDDB Special- Status Wildlife Observed lighting, noise). This means that all subsequent projects would

within the LA River Study Area). Furthermore, additional be evaluated individually for impacts and would implement

analysis is warranted to determine if additional mitigation appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for the

measures are necessary to protect this candidate species during | individual project.

construction and operation Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BIO-2, Avoid or Minimize
Effects on Federally or State-Listed Species, Consult with
Wildlife Agencies, and Implement Permit Requirements,
requires the implementing agencies to consult with the resource
agencies to avoid, reduce, or minimize impacts on biological
resources, with activities that may include California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) observations and reporting of any
CNDDB species.

A10-8 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4: This is a general comment that does not raise any issues about

The document includes context for the Zanja Madre, and states
that it is included as "historical facts that are most important to
understanding the types of cultural resources that could be
located in the project study area" on page 3.4-11. The inclusion
of the context is an acknowledgement of the potential to
discover this resource or type during a project. Extensive
information on the Zanja Madre is not included in the report
likely due to the classification of archaeological resources.

the Draft PEIR. No response is necessary.

The commenter is correct in stating “extensive information on
the Zanja Madre is not included in the report likely due to the
classification of archaeological resources.” Additionally, please
refer to the mitigation measures identified in Section 3.4,
Cultural Resources, of the Draft PEIR. Mitigation Measure CR-
1a, Conduct a Cultural Resources Assessment for
Historical /Built Archaeological and Tribal Cultural
Resources to Determine the Presence of Resources, requires
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later activities to conduct a cultural resources assessment to
determine the potential for the presence of historical/built,
archaeological, and tribal cultural resources.

A10-9 On page 3.4-32, the Los Angeles Cultural Heritage ordinance is The Draft PEIR has been revised to clarify the name of the
referred to as "a historic preservation ordinance," this section Cultural Heritage Ordinance. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
should be amended to more accurately call it the Cultural Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
Heritage Ordinance. clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the

Draft PEIR are needed.

A10-10 The first sentence of the first paragraph on page 3.4-33, should The Draft PEIR has been revised to clarify the reference to the

read "in the Conservation Element of the City of Los Angeles Conservation Element. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
General Plan" versus "in the City of Los Angeles General Plan". Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions in the
Draft PEIR are needed.
A10-11 Page 3.4-42 includes "SurveyLA historic resource information at The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

the City’s website Historic Places LA” as the sole source to search
for all historic resources data. The section should additionally
include the datasets and various individual surveys completed
for the Community Plan Areas (CPAs) and overlays within the
City of Los Angeles frames, which include: Boyle Heights, Central
City, Central City North, Northeast Los Angeles, Silver Lake-Echo
Park-Elysian Valley, Hollywood, North Hollywood- Valley Village,
Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake - Cahuenga Pass, Van
Nuys-North Sherman Oaks, Reseda-West Van Nuys, Encino-
Tarzana, and Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills
at the river’s headwaters. Additional overlays such as Cornfield
Arroyo Seco Specific Plan Area (CASP), Northeast Los Angeles
River Revitalization Area (NELARRA), and the Adelante Eastside
Redevelopment Area should also be reviewed. If Historic Places
LA is not available, researchers should know where else they can
look for this information. The historic resources surveys are:

- SurveyLA CPA Historic Resources Survey for Boyle Heights

- SurveyLA CPA Historic Resources Survey for Northeast Los
Angeles

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Given that the approach to this analysis is programmatic, no
cultural records search or background literature research was
conducted. The authors reviewed the Built Environment
Resource Directory, City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation
Overlay Zones, the Historic-Cultural Monuments list, and the
results of SurveyLA available at historicplacesla.org to provide
initial insight on historical resources along the corridor. The
results of this review were not intended to provide a
comprehensive list of historical resources in the City of Los
Angeles. As specific projects and their locations are identified, a
formal records search at the South Central Coastal Information
Center as well as additional literature and desktop research will
be conducted, including reviews of specific plans, Historic
Preservation Overlay Zones, Community Plan Areas, and the
results of SurveyLA, as applicable.

Additionally, please refer to Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of
the Draft PEIR, which includes Mitigation Measure CR-1a,
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- Historic Resources Survey for the Confield Arroyo Seco Specific | Conduct a Cultural Resources Assessment for Historical/
Plan Area Built Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources to
- Historic Resources Survey for the Northeast Los Angeles River Determine the Presence of Resources.
Revitalization Area No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.
- Intensive Historic Resources Survey for the Adelante Eastside
Redevelopment Area
A10-12 The table that starts on Page 3.4-44 titled "City of Los Angeles The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer

Historical Resources within 1 mile to Either Side of the LA River"
appears to only include designated HCMs. The table should also
include properties determined eligible through Section 106 and
those recorded through a historic resources survey. It does not
appear that the table includes any Section 106 determined
eligible, SurveyLA, or CRA survey historic resources. A note
clarifying that these are missing from the table would be helpful
to not mislead readers into assuming the list is the full extent of
the resources present.

to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

Please refer to Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of the Draft PEIR,
which presents the best information that could be obtained from
the desktop search at the time of preparation of the Draft PEIR,
in keeping with the methodology described in Section 3.4.3.1. It
should be understood that this list is not comprehensive and
may not include properties identified through survey or project
documents that are available at the South Central Coastal
Information Center, through in depth research or reviewing local
municipalities’ hard files, or in the course of coordination with
municipal historic preservation staff.

Additionally, see Mitigation Measure CR-1a, Conduct a
Cultural Resources Assessment for Historical /Built
Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources to Determine
the Presence of Resources.
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A10-13 On page 3.4-55, Under "Office of Historic Preservation" add The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
"Built Environment Resource Directory (BERD)" as this resource | to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
includes many of the 2-status code properties the CHRIS is and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).
fssIng. The Draft PEIR has been revised to add “Built Environment

Resource Directory (BERD).” See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR,
Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only and no changes to the conclusions of the
Draft PEIR are needed.

A10-14 Land Use: The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
The Department of City Planning is interested in broadening ;?134&5152 ?ﬁ;ﬁiﬁ:ii ;\/[tI;-E o(cl;rl(}ﬁz?smdi-:tizgjgslisilrilrE ;l:te s;) EIR)
connections within the LA River network and KOP projects to 4 '
neighborhoods in the study area and providing equity of access Additionally, the implementing agency will consult, when
to river improvements. During the site selection process and applicable, with adjoining jurisdictions, including the City of Los
feasibility studies, the County should consult with the City of Los | Angeles, when initiating future projects under the 2020 LA River
Angeles to ensure that site selection, planning, and design meet Master Plan (see Mitigation Measures LU-2, Consultation, and
requirements of Zoning Information (Z.I) NO. 2358, River LU-4, Site Selection Process).

Improvement Overlay Supplemental Use District, LAMC Section
13.17, the Citywide Design Guidelines, adopted Community
Plans and overlay districts and any other applicable regulations.

A10-15 Amend Mitigation Measure LU -1: Construction Management The Draft PEIR has been revised to incorporate the suggested
Plan clarification to this mitigation measure. See Chapter 3 of the
Require signs to be posted at least 30 days prior to construction Final PEIR, Clquﬁcatlons and Modifications to the Draft PEIR

. : . . . These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
to inform community members that construction will begin, .
: . o 2 conclusions of the Draft PEIR are needed.
provide detour signage, and wayfinding to nearby amenities
during LA River pathway closure. See also REC-1.
A10-16 Amend Mitigation Measure LU-3: Alternative Connectivity. The Draft PEIR has been revised to incorporate the suggested

During the subsequent project design process, determination
will be made whether the project design would result in a
physical barrier to the community in the form of road closures,
walls, or other project features that could disrupt connectivity
within the community. If it is determined that physical barriers
would result, the implementing entity or person shall meet with

clarification to this mitigation measure. See Chapter 3 of the
Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR.
These are clarifying changes only, and no changes to the
conclusions of the Draft PEIR are needed.
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the jurisdiction having authority of the site and will do one or
more of the following:
* Redesign the project to avoid the impact.
* Provide alternative connections that maintain connections
across the community. This may include constructing off-site
street connections, including alleys and other roadways, that
maintain community connectivity and access, to the satisfaction
of the local jurisdiction.
A10-17 Amend Mitigation Measure LU-4: Site Selection Process. This comment is acknowledged. Mitigation Measure LU-4, Site
Add language: During site selection and feasibility studies for Sfrlligtlg:):::?rfiﬁzg\; i?eiisgfl?;d;:eze :fgg;:g{)eegoiin
future development within the City of Los Angeles, consult with JMiti ation Measure L]U- 4 the 1};n ler.nentin avency will
LA City Planning to ensure that site selection, planning and g. . e p §agency
design meet requirements of Zoning Information (Z.I) NO. 2358 coordinate with and obtain all necessary land use entitlements
River Improvement Overlay Supplemental Use DistI:ict LAMC " | permits and approvals from all agencies with jurisdiction,
Section 13.17 and any other applicable regulations ’ including the City of Los Angeles. Please refer to Master
' Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR) and MR-4
(Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements). No change to
the Draft PEIR is needed.
A10-18 Recreation: The Draft PEIR has been revised to incorporate the suggested

During construction activities for the life of the Master Plan it is
likely that construction will result in periodic disruptions in the
availability of the LA River bicycle and pedestrian trails, both as
recreational trails and as thoroughfares for commuters. As such,
Los Angeles City Planning recommends the following
amendment to ensure that users have adequate advance notice
of closures due to construction.

Amend Mitigation Measure REC-1: Minimize Disruption of
Recreational Uses During Construction. As specific subsequent
project and location information is identified during detailed
design, the implementing agency will confirm the timing,
duration, and area extent of construction activities that would
occur. If temporary closures of existing recreational facilities
would be necessary for construction, the specific increase in use

revision to this mitigation measure. See Chapter 3 of the Final
PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to the Draft PEIR. These are
clarifying changes only, and no changes to the conclusions of the
Draft PEIR are needed.
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of other nearby recreational facilities will be evaluated. Factors
to be considered in the evaluation include the duration of the
closure, acreage and type of facility that would be unavailable
due to the closure, and existing usage levels at the relevant
nearby recreational facilities. If there is an increase in the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or is accelerated, the implementing agency
will apply measures including, but not limited to, one or more of
the following:

* Minimize duration of construction period.

* Modify construction phasing to limit disturbance of existing
recreational facilities.

* Avoid construction during peak use periods.

* At least 30 days prior to initiating construction activities, post
courtesy signage at start/end points and at points along pathway
informing users community members of the duration of
construction, with additional wayfinding to adjacent facilities
with similar amenities.

See comment above: Add language to bullet #4 and to CMP (MM
LU-1). Signs must be posted prior to start of construction to
inform community members of LA River pathway closure, and
provide alternative routes.

A10-19

Transportation:

For portions of the LA River within the City of Los Angeles, the
PEIR and subsequent Projects, should utilize Los Angeles
Department of Transportation’s VMT calculator to determine
screening criteria rather than LA Country VMT criteria. See
LADOT Development review processes and procedures:
https://ladot.lacity.org/businesses/development-review.
Mitigation Measure TRA-1a. “Determine VMT Based on Type of
Subsequent Project” should be modified accordingly

The 2020 LA River Master Plan is a conceptual plan. Please refer
to Master Responses MR-2 (Program-Level Analysis in the PEIR)
and MR-4 (Adherence to Local Jurisdictions’ Requirements).

The County will be using the County’s VMT when later activities
are carried out by the County. However, the lead agency of later
activities carried out not by the County have the option to use
the County’s VMT or their local TIA. Additionally, other agencies
may use the PEIR as the basis upon which to tier future project
environmental analyses under CEQA. In those situations, as
provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the other
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agencies could rely upon and implement the mitigation
measures identified in the PEIR. However, the County cannot
require other agencies to implement the mitigation identified in
the PEIR.

No changes to the Draft PEIR are needed.

A10-20

Amend Mitigation Measure TRA-1b. Implement TDM Strategies
and/or Enhancements to Reduce VMT

Clarify TRA-1b to include TDM strategies that promote
pedestrian use and other modes of active transportation. Los
Angeles Department of City Planning recommends the following
modification to MM TRA-1b:

The implementing agency (County or other jurisdictional
agency) will implement a subsequent project-specific program
utilizing transportation demand management (TDM) strategies
and neighborhood or site enhancements to reduce VMT, and any
other appropriate strategies to address identified impacts and
reduce VMT to the River Corridor. The program to reduce VMT
will be based on the suite of eligible TDM strategies included in
the County Guidelines or other measures with substantial
evidence, or, if the subsequent project is located in an
incorporated city, the program will be based on Mitigation
Measures (these apply to all project elements, i.e., both Typical
Projects, six KOP categories, and overall 2020 LA River Master
Plan, unless specified otherwise) Significance after Mitigation
(when carried out by County) Significance after Mitigation
(when not carried out by County) that city’s list of qualifying
VMT mitigation strategies.

Specific measures can include but are not limited to:
* Increasing transit accessibility
* Relocating a project in order to be adjacent to transit

* Pricing any provided parking at river access sites to discourage
vehicle trips to the River Corridor

The Draft PEIR has been revised to modify this mitigation
measure to incorporate the City of Los Angeles’ comments. See
Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR, Clarifications and Modifications to
the Draft PEIR. These are clarifying changes only, and no changes
to the Draft PEIR are needed.
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* Add: Providing bicycle parking

* Implementation of neighborhood or site enhancements such as
pedestrian network improvements (for example, high-visibility
crosswalks, continuous sidewalks, and Americans with
Disabilities Act [ADA]-compliant directional curb cuts at
intersections), and traffic calming measures such as speed
humps or chicanes.
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2.3.2.11 Comment Letter A11l: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, May 13, 2021
Comment# Comment Text Response
Al11-1 Thank you for coordinating with the Los Angeles County The County appreciates Los Angeles County Metropolitan

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) regarding the
proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan (Master Plan) located in
Los Angeles County (County). Metro’s aim is to create and
maintain a world-class transportation system that focuses on
providing the best customer experience possible and enhancing
the quality of life for those who live, work, and play within the
County. As transportation planner and coordinator, designer,
funder, builder and transit operator, Metro is constantly working
to deliver a regional system that supports increased
transportation options and associated benefits, such as
improved mobility options, air quality, health and safety, access
to goods and services, and quality of life.

Per Metro’s area of statutory responsibility pursuant to sections
15082(b) and 15086(a) of the Guidelines for Implementation of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA: Cal. Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Ch. 3), the purpose of this letter is to
provide the County with Metro’s comments on the Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Master Plan. Effects
of a project on transit systems and infrastructure are within the
scope of transportation impacts to be evaluated under CEQA.!

PEIR Project Description

The proposed Master Plan encompasses an area along a 51-mile-
long, 2-mile-wide corridor (i.e., 1 mile on each side) of the LA
River in Los Angeles County and spans through 17 cities and
unincorporated Los Angeles County (18 total jurisdictions). The
proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan builds on the adopted 1996
Master Plan and other regional planning studies prepared since
then. It is intended to improve 51 miles of connected open space
along the LA River to improve health, equity, access, mobility,

Transportation Authority (Metro) for preparing comments on
the Draft PEIR. These comments will be provided to the Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors for consideration as part of
the Final PEIR for the proposed 2020 LA River Master Plan
Project.

This is an introductory comment about Metro and a description
of the PEIR project description that precedes specific comments.
No further response is required.

1 See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a); Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts In CEQA,
December 2018, p. 19.
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and economic opportunity for the diverse communities of Los
Angeles County while still providing flo