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RESPONSES 
 
HA-a1:  The transmittal and distribution requests are noted.  No response is required. 
 
HA-a2:  The commenters provide opening remarks, emphasize that the proposed golf course would 
be a private facility, and express opinions, which are duly noted.  No response is required. 
 
HA-a3:  The commenters provide a historical narrative of equestrian uses in Rolling Hills Estates.  
To clarify the discussion of General Plan land use designations, the Rolling Hills Estates General 
Plan designates a portion of the site for “Very Low Density Residential” uses and the balance of the 
site for “Commercial/Recreation” uses.  The portion of the project site that currently is within the 
City of Torrance has a General Plan designation of “Public/Quasi-Public/Open Space”.    
 
HA-a4:  The commenters make reference to meetings at which neither City (lead agency) staff nor 
the EIR consultant attended.  Regardless, the discussions of such meetings hold no bearing on the 
analysis of impacts in the EIR or the adequacy of the mitigation measures recommended therein. 
 
In regards to the funding of the City’s Peter Weber Equestrian Center, the applicant is required to 
pay fees for park and recreational purposes.  In 2008, the City Council adopted a fee of $17,826.00 
per single family residential unit for park and recreational purposes.  The project will be subject to 
this fee with a credit given for the pocket park and recreational areas provided within the project.  
The City intends to use the fees collected by this and other projects to fund a new equestrian facility 
to replace the existing City-owned stables. 
 
HA-a5:  See Topical Responses 1 and 2. 
 
The commenters incorrectly indicate that the DEIR was written by the project applicant.  To clarify, 
the DEIR was written by an impartial, third-party consultant under contract to the City of Rolling 
Hills Estates.  City staff provided relevant information to the EIR consultant during the preparation 
of the DEIR and conducted a comprehensive review of the DEIR prior to its publication for public 
review.  The project applicant provided relevant project description and current uses/conditions 
information (e.g., project plans, engineering reports, historical Chandler facility operations data, 
descriptions of existing RHCC operations, etc.) during the preparation of the DEIR.  However, the 
applicant did not write any portions of the DEIR and was not offered the opportunity to review the 
DEIR prior to its publication for public review.  As such, the text in the DEIR does not represent 
the project applicant’s assertions or opinions but, rather, expresses facts and the professional 
judgment of the independent EIR consultant and the City of Rolling Hills Estates’ staff.  
 
The commenters’ assertion that MM LU-1 does not commit the project to mitigation is incorrect.  
The commenters fail to acknowledge the active language in the measure, which states, “The project 
shall include an equestrian trail along Palos Verdes Drive East that is linked to an existing publicly-
accessible trail(s) and that minimally extends to the City of Lomita’s Cypress Street Reservoir Site.” 
 
 
HA-a6:  In regards to the alleged limitations of the project’s biological resource studies, as stated in 
the General Biological Resources Assessment Report, “Additional species not observed, but 
expected to occur on the project site, may have been undetectable because of the timing of the 
survey, species seasonality (migratory patterns of birds,), species daily activity patterns (diurnal, 
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crepuscular, or nocturnal wildlife), behavior (fossorial or burrowing species), and/or weather 
conditions (species that typically bask during sunny conditions or species associated with rainfall 
events [toads]).”  In addition to conducting two site visits (Mike Wilcox with Willdan staff on 
August 14, 2007 and Matt Amalong and Mike Wilcox on September 7, 2007), a literature and 
records review was conducted to assist in determining the occurrence potential of special-status 
species in the project vicinity. Based on field reconnaissance, secondary source review, and 
knowledge of the plants and wildlife in Southern California and on the Palos Verdes Peninsula, the 
project biologists were able to adequately characterize the biological resources that exist on the 
project site.  Multiple season surveys are not required to characterize the biological resources of a 
quarry and golf course with small remnant patches of disturbed habitat.  See also response to 
comment CDFG-4.  
 
In regards to the commenters’ suggestion that the applicant be required to restore all of the habitat 
that once existed on the site, CEQA requires an analysis of the changes in the existing conditions 
caused by a project and specifically does not require an analysis of conditions that once may have 
existed onsite.  Specifically, the 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.”  Furthermore, requiring an applicant to mitigate 
impacts that are not caused by the proposed project is not allowed by CEQA (see the discussion of 
“nexus” and “rough proportionality” in the State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4[a][4]). 
 
HA-a7:  The commenters’ assertion that the loss of coastal sage scrub habitat should be considered 
significant is noted.  However, the commenters do not provide any justification for this assertion, 
other than noting the percentage of coastal sage scrub habitat that has been lost throughout the 
world.  The DEIR concludes the project’s impact on coastal sage scrub habitat is not significant for 
the following reasons: 
 
1. Coastal sage scrub is not a designated sensitive natural community; 
2. The coastal sage scrub habitat onsite is an isolated patch on a quarry bluff that is not directly or 

functionally connected to any other patches of similar habitat; 
3. The functional value of the coastal sage scrub habitat onsite is limited due to its relative small 

size (1.5 acres) and its partially disturbed nature; and 
4. The loss of coastal sage scrub habitat is partially mitigated by Mitigation Measure BIO-4, which 

required open-spaces and slopes in the proposed development to be planted with native species.   
 
Since the above reasons are still valid and since the commenters provide no justification to conclude 
that the project’s impact on coastal sage scrub habitat is significant, the DEIR’s conclusion that the 
project’s impact on coastal sage scrub habitat is less than significant after mitigation remains 
unchanged.   
 
In regards to coastal California gnatcatcher, see the discussion of under the heading Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher on page 3.3-6 of the DEIR, the discussion of Impact BIO-1 on pages 3.3-22 through 3.3-
24 of the DEIR, and Mitigation Measure BIO-1.   
 
Finally, the commenters incorrectly claim that the DEIR does not discuss the potential need for a 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit or the requirements for consultation with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Section 3.3.3 
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Regulatory Framework provides a complete description of CWA permit requirements and the roles of 
the ACOE and the USFWS.  Regardless, the commenters’ claim that the project site may contain 
streams protected by the CWA is also incorrect.  See the discussion under the heading Physical 
Features of the Project Site on page 3.3-3 of the DEIR.  This discussion explains that the intermittent 
drainages onsite have been substantially modified by humans and are, most importantly, not 
connected to any navigable waters.  Due to this lack of connection to navigable waters, the drainage 
features onsite cannot be subject to Section 404 of the CWA.   
 
HA-a8:  To address this comment and to utilize the most conservative analysis approach, updated 
greenhouse modeling was conducted as part of the updated AQCCIA.  The results of this modeling 
are included in the revised discussion of Impact AQ-8 in the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 
document.   
 
HA-a9:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  The commenters’ claim that the DEIR does not 
properly analyze the environmental impacts of this project is not substantiated by any evidence or 
factual information.  
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RESPONSES 
 
HA-b1:  The transmittal is noted.  No response is required. 
 
HA-b2:  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. 
 
HA-b3:  This comment appears to interpret a restatement of the significance threshold as a 
statement of the project’s actual impacts to groundwater supply.  Instead, the Initial Study prepared 
for the project identified groundwater depletion as a potentially significant impact resulting from 
filling in the existing quarry, which has appeared to function as a passive and informal infiltration 
basin.  The Initial Study further stated that the EIR would evaluate whether or not such an impact 
existed.  To determine whether storm water detained by the quarry pit was an important contributor 
to local groundwater, the EIR preparers researched publicly available information from local water 
resource management agencies.  This research yielded no evidence showing that filling the quarry 
would adversely affect groundwater replenishment exceeding the significance threshold. 
 
The analysis on pages 3.7-33 to 3.7-34 of the Draft EIR relies on and references published 
documentation from both water resource trustee agencies, the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) 
and the Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD).  These sources indicate that 
the surface recharge areas for the aquifers in the West Coast Basin, particularly the highest-
producing Silverado aquifer, are located in the northeast area of the Central Basin, more than 15 
miles from the project site, and that aquifers underlying the project site are largely recharged through 
lateral groundwater movement rather than from surface water percolation.  The injection well arrays 
northwest and southeast of the Palos Verdes Peninsula provide additional groundwater recharge (see 
DEIR Figures 3.7.2 and 3.7.3).  Moreover, the aquifers in the vicinity of the project site, the Gage, 
Lynwood, Silverado, and Sunnyside Aquifers, lie between 20 to 800 feet below the ground surface, 
and are separated from the surface and from one another by impermeable layers (aquitards).  
Consequently, water infiltrating from the surface on the project site is unlikely to reach any aquifer 
except the Gage Aquifer (see DEIR Figure 3.7.3).  Furthermore, water infiltrating from the surface 
of the project site is particularly unlikely to reach the Silverado Aquifer, which the MWD identifies 
as the most productive aquifer in the West Coast Basin, as this aquifer is approximately 400 feet 
below ground surface in the vicinity of the project site and separated from the surface by three 
aquitards (see page 3.7-5 and Figure 3.7.3 of the DEIR).   
 
Both the MWD and the WRD were consulted in preparing this Draft EIR, and neither has stated 
that the Chandler quarry is a significant contributor, or contributes at all, to groundwater recharge.  
Both agencies conduct regular, extensive studies to assess the region’s groundwater quality and 
quantity.  Neither agency submitted comments in response to the NOP or Draft EIR expressing 
concern for a potential loss of groundwater recharge.  (Of the two, only the MWD provided 
comments on the Draft EIR, commenting that the proposed project “is not regionally significant to 
Metropolitan” but that water conservation measures were encouraged [see letter dated June 5, 2009, 
from Delaine W. Shane, Manager, Environmental Planning Team, MWD, to Niki Cutler, Principal 
Planner, City of Rolling Hills Estates, as included as letter “MWD” of this FEIR and the 
corresponding responses]).  Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that filling the Chandler quarry would 
not substantially affect groundwater recharge.    
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Nonetheless, because anecdotal observations suggest that water infiltrates into the site’s subsoil 
(Chandler quarry operators and others have observed that accumulated stormwater dissipates within 
a few days after rainfall), it is also reasonable to enable continued infiltration, particularly if that 
water reaches the shallowest aquifer.  Mitigation Measure HYD-9 addresses this contingency.  The 
commentor requests “significant and careful studies of the pre-development and post-development 
infiltration capacity.”   HYD-9 requires the final geotechnical report to assess infiltration capacity 
post-development, particularly to investigate whether water would reach the aquifer that the on-site 
well penetrates.   
 
Competing needs, however, including the safety of properties north – and downhill – of the site, 
may limit whether infiltration should be pursued at this location.   Therefore, HYD-9 directs that 
infiltration facilities be incorporated, if they can be reasonably predicted to function safely.  
Additionally, “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors,” particularly in light of 
evidence to the contrary (CEQA Guidelines § 15204[a]).  Here, the evidence suggests that the quarry 
is not a major contributor to groundwater supply, but might be a minor one.   Accordingly, HYD-9 
sets forth a contingent mitigation strategy: if designing and constructing infiltration basins according 
to current engineering practice would mitigate the impact of removing a minor informal and passive 
infiltration facility, the applicant will be required to construct them.  If, however, the geotechnical 
study predicts that intentionally-constructed infiltration basins would not appreciably contribute to 
groundwater recharge, and/or would endanger properties below, then the competing interest of 
public safety should prevail over maintaining on-site infiltration capacity, and infiltration basins not 
be constructed. 
 
HA-b4:  The potential for hazardous waste contamination of the project site as well as the potential 
for groundwater contamination were addressed in the EIR.  A Phase I ESA was prepared by FREY 
Environmental (September 2004) to assess the potential for hazardous materials to be present on 
the project site. The results of the Phase I ESA are summarized in the EIR. Based on the findings of 
the Phase I ESA, a Phase II subsurface soil investigation was conducted by the same firm in 2005.  
The results of the Phase II subsurface soil investigations are also summarized in the EIR. 
 
Various soil samples were collected and analyzed for both the Chandler (landfill portion of the 
project site) and the golf course property as part of the Phase II investigations.  According to the 
results of these investigations, it was determined that total petroleum hydrocarbons, BTEX and fuel 
oxygenates are not present in the subsurface soil in areas investigated at the project site.  It was 
further determined that there is a low likelihood that soils and/or groundwater have been 
significantly impacted as a result of releases from the facilities investigated at the site.  It should also 
be noted that the only proposed use of groundwater extracted onsite is for irrigation of the 
proposed golf course (i.e., non-potable use), as is currently the case with the existing golf course.    
 
HA-b5:  As indicated in the EIR, there are five abandoned oil wells on the project site.  Their 
locations are all in areas where golf course uses are proposed, except that one well is located to the 
rear of proposed residential lots 9 and 10.  The wells onsite include:  Narbonne Well No. 1 (1925), 
Chandler/McBurney Well #1 (1954), Chandler Well #2 (1956), Chandler Well #3 (1965), and 
Chandler Well No. 13 (1966).  All of the wells have been abandoned and sealed in years past and are 
recommended in the EIR to be re-abandoned in accordance with Californian Division of Oil, Gas, 
and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) and County of Los Angeles requirements prior to 
development of the project. These recommendations are discussed in MM HAZ-1.   
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In regards to potential soil contamination in the vicinity of the abandoned wells, it should be noted 
that these oil wells were exploratory wells only and were not used for oil extraction purposes.  
Operational activities leading to potential soils contamination at the wellhead locations were minimal 
to non-existent. In addition, MM HAZ-1 addresses the issue through the DOGGR review and 
approval process which normally requires a soils investigation be conducted as par of the well re-
abandonment process. 
 
HA-b6:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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FELDMAN, MANAGER 



9.0 Responses to Comments 

 
 

City of Rolling Hills Estates 9.0-69 Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club Project 

 
 
RESPONSES 
 
PBRC-1:  The commenters’ concerns and opinions regarding horse keeping and equestrian trails are 
duly noted.  See also Topical Response 1. 
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LETTER FROM: MITRA ABEL 
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RESPONSES 
 
MA-1:  The commenter’s opinions, concerns, and requests to include equestrian trails and horse 
keeping are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 1.  
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LETTER FROM: STACEY ARAI 
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RESPONSES 
 
SA-1:  The commenter’s opinions, concerns, and requests to include equestrian trails and horse 
keeping are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 1.  
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LETTER FROM: THE BEACHLER FAMILY  
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RESPONSES 
 
BF-1:  The commenters’ opinions, concerns, opposition to amending the City’s General Plan, and 
requests to maintain equestrian trails and horse keeping in Rolling Hills Estates are duly noted.  See 
also Topical Responses 1 and 3.  
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RESPONSES 
 
LB-1:  The commenter’s opinions, requests to include horse keeping, and concerns for the project’s 
density and character are duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 and 3.  
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LETTER FROM: MONICA BROWN  
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RESPONSES 
 
MB-1:  The commenter’s opinions and concerns regarding removing land from the Horse Overlay 
Zone and preserving the rural and equestrian atmosphere are duly noted.  See also Topical 
Responses 1 and 3.  
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LETTER FROM: STEVE DEMING  
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RESPONSES 
 
SD-1:  The commenter’s opinions and concerns regarding removing land from the Horse Overlay 
Zone, the potential loss of a future equestrian trail, and preserving the rural and equestrian 
atmosphere are duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 and 3. 
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LETTER FROM: KIMBERLY FAIRCHILD   
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RESPONSES 
 
KF-1:  The commenter’s opinions and concerns regarding removing land from the Horse Overlay 
Zone, the potential loss of a future equestrian trail, and preserving the rural and equestrian 
atmosphere are duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 and 3. 
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LETTER FROM: WILLIAM FOX   
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RESPONSES 
 
WF-1:  The commenter’s opposition to the project and concerns for preserving the equestrian 
atmosphere are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 3. 
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LETTER FROM: CATHY & DENNIS GARDNER   
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RESPONSES 
 
CDG-1:  The commenter’s opposition to the project and deviating from the City’s planning 
documents are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 1. 
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LETTER FROM: SUSAN GARMAN   
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RESPONSES 
 
SG-1:  The commenter’s opinions, opposition to deviating from the City’s planning documents, and 
requests to maintain equestrian trails and horse keeping in Rolling Hills Estates are duly noted.  See 
also Topical Responses 1 and 3.  
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LETTER FROM: VIRGINIA GERISCH    
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RESPONSES 
 
VG-1:  The commenter’s concerns for growth and maintaining the rural character are duly noted.  
See also Topical Response 3.  In regards to the commenter’s assertion that, “the impact of the major 
loss of natural trees and vegetation displacement and eventual demise of wildlife…is yet to be 
known”, Section 3.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR along with the project’s Biological Resources 
Assessment and Tree Inventory and Management Plan, which are included in Appendix C, provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s potential impacts on trees, vegetation, and wildlife.  
 


