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9.0  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
 
9.1 PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT 

COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
The public review period for the Draft EIR for the Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club Project 
commenced on May 1, 2009 and ended on June 30, 2009.  Table 9.1 lists the persons, organizations, 
and public agencies that provided comments to the City of Rolling Hills Estates on the Draft EIR.  
 

Table 9.1 
Commenters on the Draft EIR 

Agency, Organization, and/or Person Date Received Date of Letter 

Agencies and Organizations 

Bridlewood Circle Home Owners Association 
 Russo, Mike 

6/29/2009 6/25/2009 

California Department of Fish and Game 
 Chirdon, Matt 

7/6/2009 7/6/2009 

California Department of Fish and Game 
 Chirdon, Matt 

6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Caltrans, District 7 
 Alvarez, Elmer 

6/25/2009 6/23/2009 

City of Lomita 
 Sugano, Gary 

6/17/2009 6/16/2009 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
 Fox, Kit 

6/24/2009 6/22/2009 

City of Rolling Hills Estates Equestrian Committee 
 Clark, Andy 

6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
 Frazen, Ruth 

5/12/2009 5/13/2009 

Dapplegray Lane Property Owners Association 
 Retz, Kirk 

6/30/2009 6/29/2009 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
 Shane, Delaine 

6/11/2009 6/11/2009 

Native American Heritage Commission 
 Singleton, Dave 

5/28/2009 6/1/2009 

Palos Verdes Peninsula Horsemen's Association 
 Allen, Dale and  
 Wells, James T., PhD, PG 

6/29/2009 6/29/2009 
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Table 9.1 
Commenters on the Draft EIR 

Agency, Organization, and/or Person Date Received Date of Letter 
Palos Verdes Peninsula Horsemen's Association 
 Otten, Vic and  
 Allen, Dale 

6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Portuguese Bend Riding Club 
 Feldman, Laura and  
 Wolf, Lisa 

6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Individuals 

Abel, Mirta  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Arai, Stacey  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Beachler Family  6/29/2009 no date 

Beck, Lori  6/27/2009 6/27/2009 

Brown, Monica 6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Deming, Steve 6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Fairchild, Kimberly  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Fox, William  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Gardner, Cathy & Dennis  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Garman, Susan  6/26/2009 6/26/2009 

Gerisch, Virginia  6/30/2009 6/27/2009 

Gliksman, Jerry 6/30/2009 6/29/2009 

Gliksman, Kathleen  6/30/2009 6/29/2009 

Grech, Rachel  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Hallstein, Shirley Lindberg  6/30/2009 no date 

Hannon, Jackie  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Harnishfeger, Bruce  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Holmes, Liz  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Houle, Gil and Doreen  6/29/2009 6/29/2009 

Hughes, Jane 6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Jay, Darlene  6/26/2009 6/26/2009 

Kappes, Sally  6/26/2009 6/26/2009 

Kennedy, Don 6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Kortens, Teri  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 
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Table 9.1 
Commenters on the Draft EIR 

Agency, Organization, and/or Person Date Received Date of Letter 
Kozachenko, Lori  6/26/2009 6/26/2009 

Kroon, Carolina  6/29/2009 6/29/2009 

LaRae, Donna  7/1/2009 7/1/2009 

Lebental, Carole  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Leonard, Patrice & Larsen, Robert 6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Litchfield, Joe & Jenny 6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Ludwig, Carol  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Madden, Donna  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Margrave, Frank  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

McGuire, Peter  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Moody, J. Richard  6/29/2009 6/26/2009 

Mooradian, Michael  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Olney, Jane  7/13/2009 no date 

O'Neil, Charlene  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Poulin, A.J.  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Ramstead, Julie  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Regan, Deborah  6/27/2009 6/27/2009 

Richards, Teri 6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Ryan, Madeline  6/28/2009 6/28/2009 

Santiago, Jessica & Enrique  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 

Saunders, Randy  6/26/2009 6/26/2009 

Savitt, Cindy  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Sawyer, Janet  7/7/2009 no date 

Scott, Audrey  6/27/2009 6/27/2009 

Sivert, Sandy  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Spak, Jan  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Strobel, Ed  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Ulve, Wendy  6/26/2009 6/26/2009 

Wieland, Melissa  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Yarber, Sharon  6/25/2009 6/25/2009 
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Table 9.1 
Commenters on the Draft EIR 

Agency, Organization, and/or Person Date Received Date of Letter 
Yule, Cindy  6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

Yule, John 6/30/2009 6/30/2009 

 
 

9.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
 
This section of the Final EIR presents the comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, 
along with the Lead Agency’s response to the environmental points that were raised.     
 
9.2.1 TOPICAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
Comments regarding the following topics were submitted by multiple parties: 
 
1. Horse Overlay Zone and Equestrian Trail 

2. Compatibility of Golf and Equestrian Uses 

3. Semi-Rural Character of the Community  

4. Architectural Character/Neighborhood Compatibility   

Responses to these topical comments are provided below. 
 
TOPICAL RESPONSE 1: HORSE OVERLAY ZONE AND EQUESTRIAN TRAIL 
 
The EIR acknowledges that the applicant’s request to remove the project site from the Horse 
Overlay Zone creates a significant land use impact in that the property has continuously been 
designated for equestrian uses.  See Impact LU-2 on pg 3.8-18 of the DEIR.  The project proponent 
has indicated that it is not practical or feasible to establish equestrian uses and facilities within the 
residential portion of the project (the proposed residential lots are clustered and are not large 
enough to realistically permit the stabling of horses).  Nevertheless, the EIR recommends provisions 
should be made to accommodate equestrian uses through the dedication of a trail within the project 
site that links with other trails in the community (MM LU-1).    
 
The provision of a trail, such as that described in the EIR, would encourage equestrian uses in 
proximity to the proposed residential/golf course country club uses.  Although the Horse Overlay 
District Designation would be removed from the project site, the actual trail would be dedicated and 
improved for equestrian uses and would be  equally functional to equestrians with or without the 
Horse Overlay Zone Designation remaining over the entire project site.  
 
While the spur/view trail required by MM LU-1 would not be functionally equivalent to the entire 
“Proposed Trail” identified on Exhibit 6-1 of the City’s General Plan, the spur/view trail would 
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reduce the project’s impacts on the “Proposed Trail” to a less than significant level.  See the 
discussion of Impact REC-1 beginning on page 3.13-7 of the DEIR.   
 
TOPICAL RESPONSE 2: COMPATIBILITY OF GOLF AND EQUESTRIAN USES 
 
Several commenters incorrectly claim that the DEIR states that golf and equestrian uses are not 
compatible.  The discussion of Impact LU-2 (page 3.8.18 of the DEIR) explains that while the applicant 
has expressed capability concerns for the two uses, “golf courses and related recreational uses are not 
necessarily incompatible with equestrian uses”.  This section of the DEIR further recognizes that “there 
are many examples in Los Angeles County of equestrian uses located in close proximity to golf 
courses.”  As noted above in Topical Response 1, the proposed removal of the majority of the site from 
the Horse Overlay Zone district (Impact LU-2) is a potentially significant land use impact of the project 
that requires mitigation.  Thus, the EIR recommends provisions should be made to accommodate 
equestrian uses through the dedication of a trail within the project site that links with other trails in the 
community (MM LU-1).   
 
TOPICAL RESPONSE 3: SEMI-RURAL CHARACTER OF THE COMMUNITY 
 
The discussion of Impact AES-2, which begins on page 3.1-28 of the DEIR, analyzes the project’s 
potential impacts on the aesthetic character of the community.  The proposed project differs from 
some other residential developments in Rolling Hills Estates insomuch as it does not allow horse 
keeping, but is rather a more traditional, luxury residential development.  Similar residential 
development does exist in the City of Rolling Hills Estates, with an example being the adjacent 
development along Club View Lane, which predominately does not provide for equestrian uses.  In 
addition, given the site’s location at the northern boundary of the City of Rolling Hills Estates and 
adjacent to residential development in Torrance and Lomita, the majority of the surrounding 
neighborhoods are traditional residential development of a similar aesthetic character. 
 
While the proposed residential lots are clustered to maximize open space/golf course land, the 
proposed lots are larger than typical residential lots in new developments in Los Angeles County.  The 
proposed residential lots range in size from 8,601 ft2 to 24,428 ft2, with the average lot being 12,902 ft2.  
These lot sizes are not as large as some residential lots in Rolling Hills Estates, but are not inconsistent 
with many residential lot sizes in the City. 
 
It is important to note that CEQA requires a project to be analyzed against the existing conditions.  
Specifically, State CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a) requires that the project be evaluated against “the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis 
is commenced.”  Currently, the site exists as a quarry pit that is being utilized as an inert landfill.  The 
conversion of this site to a golf course/residential development would not be considered a negative 
impact on aesthetic character.  
 
TOPICAL RESPONSE 4: ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER/NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 
 
While some of the residential architecture in the vicinity of the project is ranch-style, other newer 
residences reflect different architectural styles, including Italian (Mediterranean) and Spanish California 
Ranch (DEIR, p. 3.1-29).  The Club View Lane neighborhood, adjacent to the proposed project, 
contains numerous examples of Mediterranean design. Because these were constructed with City 
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permission, it is reasonable to conclude that they were deemed to comply with neighborhood 
compatibility standards.    This neighborhood is the closest Rolling Hills Estates neighborhood to the 
proposed project and accordingly would be important in determining compatibility.   Because the 
proposed structures are also Mediterranean, they would be objectively compatible with the existing 
Mediterranean Club View neighborhood residences.  However, as the DEIR notes, compatibility 
remains a subjective judgment (DEIR, p. 3.1-19).  The City Planning Commission ultimately decides 
whether a proposal meets the City’s Neighborhood Compatibility Ordinance, and would use the 
information contained in this EIR to make that determination.   Mitigation Measure AES-6 requires the 
Commission to determine whether compatibility requires that ranch style homes be incorporated into 
the project design.   
 
In regards to red tile roofing, the DEIR notes in both photographs and narrative that red (terra-cotta) 
tile roofing exists in the surrounding neighborhoods, notably on most of the residences in the Club 
View neighborhood.  This suggests that terra-cotta tile is permitted for use in proximity to the project 
site.   
 
Finally, it should be noted that the project site lies on the border between the City of Rolling Hills 
Estates and the City’s of Torrance and Lomita and not within portions of Rolling Hills Estates where 
Ranch style is prominent.   
 
 
9.2.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
 
All comments on the Draft EIR submitted were in written form and are included in their entirety in 
this section.   Each point raised in these comment letters was assigned a number (e.g. XY-1), as 
noted on the comment letters included in this section.  The Lead Agency’s response to each 
enumerated comment is provided after the respective comment letter.  The comment letters and 
corresponding responses in this section appear in the same order as they are listed in Table 9.1. 
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LETTER FROM: BRIDLEWOOD CIRCLE HOMEOWNER’S ASSOCIATION, MIKE RUSSO, 
PRESIDENT 
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RESPONSES 
 
BC-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required.  
 
BC-2:  The commenter expresses opinions regarding the project and specific project components, 
including one opinion regarding the project’s environmental analysis. In regards to the project’s 
environmental analysis, the commenter expresses the Bridlewood Circle Homeowner’s Association’s 
(HOA) opinion that “the equestrian trails proposed by Mitigation Measure MM-LU-1 would be a 
reasonable accommodation to preserve the rural characteristics of the City of RHE and provide 
personal enjoyment of neighboring horse owners, and benefit hikers and future homeowners of the 
project as well.”  The opinions expressed are duly noted.  No response is required.   
 
BC-3:  The commenter’s request regarding future adjustments to the project’s lighting arrangement is 
duly noted.   
 
BC-4:  Please see the project’s Environmental Noise Study contained in Appendix H of this EIR for a 
detailed description of the assumptions used in the noise calculations.  In summary, Wieland Acoustics 
utilized the following: 
 
 The instrumentation used to obtain the existing noise measurements consisted of integrating 

sound level meters (Models 712, 820, 824, and 870) and acoustical calibrators (Models 
CAL200 and CAL250) manufactured by Larson Davis Laboratories. 

 To estimate traffic/street noise, the highway traffic noise prediction model developed by the 
Federal Highway Administration (as described in report FHWA-RD-77-108) was utilized 
along with the traffic volumes estimated in the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis (as 
contained in Appendix J of this EIR).  See also the assumptions identified in Appendix II of 
the Project’s Environmental Noise Study (Appendix H of this EIR);  

 To estimate construction noise, the construction noise equipment levels identified in the 
Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (February 2, 2006) 
were utilized, along with the assumptions identified in Table 3.10.14 of the DEIR; and 

 To estimate the noise generated by the project’s operation activities (e.g., maintenance, club 
house events, etc.), the SoundPLAN (Version 6.5) model was used along with the 
information and assumptions outlined in Tables 3.10.17 and 3.10.18 of the DEIR.  

In response to the commenter’s request, the following assumptions were used in the photometric 
analysis: 
 
 Lighting projections were calculated with Visual – Professional Edition 2.06 three 

dimensional modeling software as manufactured by Acuity Brands Lighting; 

 All photometric data for the proposed fixtures was originated from Illumination Engineering 
Society of North America testing data;  
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 All lamp lumen data was derived from manufacturer catalog cut-sheets and the mean lumen 
data was utilized for each lamp, which estimates the average lumens over the life of the 
lamp; and   

 A 10% light loss factor was used to estimate the effects of dirt depreciation, ballast factor, 
etc. 

BC-5:  The commenter suggests methods for implementing the golf course maintenance restrictions 
required by Mitigation Measure NOI-3.  Mitigation Measure NOI-3 requires the Rolling Hills Country 
Club to development a golf course maintenance plan and schedule, which would be subject to the City’s 
review and approval.  The suggestion is duly noted and will be taken into consideration in the City’s 
review of the golf course maintenance schedule.   
 
BC-6:  With standard dual pane windows closed and all doors closed, the exterior noise level from 
activities inside the clubhouse will be reduced by at least 20 to 25 dB. This is more than sufficient to 
mitigate this noise source to below the thresholds of significance. It is possible that the noise may be 
audible at times at some residences, but the levels will comply with the local noise standards.  With 
regard to the public address system at the clubhouse, a quantitative mitigation measure was not 
considered necessary because of the large distances between the clubhouse and the nearest residences.  
Nonetheless, the Mitigation Measure NOI-7 has been revised as follows: 
 

MM NOI-7: Outside public address systems shall have their volumes set at the 
minimum level necessary for acceptable communications and 
shall minimally comply with the noise level standards specified in 
Section 8.32.050 of the City of Rolling Hills Estates Municipal 
Code. 

 
BC-7:  Section 3.10.7 reiterates that noise generated by maintenance of the proposed golf course would 
remain significant even after implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.  As noted in 
the comment, this Section also identifies that golf course maintenance noise will be offset to some 
degree by several factors.  In regards to these factors, the commenter disagrees that the elimination of 
noises from the Chandler’s facility (i.e., landfill and concrete batch plant operations) will reduce the 
annoyance potential of noise to the surrounding receptors.  To clarify the offsetting factors and since it 
is agreed that noise annoyance is subjective, the third and fourth bullet points in the discussion of 
offsetting factors included in Section 3.10.7 have been revised as follows: 
 

 For those existing residences that will be newly exposed to golf course 
maintenance noise as a result of eliminating the landfill and concrete batch 
plant, it is noted that the project noise may be of a character that is more 
acceptable to a residential community (i.e., lawn mowers rather than truck 
movements and concrete batch plant operations).  It should be noted that 
noise character is subjective and noise that is acceptable to one receptor may 
not be acceptable to another.   

 For those existing residences that will be newly exposed to golf course 
maintenance noise as a result of eliminating the landfill and concrete batch 
plant, it is noted that the golf course maintenance noise will start later in the 
day than the noise at the landfill and batch plant (i.e., 8:00 a.m. in the vicinity 
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of residential uses rather than 6:00 a.m.). This is expected to significantly 
reduce the annoyance potential of the noise.  However, it should be noted 
that golf course maintenance noise would be a regular occurrence, whereas 
landfill and concrete batch plant activity may be sporadic.      

Since the EIR identifies golf course maintenance noise as a significant and unmitigable impact of the 
proposed project, even after considering the offsetting factors identified in Section 3.10.7, the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR remain unchanged.   
 
BC-8:  The commenter requests the results of noise measurements previously commissioned by the 
City of Rolling Hills Estates.  Davy & Associates conducted noise measurements in the Bridlewood 
Circle neighborhood in November 1999.  The results of these noise measurements are included herein 
after response to comment BC-14.   
 
BC-9:  Existing traffic volumes on Bridlewood were too low to warrant an intersection capacity/level 
of service analysis.  Access to Bridlewood from Palos Verdes Drive East was evaluated and addressed, 
including a northbound right turn lane from Palos Verdes Drive East and a two-way left turn pocket 
between Bridlewood and the project entrance to provide a refuge area for making a left turn from 
Bridlewood onto southbound Palos Verdes Drive East.  
 
BC-10:  The proposed two-way left turn lane between PV Drive East and “A” Street would provide a 
place of refuge for those making left turns from Bridlewood Circle onto southbound Palos Verdes 
Drive East.  It would allow them to cross the northbound lane into the two-way left turn lane and then 
merge into the southbound lane in a separate movement, as traffic allows.  
 
BC-11:  Overall pedestrian safety is addressed in the City’s General Plan, with wide shoulders instead of 
sidewalks, and this would be maintained with the project.  The pedestrian configurations of Palos 
Verdes Drive East would not change.  The existing pedestrian paths along Palos Verdes Drive East 
would remain.  The re-design of the golf course would result in fewer golf course-related crossings and 
improved pedestrian safety in general.  In particular, the proposed project would eliminate the RHCC’s 
overflow parking lot on the west side of Palos Verdes Drive East.  The project-related improvements 
for vehicle safety on Palos Verdes Drive East would also enhance pedestrian safety. 
 
BC-12:  The project’s detailed street improvement plans prepared for Palos Verdes Drive East is 
required to comply with all Federal, State and City guidelines for vertical and horizontal curves. 
 
BC-13:  The commenter expresses the Bridlewood Circle HOA’s encouragement of water conservation 
measures and drought-tolerant landscaping, which is duly noted.  Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires 
the landscape plans for open space and slopes to use only region-specific native plants.  
 
BC-14:  The Bridlewood Circle HOA requests “to have an agreement in place so that [the HOA] could 
arrange for additional sweeping and/or watering down of PV Drive East, and also including 
Bridlewood Circle street and right-of-way landscaping, if needed.”  Such an agreement would be 
between the HOA and the applicant/contractor and is not required to mitigate a significant 
environmental impact.  As such, the requested agreement is not within the purview of this EIR.  The 
request is, nonetheless, duly noted.   
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Exhibit 9.1  Memo of Chandler Noise Monitoring, Davy & Associates, November 10, 1999 
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Exhibit 9.1  Memo of Chandler Noise Monitoring, Davy & Associates, November 10, 1999  (cont.) 
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Exhibit 9.1  Memo of Chandler Noise Monitoring, Davy & Associates, November 10, 1999  (cont.) 
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Exhibit 9.1  Memo of Chandler Noise Monitoring, Davy & Associates, November 10, 1999  (cont.) 
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LETTER FROM: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, EDMUND J. PERL, 
REGIONAL MANAGER SOUTH COAST REGION AND MATT CHIRDON, ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST  
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RESPONSES 
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CDFG-1:  Request is duly noted. 
 
CDFG-2:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
CDFG-3:  The “stream” referred to by the commenter is Bent Springs Canyon, which was 
identified as a “blue-line” stream on the Torrance, CA 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle 
prepared by the USGS in 1964 and photorevised in 1981.  Since mapped by USGS, this watercourse 
has been highly disturbed/modified.  Development has occurred in the project vicinity and grading 
has occurred onsite to create portions of the golf course and for quarry operations.  As a result of 
these past on- and off-site activities, the watercourse now exists only as a largely man-made golf 
course drainage ditch.   
 
Nonetheless, pursuant to this comment, the project applicant prepared and submitted a 
“Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration” (NLSA) application to the CDFG in accordance 
with Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code.  The results of the NLSA process are detailed in 
Section 3.3 of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR document and all NLSA-related 
documents are included in Appendix C-2 of this EIR. 
 
In summary, the NLSA application was submitted to the CDFG on September 15, 2009 along with 
a Jurisdictional Delineation of the Bent Springs Canyon Feature within the Proposed Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills 
Country Club Project Site (ECORP, 2009).  The CDFG submitted a letter to the applicant on October 
22, 2009 stating that the NLSA application was deemed complete and, subsequently, conducted a 
site visit on November 17, 2009.  On December 21, 2009, the CDFG submitted a letter to the 
applicant stating that the CDFG did not meet the statutory timelines identified in Section 1603 of 
the Fish and Game Code, and thus, the project may be undertaken without a Lake or Streambed 
Alteration Agreement.  Mitigation Measures BIO-5 and BIO-6 were included in the Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR document to ensure the project proceeds in a manner that is consistent 
with the NLSA application that was deemed complete by the CDFG.   
 
CDFG-4:  The commenter correctly notes that the DEIR concludes there is a “low” potential for 
certain special-status species to exist onsite (five wildlife species and four plant species).  However, 
the commenter is incorrect in his assertions that the discussion of the environmental baseline is 
inadequate and that mitigation has been improperly deferred.  The DEIR fully describes the existing 
conditions of the site, including describing and mapping the site’s vegetative communities and 
habitat, identifying the plant and animal species known or expected to occur onsite, and describing 
the potential for special-status species to occur onsite.  The DEIR concludes that only one formally 
listed (i.e., threatened or endangered) species has the potential to exist onsite, the coastal California 
gnatcatcher (federally threatened), which was determined to have only a low potential to occur 
onsite due to the minimal amount of coastal sage scrub habitat onsite and the limited value of that 
habitat.  Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is included in the DEIR to ensure the proposed project would 
not significantly impact this species.  Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is fully enforceable and includes 
performance standards that must be met and ensure the project would not significantly impact the 
coastal California gnatcatcher.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is included to ensure the project would not significantly impact the other 
four special-status wildlife species that have a low potential to exist onsite.  These species consist of 
two ground-dwelling species (coast horned lizard and the San Diego desert woodrat) and two aerial 
species (monarch butterfly and the pocket free-tailed bat).  The only habitat type onsite that could 
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support either of the ground-dwelling species is coastal sage scrub.  The monarch butterfly, which is 
not identified by either the USFWS or the CDFG as a sensitive species, has a low potential to 
overwinter or roost in the eucalyptus trees onsite, and the pocket free-tailed bat has a low potential 
to exist in the cliff faces and crevices of the Chandler quarry pit.  Given the status of these species 
and their low potential to occur onsite, exhaustive presence/absence surveys during the project’s 
planning stage are unwarranted.  Furthermore, the information gathered from such surveys would 
be largely inconclusive about the potential for project construction to impact the species, as project 
construction is not expected to occur in the same year as the project’s planning stage and the wildlife 
present on a site often varies from year to year.  Thus, rather than conducting presence/absence 
surveys during the planning stage, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires a biologist to conduct pre-
construction surveys and to be present during construction to identify and protect any individuals of 
these four species, should any happen to exist onsite at that time. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 takes a similar approach to protect special-status plants.  Four special-
status plants were determined to have a low potential to occur onsite – south coast saltscale, 
Davidson’s saltscale, Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn and Brand’s phacelia.  Similar to the 
approach taken to protect special-status wildlife, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires a rare plant 
survey to be conducted within a year of construction and a biologist to be present onsite during 
construction to protect and/or salvage any special-status plants, should any happen to exist onsite at 
that time.   
 
In conclusion, the baseline described in the DEIR meets the requirements of CEQA, as it provides 
adequate information to develop an “understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project 
and its alternatives” (State CEQA Guidelines § 15125); and the mitigation measures recommended 
in the DEIR satisfy CEQA requirements as they are fully enforceable and include performance 
standards that must be met and ensure the project would not significantly impact special-status 
species.   
 
CDFG-5:  The second portion of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 refers to Section 1913(c) of the Native 
Plant Protection Act (CDFG Code § 1913(c)).  This section states:  
 

1913. …(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of subdivisions (a) and (b) of this 
section, where the owner of land has been notified by the department pursuant to 
Section 1903.5 that a rare or endangered native plant is growing on such land, the 
owner shall notify the department at least 10 days in advance of changing the land 
use to allow for salvage of such plant.  The failure by the department to salvage such 
plant within 10 days of notification shall entitle the owner of the land to proceed 
without regard to this chapter.  Submission of a timber harvesting plan pursuant to 
the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511 of 
the Public Resources Code) shall constitute notice under this section.  Converting 
from one type of agricultural use, as defined in Section 51201 of the Government 
Code, to another type of agricultural use shall not constitute a change in land use. 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 incorporates this requirement into the project as a fail-safe, 
should any special-status species be discovered onsite during the required preconstruction 
plant survey.  See also response to comment CDFG-4, which explains that only four special-
status plants were determined to have any potential to occur onsite, all of which have only a 
low potential to occur onsite. 
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CDFG-6:  The CDFG provides recommendations for Mitigation Measure BIO-5, which is intended 
to mitigate the project’s potential impacts on nesting birds during construction.  To incorporate the 
CDFG’s recommendations, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 has been revised as follows: 
 

MM BIO-5: Clearing, grubbing, and/or removal of vegetation, and/or 
removal of structures and substrates shall be conducted outside 
the bird-nesting season (i.e., between September 1-February 28).  
Any grubbing and/or removal of vegetation such activities 
conducted during the bird nesting season (i.e., between March 1-
August 31) will require a nesting survey by a qualified biologist at 
least one (1) week beginning 30 days prior to the activity and 
weekly thereafter, with the last survey conducted no more than 3 
days prior to the initiation of clearance construction work.  If 
discovered, all active nests shall be avoided and provided with a 
buffer zone of 300 feet (500 feet for all raptor nests) or a buffer 
zone that otherwise meets the minimum requirements of the 
California Department of Fish and Game.  Once buffer zones are 
established, work shall not commence/resume within the buffer 
until a qualified biologist confirms that all fledglings have left the 
nest, which would likely not occur until the end of the nesting 
season, and that there is no evidence of subsequent attempts at 
nesting.  The project proponent shall record the results of the 
avoidance/protection efforts undertaken to document 
compliance with applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to 
the protection of native birds. 

 
CDFG-7:  The Linen H. Chandler Nature Preserve is currently adjacent to the existing RHCC golf 
course and, with the proposed project, golf course holes would remain adjacent to the Preserve. As 
such, no new or additional “edge effects” on the Preserve are expected.   
 
The proposed natural open space included in the project would not be isolated or fragmented.  
Rather, this proposed natural open space would be adjacent to Alta Loma Park, which is primarily 
open space.  In turn, Alta Loma Park is adjacent to the western portion of the golf course, which 
connects to the Linden H. Chandler Nature Preserve.  Thus, it is reasonably conceivable that wildlife 
could move between the proposed natural open space and the Chandler Nature Preserve.   
 
Since none of the effects noted by the commenter would constitute potentially significant 
environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA, analysis of an alternative that locates the project’s natural 
open space adjacent to the Chandler Nature Preserve is not required.  
 
CDFG-8:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS), ELMER 

ALVAREZ, IGR/CEQA BRANCH CHIEF 
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RESPONSES 
 
CT-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
CT-2:  We acknowledge that motorists northbound on Crenshaw do not require right-turn overlap 
phasing to legally make a northbound right turn on red from Crenshaw onto eastbound PCH, 
however, the overlap phasing would make the operation more efficient, with a greater number of 
vehicles turning right on red, thereby mitigating the project’s impact on the intersection. 
 
The issue of widening PCH is a matter between Caltrans and the City of Torrance.  The 
improvement recommended by the commenter is outside of the project’s scope and there is not a 
nexus between bringing the project’s impact to a less than significant level and the suggested 
improvement.  The project does not contribute to the existing choke point and is not responsible 
for mitigating it. 
 
CT-3:  Currently, parking is prohibited on PCH in the vicinity of Narbonne Avenue during the peak 
hours.  The proposed parking restriction would improve off-peak traffic operations, but would not 
affect the peak hour operations that were analyzed.  Parking is already restricted during the peak 
hours, which is when the impact would occur.  There is no nexus for requiring this 
recommendation. 
 
CT-4:  The commenter requests that the project’s mitigation measures become conditions for 
project approval, which is duly noted.  It should also be noted that it is the City’s standard practice 
to require mitigation measures as conditions of approval, which is a requirement of CEQA.  
 
CT-5:  The reminder that work to be performed within Caltrans’ right-of-way requires an 
Encroachment Permit is noted.   
 
CT-6:  Comment noted.  See Section 3.7 of the EIR for an analysis of the project’s stormwater 
impacts.  
 
CT-7:  The reminder that the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways requires a 
Caltrans’ transportation permit is noted, as are the recommendations regarding equipment transport  
times and construction management planning.   
 
CT-8:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: CITY OF LOMITA, GARY SUGANO, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
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RESPONSES 
 
LO-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
LO-2:  Caltrans staff has indicated Caltrans’ support for the proposed additional northbound left 
turn lane on Narbonne Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway in their DEIR comment letter (see 
comment CT-2).  In addition, the feasibility of the suggested improvement was further reviewed.  A 
concept striping plan based on field measurements confirmed that it would be feasible to restripe 
Narbonne Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway to provide a second northbound left turn lane on 
Narbonne Avenue.  Please see the response to comment JG-13 and the corresponding Figure 9.1 
for further details. 
 
LO-3:  The commenter’s request that Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-13 be diligently 
enforced is duly noted. 
 
LO-4:  The commenter’s request that the developer provide the City of Lomita with updates of 
construction-related activity that could impact Narbonne Avenue will be made a condition of 
project approval.   
 
LO-5:  The discussion of Impact NOI-3 on pages 3.10-25 through 3.10-33 of the Draft EIR 
includes an analysis of noise impacts from golf course activities on Lomita residents.  In particular, 
see: 
 
 The last paragraph on page 3.10-27 (continuing onto page 3.10-28) and the following 

paragraph on page 3.10-28, which states that after mitigation daytime noise levels at 
residential properties surrounding the golf course would temporarily and periodically be 
about 65 dBA, which exceeds the 60 dBA threshold of significance; 

 Figures 3.10.5 through 3.10.7, which identify the anticipated future noise levels on the 
project site and the surrounding land uses (including the remedial uses in Lomita); and 

 Table 3.10.19, which identifies the project’s anticipated increase in noise levels at 
surrounding locations (Location #1 is located along Pennsylvania Drive in Lomita).   

LO-6:  No fencing is proposed along the project’s northern boundary.  The proposed golf course 
has been designed to prevent stray golf balls from affecting nearby properties.  The design uses a 
combination of hole orientation/play direction and topography to prevent the need for netting or 
fencing to stop stray golf balls.  The first bullet on page ES-56 of the Draft EIR notes that this 
concern was raised during the Scoping Meeting and in response to the NOP, and states the project’s 
design approach to protecting nearby properties. 
 
LO-7:  The footer error on pages 3.14-11 and 3.14-12 of the Draft EIR is the result of hidden text 
in the word processing program.  The error has been corrected. 
 
LO-8:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES, KIT FOX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 
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RESPONSES 
 
RPV-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
RPV-2:  The commenter expresses the City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ concerns for the removal of 
land from Rolling Hills Estates’ Horse Overlay.  These concerns are duly noted.  See also Topical 
Response 1. 
 
RPV-3:  It should be noted that the current uses on the project site contribute trips to the 
surrounding intersections and that the project is anticipated to contribute a net total of 13 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 118 trips during the PM peak hour to the intersection of Palos Verdes 
Drive North/Palos Verdes Drive East (see Figure 3.14.13).  These represent increases of 0.3% and 
2.5% during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, for 2025 conditions.  At the intersection of 
Palos Verdes Drive North/Western Avenue, the increases are projected to be 0 net trips for a 0% 
increase during the AM peak hour and 11 net trips for a 0.2% increase during the PM peak hour, 
respectively, for 2025 conditions.   
 
The determination of significant impacts requiring mitigation was based on appropriate City and 
County standards and the project’s impact would be well below the significant impact levels required 
for mitigation.  During the AM peak hour, the project would cause no change in the ICU at the 
intersection of Palos Verdes Drive North/Palos Verdes Drive East and would actually cause a 
reduction in the ICU at the intersection of Palos Verdes Drive North/Western Avenue.  It should 
also be noted that the project incorporates extensive improvements on Palos Verdes Drive East at 
the project intersection to provide adequate queuing distance and stopping sight distance.  The 
project will also reduce the number of intersections on Palos Verdes Drive East by reducing the 
number of project driveways from the current three to just one, thereby reducing the points of 
conflict and lowering the accident potential. 
 
RPV-4:  The City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ support for Alternative 2 is noted.  
 
RPV-5:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES EQUESTRIAN COMMITTEE, ANDY CLARK, 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DIRECTOR 
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RESPONSES 
 
EC-1:  The commenter expresses the action taken by the City of Rolling Hills Estates Equestrian 
Committee.  The Committee’s comments are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 1. 
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LETTER FROM: COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, RUTH I. 
FRAZEN, CUSTOMER SERVICE SPECIALIST, FACILITIES PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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RESPONSES 
 
SD-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
SD-2:  The commenter provides information about the Sanitation Districts’ facilities.  Section 3.15 
Utilities and Service Systems (pages 3.15-2 and 3.15-7 of the Draft EIR) have been updated 
accordingly.  
 
SD-3:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: DAPPLEGRAY LANE PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION, KIRK J. RETZ 
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RESPONSES 
 
DL-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks and introduces several alleged inadequacies of the 
Draft EIR, which are detailed in later paragraphs of the comment letter.  Corresponding responses 
are provided below. 
 
DL-2:  The commenter expresses the Dapplegray Lane Property Owners Association’s (DLPLO’s) 
opposition to the project in its current form.  The commenter expresses the DLPLO’s opinion that 
the project will adversely affect the rural atmosphere of Rolling Hills Estates due to the proposed 
reduction in the Horse Overlay designation.  The DLPLO’s opposition and opinions are duly noted. 
 
DL-3:  Observations and opinions are noted.  
 
DL-4:  The commenter suggests that each household in Rolling Hills Estates usually has “two to 
three” children and, thus, the Draft EIR underestimates the amount of students that would be 
generated by the project.  In response, the Draft EIR utilized the Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified 
School District’s (PVPUSD’s) student generation rate of 0.3318 students per household to estimate 
that the proposed project (114 residential units) would increase enrollment at the School District by 
a total of 38 students.  While the commenter is correct that additional students would be generated 
by cumulative projects, both the project’s individual and cumulative impacts are mitigated by 
Mitigation Measure PS-18.  It is important to note that the presumption of State law is that the 
payment of school impact fees in an amount established by the school district would address school 
capacity impacts.  Specifically, as specified by Section 65995(h) of the Government Code, the 
payment of the school impact fee “in the amount specified in Section 65995 and, if applicable, any 
amounts specified in Section 65995.5 or 65995.7 are hereby deemed to be full and complete 
mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, 
the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or 
reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate school facilities.”  
Thus, by law, the payment of the school impact fee is deemed to be full mitigation for any impacts 
of new residential development on schools.  The project will, therefore, not result in any significant 
school impacts. 
 
DL-5:  The commenter discusses an existing informal student pick-up area on Dapplegray Lane, 
which causes neighborhood impacts.  The commenter speculates that the proposed project would 
exacerbate this situation by increasing the enrollment of the local schools.  As noted above in 
response to comment DL-4, the proposed project is expected to increase PVPUSD’s enrollment by 
38 students.  Those 38 students would be distributed among three schools – Palos Verdes Peninsula 
High School, Dapplegray Elementary, and Ridgecrest Intermediate.  Of these schools, only 
Dapplegray Elementary is within walking distance of Dapplegray Lane (approximately 0.5 miles).  As 
such, only a portion of the project-generated 38 students would be enrolled in a school in the 
vicinity of Dapplegray Lane.  The existing situation described by the commenter is not an 
environmental impact pursuant to CEQA.  Furthermore, the allegation that the proposed project 
would exacerbate the situation is remote and speculative.     
 
DL-6:  The commenter expresses concern for the loss of the “Proposed Trail” identified in the 
City’s General Plan and states the opinion that golf courses and horses are compatible.  The 
commenter’s concerns and opinions are noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 and 2. 
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DL-7:  The project’s potential traffic impacts on PV Drive North and PV Drive East were 
adequately analyzed in Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR.  The commenter’s 
concerns and opinions regarding traffic impacts on these roadways are noted. 
 
DL-8:  The commenter expresses concern that future residents of the proposed homes will 
complain about animal keeping in the City, which will lead to future restrictions on animal keeping.  
The commenter’s concern is not related to CEQA and no response is required.   
 
In regards to the comment regarding the City’s website, the appearance and content of the City’s 
website is altered intermittently.  Revisions to the website had recently been made for the City’s 50th 
anniversary celebration.  The current homepage of the City’s website references the City as follows: 
 
  Welcome to the City of Rolling Hills Estates! Located on the beautiful Palos Verdes 

Peninsula in Southwest Los Angeles County, California, the City of Rolling Hills 
Estates was incorporated on September 18, 1957 in order to preserve its rural 
environment and equestrian lifestyle, as characterized by rolling hills, vast open 
spaces and three-rail white fences. With a population of approximately 8,000, the 
City encompasses 4.18 square miles and more than 25 miles of scenic bridle trails. 
Residents of Rolling Hills Estates enjoy a temperate climate cooled by westerly sea 
breezes, creating idyllic weather conditions. 

 
DL-9:  The neighborhood compatibility issue is addressed under Topical Response 4.   With respect 
to the proposed building heights, the proposed single-family residences’ heights are less than 35 feet, 
and comply with City height restrictions in the RPD zone (DEIR, p. 3.1-29).   However, as the 
DEIR notes, the proposed clubhouse exceeds the C-R zone’s height limits by six to 21 feet (DEIR 
p. 3.1-28).   The DEIR lists this exceedance as a significant but mitigable impact.  Mitigation 
Measure AES-1 requires that the applicant revise the clubhouse plans to reduce the overall building 
height to conform to C-R zone height limits.   Alternatively, if the City Council agrees to change the 
C-R zone regulations as the applicant has requested, the clubhouse height would conform to the 
new height limit and not generate a significant impact (impacts resulting from the land use 
designations and zoning are discussed in Section 3.8 Land Use).   
 
DL-10:  The commenter expresses that DLPLO’s opinions regarding the project, which are duly 
noted.    
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LETTER FROM: METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, DELAINE W. 

SHANE, MANAGER, ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING TEAM 
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RESPONSES 
 
MWD-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
MWD-2:  The Metropolitan Water District’s (MWD’s) encouragement of water conservation 
measures is duly noted.   
 
MWD-3:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION, DAVE SINGLETON, PROGRAM 

ANALYST  
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RESPONSES 
 
NAHC-1: The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC or Commission) comment letter 
provides general procedures for analyzing and mitigating potential impacts on Native American 
resources.  The Commission sent a similar letter in response to the project’s Notice of Preparation 
(NOP), which is included in Appendix A and referred to on page ES-57 of this EIR.  As such, the 
cultural resources investigation and coordination with Native American tribes that was undertaken 
for the proposed project was conducted in accordance with the procedures recommended by the 
NAHC.  Section 3.4 of the DEIR, and in particular Impact CULT-2, discusses the project’s potential 
impacts on archaeological and Native American resources.   Section 3.2 of the DEIR is based on 
Phase I and Phase II Cultural Resources Investigations of the site prepared by McKenna et al., 
which are included in Appendix D of this document.  The Phase I and Phase II studies prepared by 
McKenna et al. comply with the methodology outlined in the Commission’s letter; and Mitigation 
Measure CULT-1 complies with the mitigation techniques outlined in the Commission’s letter.  With 
the incorporation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1, the project would not significantly impact any 
archaeological or Native American resources.   


