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RESPONSES 
 
JG-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks and introduces alleged inadequacies of the Draft 
EIR, which are detailed in later paragraphs of the comment letter.  Corresponding responses are 
provided below. 
 
JG-2:  See Topical Response 4.   
 
JG-3:  See Topical Responses 1 and 2.   
 
JG-4:  The commenter alleges that mitigation measures included in the EIR “provide an ‘out’ such 
as ‘if practical’” and thus such mitigation measures may not be implemented.  However, the 
commenter does not specify which mitigation measures he is referring to.  In response, all mitigation 
measures included in the EIR to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level 
are fully enforceable and, as written, are required to be implemented.  On rare occasions, the EIR 
attempts to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts with mitigation measures that may not be 
feasible in all instances or that reference advancements in technology.  As such, the EIR does not 
rely on such mitigation measures when determining the level of significance of an impact after 
mitigation.  Such mitigation measures are included to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts to 
the lowest level possible.  An example of such a mitigation measure is MM NOI-4, which requires 
retired golf course maintenance equipment to be replaced with “the quietest available 
equipment…provided such equipment is practical for use at the golf course.”  This measure is 
intended to reduce a significant and unavoidable impact, golf course maintenance noise (Impact 
NOI-3), to the greatest extent feasible.  More specificity cannot be provided as it is unknown when 
maintenance equipment will be retired and what technology will exist at that time.  Regardless, the 
measure is not relied upon to reduce a significant impact to a less than significant level.   
 
JG-5:  Construction activities for any project are regularly monitored by the representatives from the 
Building Department and Planning Department during the course of construction as a normal part 
of the development process.  Inspections and any compliance issues that may arise are not expected 
to burden Building or Planning staff. 
 
JG-6:  The proposed mitigation measures are only intended to counteract the project’s impact on 
the study intersections by bringing the 2013 and 2025 ICU/delay values back to what they would be 
without the project.  It is not the responsibility of the project to resolve future traffic conditions that 
are not of its own making, including unacceptable existing conditions and traffic from by other 
projects that are both primary contributors to the future conditions.  The cost of improvements is 
not to be a consideration in determining appropriate mitigation measures, although less expensive 
options are always considered first. 
 
JG-7:  The EIR correctly notes that the proposed project includes a 3.9-acre open space set aside.  
Page ES-3 does not discuss or reference this open space set aside but, rather, includes several bullet 
points that discuss the proposed 32-acre (not 3.2-acre) annexation/detachment between the Cities 
of Rolling Hills Estates and Torrance.  The proposed 3.9-acre open space set aside is part of the 32 
acres proposed to be within the City of Torrance.   
 
JG-8:  Per Section 17.18.040(a)(3) of the Rolling Hills Estates Municipal Code, height limits in the 
RPD zone, which is the proposed zoning designation, are “thirty-five feet or two stories”. However, 
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Section 17.18.040 also indicates that the 27-ft residential height limit required by Section 17.06.080 
of the Municipal Code applies within the RPD zone.  To clarify this discrepancy, the heights of 
residential structures in the proposed project would be limited to 27 feet (to the top of roofline) via 
a condition of project approval.  Twenty-six of the twenty-seven proposed residential configurations 
would comply with the 27-ft height restriction.  The one proposed residential configuration that 
would not comply exceeds the 27-ft height restriction by 6 inches.  This configuration would not be 
allowed as currently designed and, as such, would either need to be abandoned or revised to no 
greater than 27 feet in height.  A condition of approval will require the structure to be redesigned to 
meet the maximum height limit. 
 
Section 3.1 Aesthetics has been revised (pgs. 3.1-16 and 3.1-29) to clarify the applicable height 
restrictions onsite, including the 27-ft height restriction identified Section 17.06.080 of the Rolling 
Hills Estates Municipal Code.  However, the evaluation of aesthetic impacts in the DEIR remains 
unchanged, as the minor exceedance of a height restriction (6 inches) by an estimated 4% of the 
proposed homes would not have a noticeable impact on views or aesthetic character.  Furthermore, 
as noted above, residential structures exceeding 27 ft in height would not be permitted onsite.   
 
JG-9:  See Topical Response 4.   
 
JG-10:  See response to comment JG-4, above.  
 
JG-11:  Comment noted.  
 
JG-12:  We acknowledge that project trips would not use the lane proposed to be improved as 
indicated in Figures 3.14.10 and 3.14.11. Proposed mitigation measures do not necessarily involve 
the particular intersection movements the project traffic would use/directly impact.  Because traffic 
added to a signalized or 4-way stop controlled intersection impacts the operation of the whole 
intersection, traffic analyses consider the intersection as a whole.  Although an improvement may 
not involve a traffic movement used by project traffic, it can still mitigate the project’s impact by 
improving the overall operation of the intersection. 
 
JG-13:  The feasibility of the proposed improvement was further investigated. Figure 9.1 depicts a 
concept plan for the intersection that includes the recommended second northbound left turn lane.  
This concept plan was prepared based on field measurements.  It can be seen that the north leg of 
the intersection is four feet narrower than the south leg.  The difference in width occurs on the west 
side Narbonne Avenue, with the north and south legs lining up with each other on the east side of 
Narbonne Avenue.  The extra width of the south leg would accommodate the additional left turn 
lane.  With the current striping, all lanes on Narbonne are offset two feet across the intersection.  
With the proposed striping, the northbound lanes would be in alignment, however, the southbound 
lanes would be offset by four feet.  “Cat-tracks” would be painted across the intersection to guide 
the motorists along the correct path as they cross the intersection.   
 
The additional left turn lane would also result in the curb lanes being reduced from 16 feet (south 
leg) and 14 feet (north leg) to 12 feet on both legs.  Although the wider lanes are preferable, 12-foot 
lanes would adequately accommodate the traffic.  It should be noted that dual northbound left turn 
lanes would also require a modification of the traffic signal operation for Narbonne Avenue, 
replacing the existing protected-permissive left turn phasing with fully protected left turn phasing. 
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In the concept plan, the 150-foot length of the existing left turn lane was retained for the dual 
northbound left turn lanes.  If the additional left turn lane is installed, however, lengthening it 
should be considered, since the traffic study indicates that additional vehicle storage capacity is 
needed even for existing conditions.  Longer northbound left turn lanes would reduce the length of 
the traffic backup, however, it would also require the removal of an equivalent length of existing on-
street parking from both sides of the south leg of Narbonne. 
 
The concept striping plan for the intersection of Narbonne Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway 
indicates that it would be feasible to restripe Narbonne Avenue north and south of Pacific Coast 
Highway to provide a second northbound left turn lane. 
 
JG-14:  The project is responsible for the improvement.  Any necessary widening would be 
dedicated from project property on either side of PV Drive East. 
 
JG-15:  This improvement has already been identified in the City’s Traffic Impact Fee Mitigation 
Program.  As part of the program, the City has prepared a concept design for this intersection which 
includes the extension of the merge lane.  Merge lanes are common designs used to improve 
intersection capacity, and when designed to current standards, there are no unusual or extraordinary 
safety considerations.  If this improvement is implemented, it will be subject to City, State and 
Federal design requirements for safe merging.    
 
JG-16:  This improvement has been contemplated and approved by the City Council as part of the 
Traffic Impact Fee Mitigation Program.  The current 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM restriction on right-turns-
on-red would be removed as part of the improvement.   
 
JG-17:  This improvement has been contemplated and approved by the City Council as part of the 
Traffic Impact Fee Mitigation Program.  As conceptually designed, the merge lane would be 
lengthened.  Merge lanes are common designs used to improve intersection capacity, and when 
designed to current standards, there are no unusual or extraordinary safety considerations.  If this 
improvement is implemented, it will be subject to City, State and Federal design requirements for 
safe merging. 
 
JG-18:  This improvement has been contemplated and approved by the City Council as part of the 
Traffic Impact Fee Mitigation Program.  It should be noted that the proposed mitigation is for the 
eastbound direction, not the westbound direction and school traffic would not contribute to it, 
making it an effective measure.  See the response to JG-6 regarding the cost. 
 
JG-19:  The EIR acknowledges that the applicant’s request to remove the project site from the 
Horse Overlay District creates a significant land use impact in that the property has continuously 
been designated for equestrian uses.  The EIR goes on to explain that golf courses and related 
recreational uses are not necessarily incompatible with equestrian uses, and that there are many 
examples in Los Angeles County of equestrian uses located in close proximity to golf courses.    
 
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).    
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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.  The trail would be functional to equestrians with or without the 
Horse Overlay District Designation remaining over the entire project site.  
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Figure 9.1  Conceptual Striping Plan for Narbonne Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway Intersection  
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Letter From: Kathleen Gliksman 
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RESPONSES 
 
KG-1:  The commenter’s opinions and opposition to deviating from the City’s planning documents 
are duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1, 3 and 4.  
 
KG-2:  The commenter express concerns for the project’s traffic impacts, which are duly noted.   
 
KG-3:  The commenter expresses concerns and opinions regarding matters that are not germane to 
the EIR.  No response is required.  Nonetheless, such concerns and opinions are noted. 
 
KG-4:  See Topical Responses 1 and 2.   
 
KG-5:  The commenter’s opinions and opposition to the reduction of land within the City’s Horse 
Overlay Zone are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 1.  
 
 
 



9.0 Responses to Comments 

 
 

City of Rolling Hills Estates 9.0-107 Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club Project 

 
LETTER FROM: RACHEL GRECH 
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RESPONSES 
 
RG-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: SHIRLEY LINBERG HALLSTEIN 
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RESPONSES 
 
SLH-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: JACKIE HANNON 
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RESPONSES 
 
JHa-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: BRUCE HARNISHFEGER  
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RESPONSES 
 
BH-1:  The commenter’s opinions, opposition to deviating from the City’s planning documents, and 
request to maintain horse keeping in Rolling Hills Estates are duly noted.  See also Topical 
Responses 1 and 3.  
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LETTER FROM: LIZ HOLMES 
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RESPONSES 
 
LH-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: GIL AND DOREEN HOULE 
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RESPONSES 
 
GDH-1:  The commenters’ opinion and request to include equestrian trails in the proposed project 
are duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 and 3.  
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LETTER FROM: JANE HUGHES  
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RESPONSES 
 
JHu-1:  The commenter’s opinions, opposition to deviating from the City’s planning documents, 
and request to include equestrian trails in the proposed project are duly noted.  See also Topical 
Response 1.  
 
JHu-2:  The commenter’s opinions are duly noted.  See Sections 3.10 and 3.14 for an analysis of the 
project’s traffic and noise impacts, respectively.   
 
JHu-3:  The proposed project involves land currently within two separate cities – Rolling Hills 
Estates and Torrance.  The proposed project involves adjusting the boundary between these cities 
such that all proposed residential properties, the proposed clubhouse, and a portion of the golf 
course would be within the City of Rolling Hills Estates, while portions of the golf course and a 
proposed open space set aside would be within the City of Torrance.  See Figure 2.14 of the DEIR.   
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LETTER FROM: DARLENE JAY 
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RESPONSES 
 
DJ-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 Response 1. 
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LETTER FROM: SALLY KAPPES 
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RESPONSES 
 
SK-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: DON KENNEDY 
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RESPONSES 
 
DK-1:  The commenter’s opinions, opposition to deviating from the City’s planning documents, and 
requests to maintain equestrian trails and the rural aesthetic atmosphere of Rolling Hills Estates are 
duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 and 3. 
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LETTER FROM: TERI KORTENS 
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RESPONSES 
 
TK-1:  The commenter’s opinion is noted. 
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LETTER FROM: LORI KOZACHENKO 
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RESPONSES 
 
LK-1:  The commenter’s request to include horse keeping in the proposed project is duly noted.  See 
also Topical Responses 1 and 3. 
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LETTER FROM: CAROLINA  KROON 
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RESPONSES 
 
CK-1:  The commenter’s concern for the rural aesthetic atmosphere of Rolling Hills Estates is duly 
noted.  See also Topical Response 3. 
 
CK-2:  See Topical Responses 1 and 3.  
 
CK-3:  The commenter expresses opposition and opinions, which are duly noted. 
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LETTER FROM: DONNA LAREA 
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RESPONSES 
 
DL-1:  Comment noted. 
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LETTER FROM: CAROLE LEBENTAL 
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RESPONSES 
 
CLe-1:  The commenter’s opinions, opposition to deviating from the City’s planning documents, 
and request to include horse keeping in the project are duly noted.  See also Topical Responses 1 
and 3. 
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LETTER FROM: PATRICE LEONARD & ROBERT LARSEN 
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RESPONSES 
 
PLRL-1:  The commenter’s opinions 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: JOE & JENNY LITCHFIELD  
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RESPONSES 
 
JL-1:  The transmittal is noted and the commenters make opening remarks.  No response is 
required. 
 
JL-2:  The commenters express opinions, which are duly noted. 
 
JL-3:  Comments are noted. 
 
JL-4:  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.  See also response to comment HA-a5.  The commenters also introduce 
several alleged inadequacies of the Draft EIR, which are detailed in later paragraphs of the comment 
letter.  Corresponding responses are provided below. 
 
JL-5:  The EIR includes a discussion of the types of discretionary entitlement applications that are 
required to be approved to implement the project.  In addition, the EIR discusses the applicant’s 
request to implement low density residential land uses on the project site through establishment of 
Residential Planned Development (RPD) zoning designation on the project site.  Although 
increasing the base residential density on the site from 1 to 2 units per acres, the RPD zoning 
designation will facilitate greater open space within the project, provide more flexibility in the 
development of the residential lots, and still satisfy the long-term residential development goal for 
the area.  
 
Alternative 2 would avoid the project’s impact of converting the General Plan designation of the 
site.  However, Alternative 2 would not avoid the project’s impact of converting the zoning 
designations of the site or the project’s need to amend Sections 7.22.050(D) and 17.22.050(E) of the 
RHE Municipal Code, which establish maximum building coverage and maximum building heights 
for structures in the C-R (Commercial Recreation) Zone.  In addition, Alternative 2, similar to the 
proposed project, has the potential to conflict with the City’s Neighborhood Compatibility 
Ordinance, which is a potentially significant land use impact.   
 
See also Topical Response 1.  
 
JL-6:  The analysis of the project’s potential impact on schools is thoroughly analyzed in the DEIR 
(see the discussion of Impact PS-3 beginning on page 3.12-5).  The commenters’ assumption that 
each proposed residential unit would be occupied by two school-aged children resulting in a total of 
an additional 230 students is not supported by any evidence.  In contrast, the DEIR 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.  Mitigation Measure PS-18 requires the 
applicant to pay the PVPUSD’s established school impact fee, which by law is full and complete 
mitigation for school impacts.  Therefore, with this mitigation measure, the project’s individual and 
cumulative impacts on schools are considered less than significant.  See also response to comment 
DL-4.   
 
JL-7:  A detailed traffic study was prepared and is included in EIR Appendix J.  As noted, even 
without the project traffic, the area intersections currently operate at less than desirable levels.  The 
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project’s significant impacts along Palos Verdes Drive North would be mitigated.  The suggested 
signal coordination and parking improvements are beyond the project’s scope. 
 
JL-8:  The commenters’ opinions are duly noted.  See also Topical Response 2. 
 
JL-9:  The commenters’ suggest that the proposed project should be required to improve utility 
infrastructure.  However, the proposed project would not utilize the utility infrastructure that the 
commenters suggest for improvement, and thus, the project would have no impacts on such utilities.  
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]).  The project’s impact on utilities and service systems is thoroughly 
analyzed in Section 3.15 of the DEIR. 


