
City of Rolling Hills Estates 11.0-1 Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club Project 

11.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE DEIR 

 
 
11.1 PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT 

COMMENTED ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE 
DEIR 

 
The public review period for the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR for the Chandler 
Ranch/Rolling Hills Country Club Project commenced on June 21, 2010 and ended on August 4, 
2010.  Table 11.1 lists the persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided comments to the 
City of Rolling Hills Estates on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR.  
 

Table 11.1 
Commenters on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 

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

Agencies and Organizations 

County of Los Angeles Fire Department  
 Todd, John R. 
 (Follow-Up: Nancy Rodeheffer) 

8/16/2010 
 

(8/24/2010) 

8/11/2010 
 

(8/24/2010) 
Keepers of Indigenous Ways 
 Gutierrez, Jacob 

8/4/2010 8/4/2010 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
 Shamma, John 

7/30/2010 7/30/2010 

Palos Verdes Peninsula Horsemen's Association 
 Wells, James T., PhD, PG; 
 Holland, Karin; and 
 Chandler, Benjamin 

8/2/2010 8/2/2010 

Palos Verdes Peninsula Horsemen's Association 
 Joyce, Brigid, Esq. 

8/4/2010 8/4/2010 

Sierra Club 
 Wiggins, David; and 
 Schwitkis, Kent 

8/4/2010 8/3/2010 

Individuals 

Gliksman, Jerry and Kathleen 8/4/2010 8/3/2010 

Holstine, Craig; 
Holstine, Zach; and 
Reilly, Marsha 

8/3/2010 no date 

Lipo, Carl  8/2/2010 8/2/2010 
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Table 11.1 
Commenters on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 

Agency, Organization, and/or Person Date Received Date of Letter 
Johnson, Gary  8/3/2010 8/3/2010 

Pian, Lanna 7/30/2010 7/29/2010 

White, Diane and Donavan 8/2/2010 no date 

 
 

11.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
 
This section of the Final EIR presents the comments and recommendations received on the 
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, along with the Lead Agency’s response to the environmental 
points that were raised.     
 
All comments on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR were submitted 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 11.1. 
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LETTER FROM: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT, JOHN R. TODD, CHIEF, 
FORESTRY DIVISION 
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RESPONSES 
 
FD-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
FD-2:  The Planning Division of the Fire Department states they “have no additional comments at 
this time”.  No response required. 
 
FD-3:  See the follow-up email of 8/24/2010 from Nancy Rodeheffer of the Land Development 
Unit of the Fire Department (comment FD-37), in which the Fire Department clarifies that “the 
project does not require multiple ingress/egress access for the circulation of traffic and emergency 
response issues”.  No further response is required.  
 
FD-4:  Comment and requirements are duly noted. 
 
FD-5:  Comment and requirements are duly noted. 
 
FD-6:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-3 and PS-9.  
 
FD-7:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-2, PS-3, and PS-9.  
 
FD-8:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-9.  
 
FD-9:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-10.  
 
FD-10:  Requirements are duly noted.  Mitigation Measures PS-1 and PS-17 afford the Fire 
Department review and approval authority over the Final Tract Map, which ensures compliance 
with the Department’s design requirements.   
 
FD-11:  Comment is duly noted.  No response required. 
 
FD-12:  Suggestion is duly noted.  No response required. 
 
FD-13:  Comments are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-6 and PS-8.   
 
FD-14:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-6 and PS-8.   
 
FD-15:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-4 and PS-13.   
 
FD-16:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-9.   
 
FD-17:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-8.   
 
FD-18:  Requirements, while inconsistent with those noted in comment FD-14, are duly noted.  See 
Mitigation Measures PS-6 and PS-8. 
 
FD-19:  Requirement is duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-4.   
 
FD-20:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-5 and PS-9.   
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FD-21:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-13.   
 
FD-22:  Requirements of the California Code of Regulations, Title 19, Articles 3.05 and 3.16 are 
duly noted.   
 
FD-23:  Requirements are duly noted.  Mitigation Measure PS-1 affords the Fire Department review 
and approval authority over the project, which ensures compliance with the Department’s design 
requirements.   
 
FD-24:  Request is duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-14. 
 
FD-25:  Request is duly noted.  As a condition of project approval, the City of Rolling Hills Estates 
will require that the applicant notify Fire Stations 2, 106, and 6 at least 3 days in advance of any 
street closures that may affect fire/paramedic responses in the area. 
 
FD-26:  Requirements are duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-10.   
 
FD-27:  Request is duly noted.  As a condition of project approval, the City of Rolling Hills Estates 
will require that the applicant coordinate water service disruptions with the Fire Department. 
 
FD-28:  Comments noted.  See Mitigation Measures PS-1 and PS-17. 
 
FD-29:  The Fire Department provides general information.  No response is required. 
 
FD-30:  Request is duly noted.  See Mitigation Measure PS-8.   
 
FD-31:  The Fire Department provides general information.  No response is required. 
 
FD-32:  The Fire Department provides general information.  No response is required. 
 
FD-33:  The Forestry Division of the Fire Department indicates that areas germane to their purview 
have been addressed.  No response is required. 
 
FD-34:  The Fire Department provides background information.  No response is required. 
 
FD-35: A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and a Phase II Subsurface Environmental 
Site Assessment were prepared by FREY Environmental, Inc. in order to assess the potential for 
hazardous materials to be present on the project site. Additionally, a methane gas survey and surface 
water sampling investigation report was prepared by Premier Environmental Services, Inc. The 
purpose of this sampling investigation was to determine the potential for hazardous methane gas 
levels to be present on the project site.  Also consulted in the preparation of the EIR were 
documents pertaining to the five abandoned oil wells currently located on the project site.  All 
relevant studies are contained in Appendix F. 
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As described on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR:  
 

Based on the data collected during the Phase II and the Phase I ESAs, it can 
reasonably be concluded that total petroleum hydrocarbons, BTEX, and fuel 
oxygenates are not present in subsurface soil in areas investigated at the project site. 
Accordingly, there is a low likelihood that soil and/or groundwater have been 
significantly impacted as a result of releases from the facilities investigated at the 
site. In addition, the detected concentrations of 4,4-DDE and 4,4-DDT 
(pesticides) were well below EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRG's) for 
residential soil.  Therefore, impacts related to hazardous materials are less-
than-significant. 

 
Since the results of the hazardous material testing program did not reveal significant contamination, 
and since there are no active corrective action items for the property, further coordination with an 
oversight agency for a “No Further Action Letter” is not warranted.   
 
FD-36:  The commenter makes closing remarks.  No response is required.  
 
FD-37:  The Fire Department provides follow-up correspondence in regards to comment FD-3.  
See response to comment FD-3.  
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LETTER FROM: KEEPERS OF INDIGENOUS WAYS, JACOB GUTIERREZ, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
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RESPONSES 
 
KIW-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks and general commentary, which is duly noted.  
No response is required.  
 
KIW-2:  The commenter references Thunder Hawk Hill (CA-LAN-3863) and expresses support for 
future scientific research regarding historic Tongva habitation of the project site and surrounding 
area.  The support for further research is duly noted.  CA-LAN-3863 is outside the current project 
area and would not be impacted by the project.   
 
The commenter further requests “exhaustive Studies be done to all areas that have any possibility of 
cultural significance.”  The entire project site is sensitive for cultural resources.  Therefore, ground 
penetrating radar (GPR) testing of the golf course could take extended periods of time and yield 
little definitive data, given the extent of the disturbances known to date.  (See also response to 
comment CL-a3.)  While the lead agency agrees that the protection and preservation of resources is 
important, the lead agency and the project archaeologist (McKenna et al.) maintain that the 
procedures outlined in Mitigation Measure CULT-1 represent the most appropriate methods for 
evaluating and mitigating impacts on cultural resources for this project. 
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LETTER FROM: METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, JOHN 

SHAMMA, MANAGER, ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING TEAM 
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Note: Due to its length, the enclosure Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, 
and/or Easements of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is included in project file and 
available for review upon request.
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Responses 
 
MWD-b1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
MWD-b2:  The Metropolitan Water District’s (MWD’s) concerns are duly noted and the presence 
of their facilities in relation to the project site is acknowledged.  As a condition of project approval, 
the City of Rolling Hills Estates will require that any work in the vicinity of MWD facilities must be 
first approved by MWD. 
 
MWD-b3:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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LETTER FROM: PALOS VERDES PENINSULA HORESMENS ASSOCIATION, JAMES T. WELLS, 
PHD, PG, HALEY & ALDRICH, KARIN HOLLAND, SCIENTIST, HALEY & ALDRICH, AND 

BENJAMIN CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT, HALEY & ALDRICH 
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RESPONSES 
 
HA-c1:  The transmittal is noted.  No response is required. 
 
HA-c2:  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-c3:  The regulatory setting is a part of the existing physical conditions which are set on the date 
the Notice of Preparation is published.  CEQA does not require an EIR  to address new 
requirements like the GBSC that came into existence after the Notice of Preparation was published.  
Nevertheless, the project would be required to comply with the GBSC and its applicability is 
discussed below. 
 
CEQA does not require that an EIR specify how each requirement will be met provided that it can 
demonstrate that feasible measures are available and implementation of the project will not conflict 
with the AB 32 Scoping Plan.  The fact that the 2010 GBSC was approved demonstrates that the 
State of California believes it is possible for all new buildings in the State to meet the mandatory 
standards of that code.  The specifics of how the requirements are eventually met by this project can 
therefore be deferred until building plans are prepared and submitted.  The Governor’s Myth vs. 
Fact sheet regarding the 2010 GBSC (see Figure 11.1) specifically addresses how this project and 
others like it will be required to comply with the GBSC. 
 
In addition, regarding Green Building Strategies the Scoping Plan states, “although some of these 
emissions reductions may be additional, most of them are accounted for in the Energy, Waste, 
Water, and Transportation sectors. In addition, some of these reductions may occur out of state, 
making quantification more difficult. Because of this, these emissions reductions are not currently 
counted toward the AB 32 2020 goal.” (Page 59, Scoping Plan).  Therefore, inconsistency with green 
building strategies in the Scoping Plan should not necessarily be considered a conflict that would 
prevent the AB 32 Scoping Plan from achieving its GHG emissions reductions targets. 
 
Nevertheless, the requirements in the 2010 GBSC are outlined herein for purposes of disclosure.  
The 2010 GBSC contains mandatory requirements for residential and non-residential buildings 
beginning January 1, 2011.  The types and nature of the GBSC requirements are paraphrased below 
to give a broad sense of what they contain.  Determinations of how each type of requirement applies 
to the project will be made by City staff during plan-check. 
 
 Planning and design. Methods that include environmentally responsible site selection, 

building design, building siting and development to protect, restore, and enhance the 
environmental quality of the site and respect the integrity of adjacent properties.  The GBSC 
makes considerations for the following: 

 Construction SWPPP for all commercial developments and residential developments 
greater than one acre. 

 Bicycle parking and changing rooms.  
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 Designate parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles. 

 Design lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the building site.  Meet 
or exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios and described. 

 Grading and/or drainage plan to control erosion. 

 Energy efficiency.  “It is the intent of this code to encourage buildings to achieve 
exemplary performance in the area of energy efficiency.  For the purposes of energy 
efficiency standards, the CEC believes specifically, a green building should achieve at least 
15% reduction in energy usage when compared to the State’s mandatory energy efficiency 
standards.” (GBSC Section 5.201.1).   

 Water efficiency and conservation.  

 Sub-meters for high use spaces in non-residential buildings larger than 50,000 sq. ft. 
and for outdoor use of potable water for landscaping. 

 20% savings in potable water use for all buildings by plumbing fixtures and fixture 
fittings as compared to the Water Use Baseline rates in GBSC.  

 Automatic irrigation system controllers for landscaping provided by the builder and 
installed at the time of final inspection. 

 20% savings in wastewater in non-residential buildings by using water-conserving 
fixtures or non-potable water systems (captured rainwater, graywater, and 
municipally treated recycled water).  

 Non-residential buildings will have a water budget for landscape irrigation use that 
conforms to the local water efficient landscape ordinance or to the California 
Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
(MWELO) where no local ordinance is applicable.   

 Material conservation and resource efficiency. The measures protect buildings from 
exterior moisture, divert construction waste, employ techniques to reduce pollution through 
recycling of materials, and require building commissioning methods be followed. 

 Take measures to prevent moisture from causing mold growth on buildings. 

 Construction waste management plan and recycle/salvage at least 50% of non-
hazardous debris.  Excavated soil and land clearing debris shall be 100% recycled. 

 Non-residential buildings provide designated area for collection of recyclables. 

 Commission building using prescribed GBSC methods that require trained personnel 
and documentation. 
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 Environmental quality.  Measures reduce the quantity of air contaminants that are 
odorous, irritating, and/or harmful to the comfort and well-being of a building’s installers, 
occupants, and neighbors. 

 Ensure compliance requirements for new fireplaces and wood burning stoves. 
Fireplaces are direct-vent sealed-combustion type.  Wood and/or pellet stoves are 
comply with EPA Phase 2 emissions standards. 

 Cover HVAC ducting during construction 

 Ensure compliance with VOC and air toxics standards for building materials. 

 Adhesives, sealants, caulks comply with SCAQMD Rule 1168 except 
aerosols which comply with 17 CCR 94507. 

 Paints and coatings comply with CARB VOC limits. Aerosols would be 
subject to Product-Weighted MIR Limits for ROC (17 CCR 94522(a)(3)). 

 Carpet meets one of several testing requirements related to VOC content. 
 Resilient flooring systems.  50% or more of the resilient flooring area comply 

with VOC limits. 
 Composite wood products comply with ATCM for Composite Wood (17 

CCR 93120 et seq.). 
 

 Interior moisture control measures including concrete slab foundations have vapor 
retarder, prohibition of installation of materials with water damage, bathroom 
exhaust fan ENERGY STAR and ducting/humidistat requirements louvers on 
central air vents with minimum insulation of R-4.2, HVAC design using ASHRE 
methods. 

 Prohibit smoking within 25 feet of building entrances, outdoor air intakes and 
operable windows and in building. 

 Ensure adequate outside air delivery to prevent build-up of carbon dioxide within 
buildings. 

 Employ building assemblies and components with sound transmission coefficient 
(STC) values that are sufficient to reduce the impact of exterior and interior noise 
sources on occupants within the building. 

 HVAC, refrigeration and fire suppression equipment shall not contain 
chloroflourocarbons (CFCs) or halons. 

In regards to the comment regarding zero net energy (ZNE) goals, the ZNE goals are part of the 
green building strategies measure in the Scoping Plan and therefore do not contribute to emissions 
reductions that are relied upon in that document (Page 59, Scoping Plan).  In addition, the ZNE 
goals are strategic goals and not well suited for application at the project level.  The project would 
employ a host of CEQA mitigation measures and design features required by the building codes that 
would achieve some level of efficiencies in water and energy consumption.  Mitigation Measure AQ-
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25 requires that Project buildings be 20% more energy efficient than Building Standards Code 
requirements.  As discussed above, the Green Building Standards Code mandates no additional 
energy efficiency requirements.  Thus, the clubhouse building may be representative of the quarter 
of new commercial developments in 2011 that meet the suggested target in the Scoping Plan of 25% 
more energy efficient than code.  Ultimate performance of the building will depend upon how 
efficiently the building systems are operated and efficiency of the appliances that are installed but 
25% appears to be achievable.   
 
Water would be conserved according to the performance standards in the GBSC which is 
considered to be the maximum extent feasible.  As presented in the Appendix F of the Air Quality 
and Climate Change Impact Assessment (AQCCIA, June 1, 2010), water use accounts for 
approximately one percent (1%) of the project’s incremental GHG emissions. Water use is therefore 
a de minimis source of GHG emissions in the project’s CEQA analysis.  Furthermore, water is not a 
source of emissions that can be avoided and GHG emissions from water use must be offset on-site 
in order to have a ZNE building.  Mitigation Measure AQ-26 lists actions that may be taken to 
offset GHG emissions from water use and other project sources.  Some of those actions would 
result in further on-site energy and water efficiency improvements and others would not.   
 
As discussed above, increased water use accounts for approximately one (1) percent of project 
incremental GHG emissions making it a de minimis source of GHG emissions (i.e. California 
Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol allows up to 5% of an entity’s emissions to 
remain unverified because they are generated by de minimis sources).  Increases in water use as a 
result of the project will occur due to the new homes.  As there is already a golf course and 
clubhouse at the site, water used for the new golf course and clubhouse would remain similar to past 
water use levels and may be less due to better design, newer technologies in golf course maintenance 
and irrigation/plumbing, and implementation of the GBSC.   
 
In addition, it should be noted that the golf course would obtain water from an on-site well.  Thus, 
GHG emissions from the transportation of water, which is the largest source of water-related energy 
use, are expected to be reduced for the golf course as compared to potable water obtained from the 
Palos Verdes water system that would service the residences and clubhouse.   
 
Lastly, the amount of water that can be used by the proposed development for landscape irrigation 
(including the golf course) would be determined during plan-check according to the GBSC and 
MWELO as discussed previously in this response. 
 
The use of recycled or grey water is not required at this time. Grey water may be used in the future if 
a source becomes available. 
 
HA-c4:  The Draft EIR (Impact HAZ-5 beginning on page 3.6-15) evaluates the potential wildfire 
hazard impacts of the project; and fire protection is further analyzed in the discussion of Impact PS-
1 (beginning on page 3.12-4).  The project could expose future residents of the site to the risks of 
wildfire.  However, such risks are largely equivalent to the risks experienced by most residents of the 
City of Rolling Hills Estates and the greater Palos Verdes Peninsula.  In addition, fire risks are 
minimized due to the required compliance with the California Fire Code (CFC) and Los Angeles 
County Fire Department’s recommended conditions, which are included as Mitigation Measures PS-
1 through PS-17.  Furthermore, insomuch as the project would provide for greater maintenance and 
fuel modification of the site, the project would reduce wildfire hazards in the vicinity.  Given the 
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required compliance with the CFC and the Fire Department’s conditions, as well as the fuel 
modification/wildfire abatement that the proposed development would provide, the project’s 
potential wildfire risks are considered a less than significant impact, even after taking into account 
the potential increased risks of wildfire that could be caused by global climate change.  
 
HA-c5:  The project is an urban in-fill project; it is the construction of a residential and commercial 
development on an existing commercial/residential/industrial site. Therefore the project is 
consistent with SB 375 and the related smart growth objective of reducing urban sprawl.   
 
SCAG will be preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the next Regional 
Transportation Plan cycle.  At that time, project-level consistency with SB 375 will be more easily 
determined because a regulatory framework will have been established.  Until then, given the 
regional nature of SB 375, only very large projects that would affect travel patterns for the region 
would be expected to have potential significant impacts.  This project is relatively small and not a 
center of commerce or high density residential land uses that warrant consideration of transit at the 
site.  Therefore, the project does not conflict with activities or goals of SB 375. 
 
HA-c6:  At this time, there is no such thing as an outdated GHG significance threshold because no 
formal threshold exists in the City of Rolling Hills Estates. Under CEQA, the thresholds of 
significance for GHG impacts are left for the lead agency to determine.  Section 15064.7(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines states, “When adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider 
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or 
recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is 
supported by substantial evidence.”  During preparation of the DEIR, available guidance on tiered 
GHG significance thresholds and quantitative screening thresholds were evaluated and a screening 
threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/yr was applied to the project.  
 
In preparation of the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR, methodologies for emissions calculation as 
well as the DEIR 3,000 MTCO2e/yr screening threshold were reviewed.  The URBEMIS.COM 
website, a statewide resource, directs users to the Bay Area GHG Model (BGM) that was used with 
URBEMIS to calculate emissions in the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR.  The BGM was used 
because it contains adjustments to the EMFAC on-road emissions data used by URBEMIS to 
estimate on-road vehicle GHG emissions that are necessary to account for AB 32 measures that 
have become regulation (e.g. Pavely, Low Carbon Fuel Standard).   
 
GHG emissions are calculated in a way so that emissions from different sectors are interchangeable 
(i.e. a ton from one source equals a ton from another source).  Therefore, the choice of calculation 
method is independent from any numerical threshold that may be applied and use of the BGM to 
calculate GHG emissions does not require the use of the BAAQMD CEQA GHG significance 
screening thresholds for comparison. 
 
The BAAQMD GHG screening thresholds are not applicable to the project.  Discussions with the 
local air district, SCAQMD, and review of the CEQA GHG Threshold Working Group 
presentations from meetings that occurred after the DEIR was published indicate that they have 
come to believe that 3,000 MTCO2e/yr may be too low for a residential project screening threshold.  
Other jurisdictions use a percentage below “business as usual” (BAU) approach which is consistent 
with how many have characterized the AB 32 goal of 30% below BAU by 2020.  Regardless, the 
SCAQMD, BAAQMD, and other jurisdictions’ thresholds are not required to be utilized because 
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the Lead Agency is the City of Rolling Hills Estates.  As the project is within the South Coast Air 
Basin, SCAQMD is the responsible agency for air quality and thus their views on thresholds are 
weighted appropriately. Review of the most currently available information that was undertaken 
during preparation of the Recirculated DEIR indicates that 3,000 MTCO2e/yr remains a reasonable 
screening threshold and so is retained in the Recirculated DEIR. 
 
Finally, the project contains design features and mitigations that satisfy reasonable performance 
standards for GHG emissions reductions.  On that basis alone, the tiered GHG significance 
thresholds under evaluation by SCAQMD and CARB would find that the project has a less than 
significant impact on GHG emissions.  The Recirculated Portions of the DEIR document goes 
beyond meeting performance standards and requires that the project mitigate GHG emissions to 
less than the screening threshold.  This additional mitigation is provided in order to further ensure 
that the project will do its fair share to address this cumulative impact.  Therefore, the GHG impact 
from the project is considered to be less than significant. 
 
HA-c7:  The 2,382 ADT figure is derived in Table 3.14.5 of the DEIR and the corresponding traffic 
study.  22,602 VMT/day was based upon URBEMIS default trip distances.  URBEMIS results 
showing both values are located in Appendix E of the Air Quality and Climate Change Impact 
Analysis found in the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR (AQCCIA). 
 
To clarify the modeling, both the URBEMIS model and BGM model use the same input file(s). The 
BGM uses two URBEMIS input files per run, the baseline (see Appendix C in the AQCCIA which 
contains URBEMIS output with 120 average daily trips as discussed in Appendix F) and the project 
(see Appendix E in the AQCCIA which presents the URBEMIS output described in response 5.A. 
above).  The Recirculated Portions of the DEIR refined an imprecise assumption in the baseline 
vehicle trips, reducing the baseline ADT from 685 to 120 trips, which is a more conservative 
approach.  
 
In regards to the comment regarding the consideration of water demand in the GHG analysis, the 
report states, “In the interest of time, natural gas use, water/wastewater use, and solid waste 
generation at RHCC were assumed to remain unchanged from baseline because their effect on 
GHG emissions is small as compared to other sources.”  Although natural gas use and solid waste 
are not expected to change from baseline, water use is expected increase. The DEIR determines an 
increase in water use for the project of 73.08 acre-feet per year (Page 3.15-8).  In the Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, 73.08 acre-feet was input in a user override cell field for the BGM which is 
set up to estimate water use automatically.  For the increase in water use, the BGM model calculated 
emissions of 40.97 MTCO2e/yr which account for approximately one (1) percent of the project’s 
total increase in GHG emissions.  This is considered a de minimis amount under GHG reporting 
protocols (e.g. California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol).  Increases in water 
use are expected to occur due to the new homes.  Water used for the golf course and clubhouse 
would remain similar to past water use and perhaps be somewhat less due to better design, available 
technologies, and implementation of the GBSC.   
 
In addition, it should be noted that the golf course would obtain water from an on-site well.  Thus, 
GHG emissions from the transportation of water, which is the largest source of water-related energy 
use, are expected to be reduced for the golf course as compared to potable water obtained from the 
Palos Verdes water system that will service the residences and clubhouse.  As a measure of 
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conservatism in the analysis, no reductions were taken in the GHG calculations to account for this 
energy saver.  
 
Lastly, the amount of water that can be used indoors and outdoors at buildings; and for irrigation of 
the golf course and would be determined during plan-check according to the GBSC and MWELO 
as discussed previously in this responses.  
 
HA-c8:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  No response is required. 
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Figure 11.1  Governor’s Myth vs. Fact Sheet Regarding the 2010 GBSC   
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LETTER FROM: PALOS VERDES PENINSULA HORESMENS ASSOCIATION, BRIGID JOYCE, ESQ., 
CAUFIELD & JAMES, LLP 
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RESPONSES 
 
HA-d1:  The transmittal is noted.  No response is required. 
 
HA-d2:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response is required. 
 
HA-d3:  The commenter’s position regarding the proposed removal of the site from the City’s 
Horse Overlay Zone is noted.  The applicant as applied for a zone change to remove the Horse 
Overlay Designation from the project site (except lot 114), which is a discretionary decision to be 
decided in a public forum by the Rolling Hills Estates City Council.  See also Topical Response 1 
and response to comment HA-a3.    
 
See response to comment HA-a5 in regards to Mitigation Measure LU-1.  
 
HA-d4:  The commenter introduces several alleged inadequacies of the Draft EIR, which are 
detailed in later paragraphs of the comment letter.  Corresponding responses are provided below.  
See responses to comments HA-b1 through HA-b6 in regards to the comments submitted by James 
T. Wells.   
 
HA-d5:  See response to comment HA-7.  None of the drainage and/or water features on the 
project site pass either the significant nexus test or the surface connection test, as none of the 
drainage and/or water features onsite are hydrologically connected to “navigable waters”.  The 
drainage/water features onsite are within the Chandler Quarry Pit watershed, which is isolated from 
all other water bodies, navigable or otherwise.  As such, the assertion that wetlands subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) may be present on the site is simply not 
correct.   
 
The lead agency is unaware of the alleged body of water noted by the commenter to potentially exist 
“in the top left quadrant of the Project site near the border to the left of Saddle View Road.”  In 
response to this vague description, the lead agency reviewed aerial photography and conducted a site 
visit, neither of which revealed evidence of a body of water in this location.   
 
HA-d6:  See Topical Responses 2 and 4, and the discussion of Impacts LU-1 and LU-2 on pages 
3.8-17 and 3.8-18.   
 
HA-d7:  See Topical Response 1. See the discussion of Impact REC-3 for an analysis of the change 
in open space that would result from the proposed project.  The commenter fails to acknowledge 
that the project site is not currently public open space.  With the project, 76% of the project site 
would be maintained as private open space.   
 
HA-d8:  Mitigation Measure AQ-26 of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR requires the 
project to utilize green building techniques, with Mitigation Measure AQ-27 providing a financial 
incentive for the project to implement such green building practices.  To identify the green building 
practices that are potentially available to project proponent, and in response to this comment, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-26 has been revised as follows: 
 

MM AQ-26: To the satisfaction of the Director of Planning Director, prior to 
the issuance of a building permit for the clubhouse or the first 
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residential unit, the project proponent shall identify additional 
green building techniques, such as cool/green roofs and tankless 
water heaters, to be utilized for each of the proposed structures.  
To the satisfaction of the Director of Planning Director, the 
project proponent shall also quantify the reduction in greenhouse 
gas (GHG) pollutant emissions that would be achieved by the 
identified green building techniques.   Potential green building 
techniques that shall be considered by the project proponent 
include but are not limited to: 

 
 Specification/use of ENERGY-STAR qualified building 

materials and appliances; 

 Specification/use of energy efficient lighting, heating and 
cooling systems, appliances, equipment, and control systems; 

 Use of passive solar design to minimize the need for artificial 
heating and cooling of indoor spaces; 

 Use of daylighting architectural practices to take advantage of 
sunlight; 

 Specify/install light colored cool roofs, green roofs, and/or 
cool pavement materials; 

 Use of on-site renewable energy and/or grid-source green 
power; and  

 Include energy storage to optimize on-site renewable energy 
generation systems and to avoid peak energy use. 

HA-d9:  See responses to comments HA-b1 through HA-b6 in regards to the comments submitted 
by James T. Wells.   
 
HA-d10:  See the discussion of Impact CULT-2 on pages 3.4-13 through 3.4-15 of the Recirculated 
Portions of the Draft EIR.  CA-LAN-3863 was identified subsequent to the project archaeologist’s 
(McKenna et al.) research and this site is outside the boundaries of the proposed project area.  
Regardless, the potential for such an additional site to exist in the project area was identified in the 
original Draft EIR and its supporting documentation; and the Recirculated Portions of the Draft 
EIR document specifically identified CA-LAN-3863.  The fact that the site was identified by surface 
evidence adds credence to the potential for shallow deposits in the area, along with the reports of 
buried deposits. 
 
No formal archaeological investigations have been completed at CA-LAN-3863; thus suggestions of 
age are premature.  Likewise, the commenter’s suggestion that there may be human remains at this 
site are premature.  McKenna et al. reviewed the site form prepared for CA-LAN-3863 and 
determined that there is currently no evidence of human remains and the extent of the surface 
scatter is actually relatively sparse.  Recent activities at the site, including the removal of artifacts and 
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the construction of rock rings, have already resulted in adverse impacts to CA-LAN-3863 that 
should not have occurred and are contrary to attempts to protect these resources.  Further, 
continued horseback riding will also likely adversely affect CA-LAN-3863.  Other evidence of 
prehistoric occupation(s) is highly likely to be identified in this area, as noted in McKenna’s research.  
The entire Palos Verdes area is considered sensitive for significant resources.  The approaches to 
recording, testing, and/or protecting these resources can vary from one archaeologist to another, but 
the goal is to adequately protect, preserve, or otherwise record the resources before they are 
destroyed by a proposed project or natural attrition. 
 
In regards to site CA-LAN-276, the cultural resource technical studies clearly state that the area 
mapped as CA-LAN-276 was extensively tested and no evidence of the site was found.  It was 
suggested that the site was mis-mapped (not by McKenna et al., but by the previous recorders) or 
already destroyed.  With the identification of CA-LAN-3863, McKenna et al. suggests CA-LAN-
3863 and CA-LAN-276 may, in fact, be the same site, give the proximity, and if that is the case, the 
protection of CA-LAN-3863 would lessen adverse impacts.  The Recirculated Portions of the Draft 
EIR document does reference CA-LAN-3863 and does address Dr. Lipo’s concerns, as deemed 
appropriate.  See also the responses to Dr. Lipo’s comments (comments CL-a1 through CL-a9 and 
CL-b1 through CL-b10). 
 
The lead agency and the project archaeologist maintain that the resources have been adequately 
addressed – at the level needed for the EIR – and the identification of CA-LAN-3863 does not 
change the conclusions presented in the technical documents. 
 
HA-d11:  See response to comment HA-d7 and Topical Response 4.   
 
HA-d12:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  Opinions are noted. 
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LETTER FROM: SIERRA CLUB, PALOS VERDES-SOUTH BAY GROUP, ANGELES CHAPTER,  
DAVID WIGGINS, CONSERVATION CHAIR AND KENT SCHWITKIS, EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

CHAIR 
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RESPONSES 
 
SC-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks and alleges inadequacies of the Draft EIR, which 
are detailed in later paragraphs of the comment letter.  Corresponding responses are provided 
below. 
 
SC-2:  The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR assumes that closure of the Chandler facility 
will reduce emissions from off-site vehicle trips to zero.  The Recirculated Portions of the DEIR 
assumes that off-site trips associated with the disposal of inert materials would occur elsewhere if 
the proposed project is implemented and the Chandler facility is closed.  The commenter’s assertion 
that closure of the Chandler facility would result in an increase in off-site vehicle miles traveled is 
speculative and not based on any supporting evidence.  The actual distance off-site vehicles would 
travel to dispose of inert materials if the Chandler facility is closed is too speculative to evaluate, as it 
would be based on multiple unknown variables, including the individual preferences of numerous 
waste haulers, contractors, and property owners; the locations of countless material sources and 
corresponding landfills and other placement sites (e.g., construction site fills); and the tipping fees 
charged by various landfills. 
 
The commenter also incorrectly states that the EIR deems the project’s GHG emissions are not 
significant.  Rather, the discussion of Impact AQ-8 in the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR 
(beginning on page 3.2-43) concludes that the project’s GHG emissions represent a potentially 
significant cumulative impact.  Mitigation Measures AQ-25 through AQ-27 are specifically included 
to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
 
See also response to comment HA-d8.  
 
SC-3:  See response to comment HA-d10, the discussion of Impact CULT-2 on pages 3.4-13 
through 3.4-15 of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the responses to Dr. Lipo’s 
comments (comments CL-a1 through CL-a9 and CL-b1 through CL-b10). 
 
SC-4:  See responses to comments HA-d7 and HA-d11 and Topical Response 4.   
 
SC-5:  See Topical Responses 2 and 4, and the discussion of Impacts LU-1 and LU-2 on pages 3.8-
17 and 3.8-18.  See also response to comment HA-a5 in regards to Mitigation Measure LU-1. 
 
SC-6:  See the discussion of Impact HYD-2 on pages 3.7-36 and 3.7-37 of the Recirculated Portions 
of the Draft EIR for an analysis of the project’s potential impact on groundwater resources.  In 
summary, the proposed infiltration system would maintain the potential groundwater recharge 
capabilities of the existing site.   
 
See the discussion of Impact HYD-1 on pages 3.7-28 through 3.7-36 of the Recirculated Portions of 
the Draft EIR for an analysis of the project’s potential impact on surface water resources, including 
Lake Machado.  In summary, the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the 
downstream drainage system and would decrease the amount of pollution in storm water flows 
leaving the site.   
 
SC-7:  See response to comment HA-a6.  See also the discussions of Impacts BIO-1 and BIO-2a on 
pages 3.3-24 through 3.3-27 of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR for an analysis on the 
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project’s potential to impact the California Coastal Gnatcatcher and the project’s potential impact on 
coastal sage scrub habitat.  
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LETTER FROM: JERRY AND KATHLEEN GLIKSMAN 
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RESPONSES 
 
JKG-1:  The commenter’s opinions and concerns regarding cultural resources are duly noted.  See 
Section 3.4 of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and the responses to Dr. Lipo’s comments 
(comments CL-a1 through CL-a9 and CL-b1 through CL-b10). 
 
JKG-2:  The commenter’s opinions and preference for Alternative 2 are duly noted.   
 
JKG-3:  See Topical Response 4.  
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LETTER FROM: CRAIG HOLSTINE, ZACH HOLSTINE, AND MARSHA REILLY 
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RESPONSES 
 
HR-1:  The commenters identify their concerns for the protection of cultural resources, which is 
duly noted.  However, in regard to the comments about Malaga Cove, this letter repeats some 
misinformation and perpetuates a misunderstanding of archaeological testing methodology.  Malaga 
Cove has been impacted, but significant archaeological resources have been protected at the Malaga 
Cove site and archaeologists generally agree that the site has not been destroyed.  Additionally, the 
commenters’ reference to “8 to 15 feet underground” is also not taken in context. That reference 
was made in the 1920s, when the entire area reflected differing topography.  See also the responses 
to Dr. Lipo’s comments (comments CL-a1 through CL-a9 and CL-b1 through CL-b10).  
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LETTER FROM: CARL LIPO 
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RESPONSES 
 
CL-b1:  The transmittal is noted.  No response is required. 
 
CL-b2:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  Opinions and statements are duly noted.  No 
response is required. 
 
CL-b3:  MM CULT-1 was amended to provide additional detail.  See response to comment CL-b8, 
below.  However, approaches to archaeological investigations differ considerably from one 
professional to another and the mitigation measure provides for flexibility in the approach to 
addressing the project area prior to any demolition and/or construction-related activities.  MM 
CULT-1 requires that the investigations and monitoring be conducted by a Registered Professional 
Archaeologist (RPA) or a trained monitor working under the direct supervision of an RPA.  The 
required involvement of an RPA ensures that investigations onsite follow an appropriate standard of 
performance.  
 
CL-b4:  The commenter’s suggestions for possible additional investigation techniques to be 
considered for future investigation onsite are duly noted.  See response to comment CL-a3 for the 
applicability and appropriateness of such techniques.  See also response to comment CL-b3 
regarding allowing for professional flexibility in the approach to investigation.  Again, the exact 
nature of the approach to the pre-project investigations is not needed at this time, but can be 
defined through consultation with professional archaeologists and the various Native American 
representatives as the time for approvals grows nearer. 
 
CL-b5:  The commenter misunderstood the comments in the McKenna report.  McKenna et al. was 
not suggesting the testing was conducted in the wrong location or that the crew was at the wrong 
location.  UTM coordinates were provided through site records and data obtained from the South 
Central Coastal Information Center.  These locations were relocated through the use of a GPS 
system and those locations (larger than originally mapped) were tested.  When no archaeological 
deposits were found, it was suggested the UTM coordinates on the site forms were wrong or the site 
was already destroyed. 
 
Again, the relative depth of the testing was done to ascertain whether there was evidence of the site.  
When True recorded the sites, he based his original evidence on surface finds.  While doing 
additional studies, he noted deep deposits (8-15 feet below surface).  Few notes were available for 
comparison, but not all sites yielded such depth of deposits.  With the changes in ground elevations, 
his references are relative and cannot be used to address the current studies without accounting for 
the significant changes in the local topography.  McKenna et al. stands by the depth of the testing 
conducted during the more recent investigations. 
 
References to avoiding unnecessary impacts to the fairway were with respect to the placing of 
backdirt on boards and limiting unnecessary activities.  The investigation accurately tested the 
reported site locations and adequately sampled the areas with minimal disturbances, as McKenna et 
al. attempt to do in all circumstances, not just golf courses. 
 
The future testing is not limited to trenching and the additional testing and monitoring would 
certainly help in identifying any cultural deposits that may still be present within the project area.   
Again, MM CULT-1 provides for some level of professional flexibility (while still ensuring the 
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appropriate level of investigation is conducted) to allow the selected archeologist to utilize the most 
appropriate methods in his/her view.   
 
CL-b6:  In implementing MM CULT-1, additional approaches can certainly be considered for future 
testing or investigations and, if shown to be beneficial, boring and/or GPR may be instituted as part 
of the program.  Once the relative depth of the project is defined, these approaches can be 
considered.  However, as noted in response to comment CL-a3, core samples and remote sensing 
techniques do not seem appropriate in this case.    
 
CL-b7:  The commenter incorrectly presumes that the McKenna studies did not utilize historical 
imagery and mapping.  To the contrary, Ms. McKenna was certified as a historic archaeologist by the 
Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) and served on the Board of S.O.P.A. for two terms.  
When preparing a technical report, decisions are made to address the research as deemed 
appropriate by the author(s).  Historic maps were reviewed.  McKenna et al. conducted oral 
interviews with knowledgeable individuals that had personal knowledge of the ground alterations 
within the golf course, reviewed aerial photographs provided by the applicant, and noted the extent 
of the alterations in the technical report.  The commenter suggests that review of the aerial 
photographs would have resulted in a better identification of site locations.  However, if UTM 
coordinates or “dots” on maps are in the wrong place, superimposing them on aerial photographs 
would provide no useful data.  Of course, any additional data for analysis is useful, but the extent of 
research has to be defined.   
 
The figures provided on pages 4 and 5 of the comment letter illustrate why historical mapping/aerial 
photography provides only limited information in this case.  The figure provided on page 5 identifies 
locations in the general project area where current elevations are similar to historic (1928) elevations.  
The areas identified consist of a residential tract to the west of the project site, portions of the 
Chandler preserve, the dead horse canyon area, locations on the golf course, and even locations in 
the quarry pit.  The residential tract and, clearly, the quarry have been subject to grading activities 
that just happen to currently have a similar surface elevation to their historic topography.  Likewise, 
McKenna’s conversations with the operators of the Chandler facility and the golf course revealed 
that the entire golf course was sculpted and does not represent the original topography.  Such 
background research conducted by McKenna revealed more valuable information that the review of 
historical mapping/aerial photography.  That being said, McKenna did review historical 
mapping/aerial photography, and the information gathered from that review contributed to their 
analysis.   
 
CL-b8:  The text of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR erroneously indicated that the 
recommended testing methodology would protect 97% of the resource.  The intent of the 
discussion was to state that a 3% testing program would provide a significant amount of visual 
profiling while protecting or avoiding impacts to 97% of the area (not 97% of the resource).  MM 
CULT-1 is revised as follows to correct the wording: 
 

MM CULT-1:   A full-time archaeological monitor(s) and Native 
American/Gabrieliño-Tongva representative(s) shall be present 
onsite during the demolition and grading phases of project 
construction, and during other construction activities that disturb 
soils, such as trenching for pipes and foundations.  The 
archaeological monitor(s) must be a Registered Professional 
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Archaeologist (RPA) or a trained monitor working under the 
direct supervision of an RPA.  The monitor(s) must oversee all 
excavations and have the ability to recognize, record, and/or 
recover isolated finds during the monitoring program and have 
the authority to halt any activities adversely impacting potentially 
significant cultural resources.  The monitor(s) must maintain daily 
notes on the operations and isolated finds and maintain a detailed 
photographic record of the ground altering activities.   

 
 In addition to monitoring during grading, the archaeological 

monitor(s) shall conduct a focused, pre-grading testing program 
(minimally trenching), which would ideally occur after golf play 
has been suspended.   The monitor(s) shall review the 
information contained in this EIR, other available cultural 
resource information about the site and surrounding area (e.g., 
archaeological records forms), historic aerial photography, and 
other historic mapping, and develop the investigation 
techniques/survey methodology in consideration of such 
available information.  The investigation techniques/survey 
methodology shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
City of Rolling Hills Estates and, minimally, the testing program 
shall include additional trenching.  Using a current and standard 
approach to trenching, the program can provide up to a 3% 
sample of the area tested - thereby protecting up to 97% of any 
resources that might be present.  If resources are identified, they 
shall be assessed (Phase II) prior to the mass grading program.   

 
 In addition to the archaeological monitoring, the consulting 

archaeologist will conduct a focused, pre-grading testing program 
(i.e., minimally, a trenching program) that would be undertaken, 
preferably, after the golf course activities are suspended. 

 
The archaeological consultant shall review all information 
contained in this EIR, other available cultural resource 
information regarding the project site and general area, historic 
aerial photographs, historic maps, and the records maintained by 
the Golf Course pertaining to the development of the course and, 
specifically, changes made to the natural contours of the 
property.  The trenching program shall be designed to obtain a 
minimum of a 3% sample of the subsurface in areas identified as 
sensitive for buried resources.  Based on the results of this testing 
program, any identified resource(s) shall be evaluated to 
determine if the resource would add significant data to the 
current understanding of the prehistoric use of the area.   

 
If any discovered resource(s) would add significant data to the 
current understanding of the prehistoric use of the area, a Phase 
III (data recovery) program shall be implemented.  Said Phase III 
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analysis shall, at a minimum, consist of a sampling no less than 
10% of the area identified as the resource (as defined through the 
Phase II study).   

 
 If any the resource(s) discovered during the monitoring or testing 

program is determined to be of Native American origin, the 
Native American/Gabrieliño-Tongva representative(s) onsite will 
be able to assist in the completion of the monitoring program.  If 
any evidence of human remains is uncovered, the archaeological 
monitor shall have the authority to shut the project down, 
contact the Principal Investigator, who will contact the County 
Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission.  If the 
remains are declared of Native American descent, the Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD) will be named by the Native American 
Heritage Commission and consultation pertaining to the 
disposition of the remains will be undertaken.  Activities will not 
commence at the site of the remains until clearance is afforded by 
the Coroner, Commission, Archaeological Consultant, and MLD.  

 
For further clarification, the 3% is actually a sample size based on a model of trenching that takes 
into account the width of the excavation bucket times the depth of a trench times the length of a 
trench.  For example, a 20 meter trench excavated to one meter with a 0.66 meter wide bucket 
would provide a 3% sample of a 20 meter by 20 meter quad.  If a site area is mapped and trenched 
with one trench for each 20 x 20 meter quad, the resulting sample size is 3% of the subsurface (to 
one meter in depth).  Obviously, these numbers would change, depending on the nature of the site 
deposits. 
 
CL-b9:  Again, MM CULT-1 provides for some level of professional flexibility (while still ensuring 
the appropriate level of investigation is conducted) to allow the selected archeologist to utilize the 
most appropriate methods in his/her view.  See the revised MM CULT-1 outlined in response to 
comment CL-b8 for the requirements for discovered archaeological resources.   
 
CL-b10: The commenter makes closing remarks and expresses professional opinions, which are 
duly noted.   
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Letter From: Gary Johnson 
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RESPONSES 
 
GJ-1:  The commenter’s remarks, opinions, and concerns are duly noted.  No response required.   
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LETTER FROM: LANNA PIAN 
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RESPONSES 
 
LP-1:  The commenter provides opening remarks.  No response required.   
 
LP-2:  The commenter’s concern for noise and air quality impacts are duly noted. 
 
LP-3:  As noted in the Draft EIR, the project will be responsible for providing a second 
northbound left turn lane on Narbonne Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway, which will offset the 
project’s traffic impact on the intersection and on Narbonne Avenue south of Pacific Coast 
Highway.  It should also be noted that 12, not 14 intersections were studied, and that the project is 
responsible for mitigation measures that will off-set the project’s impact at eight of the intersections.  
The net increase/decrease in project traffic at the four other intersections will be minimal and is not 
likely to be noticed.   
 
Cities are ultimately responsible for the maintenance of their public streets, and cannot charge a 
particular user for street maintenance, no matter how many vehicles they may add to traffic, as long 
as the vehicles are street-legal. 
 
LP-4:  The City of Rolling Hills Estates requires that a construction management plan be prepared 
for the project that will address the proper truck haul routes to be used during project construction.  
The plan will be coordinated with the City of Lomita.  As required by law, the haul route will follow 
the most direct route to the closest legal truck route, with due consideration for steep grades.  The 
hours of operation and frequency of truck trips will also be part of the plan.   
 
Regarding the long-term impacts, the proposed project would generate far fewer trucks on 
Narbonne Avenue than the existing Chandler facility does.  While cities have the authority to 
determine whether or not a particular street is a designated truck route, the project’s responsibility 
and authority are limited to the construction management plan.   
 
LP-5:  The commenter notes existing safety concerns and suggests potential improvements for the 
City of Lomita to consider.  Such concerns and suggested improvements are duly noted by the lead 
agency (City of Rolling Hills Estates) and have been forwarded to the City of Lomita.  Correcting 
existing conditions is not the responsibility of the project.  Nonetheless, the proposed project is 
expected to result in improved safety conditions due to the elimination of Chandler facility-related 
heavy truck trips on Palos Verdes Drive East/Narbonne Avenue.   
 
LP-6:  See the response to comment LP-3.  It should also be noted that the Draft EIR and 
corresponding traffic study accounted for all future trips the 114 new homes and golf facility are 
anticipated to generate, both regionally and locally, and in the short-term and the long-term.   
 
LP-7:  See response to comment LP-5 regarding safety concerns.  See also response to comment 
LP-4 regarding the reduction in truck trips that would result from the proposed project.  
 
LP-8:  The commenter provides closing remarks.  Requests and concerns are duly noted.  No 
response required.  
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LETTER FROM: DIANNE AND DONAVAN WHITE 
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RESPONSES 
 
DW-1:  See response to comment HR-1.   
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