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RE: The Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project - RP-DEIR
6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Project
Case No. ENV-2007-3083 - EIR
SCH No. 2007121012

BACKGROUND:

The Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council [STNC] was formed in 1999 and certified in
2003 as part of the City of Los Angeles’ effort to provide community members the
opportunity to be more directly involved in issues impacting their neighborhoods. The
STNC and the Land Use Committee (LUC) consider the proposed development and loss
of the Verdugo Hills Golf Course [VHGC] to be a critical land use matter, one that we
have been following very closely since the release of the first Draft Environmental
Impact Report in 2009. The STNC and its Land Use Committee commented on the DEIR
and that correspondence is attached (Appendix A).

Both the STNC and the Land Use Committee have held numerous meetings on the
VHGC and have been actively involved in the review of this project and its evolving
nature. We have considered and discussed the potential for keeping the VHGC as an
important recreational component of our community’s life. This has included
discussions regarding the use of Proposition “O” funds to retain the property for public
use, as well as exploring options available to purchase the property and to turn it over
to a public lands conservation authority. Throughout these discussions, we have been
kept mindful of the property owner’s intentions to develop the property with the
currently proposed project or a variant thereof. The applicant’s project architect has
attempted to engage the community and solicit input on the currently proposed
project and has attended numerous meetings of the Land Use Committee throughout
the past year.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (2009)

The original Draft EIR for the project was circulated for public review in May 2009.
Public comment on the DEIR was extensive and included a broad range of opinions and
analyses of the EIR’s adequacy in addressing potential project impacts. To date, the
community has not seen or been made aware of any responses to comments made on
the 2009 DEIR. As a result, we are concerned that much of this commentary might be
dismissed or inadequately addressed as these comments addressed a prior version of
the project. Our presumption is that the comments received by the Lead Agency on
the 2009 DEIR will be fully addressed, as will the comments on the RP-DEIR.
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The community has changed since 2009. Many new residents have moved into the
area and are unaware of the pending development of the project site. They were not
able to comment on the 2009 EIR nor were they made aware of the impacts of the
project. This includes residents that currently live in close approximation to the
VHGC.

Of equal concern is the Lead Agency’s decision not to recirculate the entire 2009 DEIR,
but only the sections addressing cultural resources, transportation/traffic, updated
alternatives, and greenhouse gases (new). As indicated above, the many new
residents in our community should have been given the opportunity to comment on the
entire DEIR, as they were not around in 2009. In addition, the “shelf life” of a CEQA
document is typically only five years. After that, the analysis in the document can no
longer be seen as valid and should be updated. The baseline used for analysis of
environmental impacts has shifted since 2009. We ask the Lead Agency to re-circulate
the entire EIR for public comment, not just the chosen sections. The Lead Agency
must address environmental impacts posed by this project in the context of current
baseline conditions across all sections of the DEIR.

Chapter Ill.A - GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:

Our comments on the Air Quality section of the 2009 DEIR noted that that analysis
failed to describe the project or the construction activities in detail. Construction
activities will involve major grading (including 96,000+ cubic yards of import) and
other intense activities, and would last for a period of 29 months. This level of
grading and duration of grading activities will result in significant NOx and PM impacts.
The Lead Agency should have required that this section of the 2009 DEIR also be re-
circulated and include an updated analysis of air quality impacts.

Comments on the Air Quality section in the 2009 DEIR included the following:

» Some of the construction mitigation measures proposed are not feasible; many of
the types of equipment fixtures they are requiring are not yet available to
contractors (i.e. diesel oxidation catalyst systems).

» According to the DEIR, NOx emissions will be reduced by mitigation measures from
261.41 |bs/day to 64.95 lbs/day. This is a huge percentage reduction in NOx
emissions that is very rare and likely not to be achieved through the recommended
mitigation.

» PMio and PM; 5 emissions portrayed in the DEIR are unrealistically low at 18.13 and
6.05 lbs/day, respectively. The amount of grading and duration of grading
activities for such a large-scale project can not realistically have emissions that
are that low. The rule of thumb is 10 lbs/day of PM;, for every acre of grading.

» It is possible that the authors of the DEIR have misapplied the URBEMIS model and
dispersion models to get the results they wanted, because the emission volumes
are not feasible.

» Localized concentrations of NO; during construction were found to be 0.18 ppm -
which is equal to the threshold of significance. Yet the DEIR concludes “less than



RE: 6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Project
Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council

significant” without any explanation. If the air quality model were run
objectively, NO, concentrations would be notably higher.

» The project proposes placing homes within 500 feet of the 210 Freeway. Per
CARB’s guidance, this requires a Health Risk Assessment (HRA); yet no HRA was
conducted. Rather, the 2009 DEIR includes mitigation measures that require
homes be fitted with HVAC filters. This is not an effective mitigation measure for
homes, because residents will undoubtedly open their windows, rendering the
filtration system useless. However, since no analysis was conducted, it is
impossible to know if the filters are even adequately effective in principal.

In our experience, greenhouse gas emissions analyses are closely correlated with the
analyses of air quality impacts resulting from the project. For example, it’s expected
that both the air quality and greenhouses gases impact modeling exercises would use
the same software to predict impacts in addition to using the same identical software
program modeling inputs. Our review of the Greenhouse Gases section in the RP-DEIR
found that a different software was used to model greenhouse gases impacts (URBEMIS
2007) while, in 2009, the model chosen to analyze air quality impacts was the
CalEEmod air quality impact model. As discussed below, this introduces and
inconsistency between the analyses of air quality impacts included in the 2009 DEIR
and the analysis in the 2015 RP-DEIR.

A review of the 2009 DEIR Air Quality section, Table 1V.C-10 indicates the project has a
potential 170.72 lbs./day of CO (Carbon Dioxide) emissions. The Greenhouse Gases
section of the RP-DEIR indicates a reduction in CO emissions to approximately 78
lbs./day. This is to be expected as improvements in vehicle fuel emissions
technology, along with the implementation of other air quality regulatory measures,
has resulted in less impacts to air quality in 2015. Nevertheless, the Air Quality section
of the DEIR should be updated to reflect the more recent analytical methodology and
conclusions in the Greenhouse Gas section of the RP-DEIR.

Chapter IIl.B - CULTURAL RESOURCES/HISTORIC RESOURCES

The STNC and LUC had previously commented on the impacts of the proposed project
on cultural/historical resources on the project site. Those comments are included in
the correspondence sent to the Lead Agency in 2009 (Appendix A). The re-circulated
analysis of these impacts is helpful in describing the history, actions, and events that
have transpired since circulation of the 2009 DEIR, especially as it relates to the
proposed Tuna Canyon Detention Station (TCDS) Memorial. However, there are
discrepancies and misrepresentations of historical facts included in the narrative
provided by the EIR consultant.

The impacts of the project on said resources is more adequately addressed in
correspondence from Ms. Nancy Kay Oda and Dr. Lloyd Hitt, addressed to the City of
Los Angeles (Appendix B). We fully support their comments regarding the
misrepresentations of the past history of this site and the inadequate mitigation that is
currently being proposed. For example:

> While the 2009 DEIR indicated that there was no evidence that cultural
resources or human remains were located on the project site (due to the site’s

3



RE: 6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Project
Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council

high archaeological sensitivity) there remains a possibility that the construction
phase of the proposed project could encounter important cultural resources.
To address this possibility, the DEIR included mitigation requiring that an
archeologist be retained if sensitive cultural resources are encountered during
the construction phase of the project (Mitigation Measure E.2-1, E.2-2). Both of
these measures, while commonly applied to projects of this type, are
inadequate. Because of the past known use of the project site as an Indian
Camp, the Lead Agency should undertake a more thorough analysis of potential
buried resources on the project site. This should include both archeological
and paleontological subsurface investigations of the site. At the very least, this
project requires full-time monitoring by a qualified archeologist as well as
monitoring by Native American representatives during the construction phase
of the project.

» There is no discussion in the RP-DEIR regarding the notification and consultation
with Native American tribes as required by Assembly Bill 52 (AB-52), and codified
as Section 21080.3.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

» The proposed mitigation measures (E.1-1, E.1-2, and E.1-3) are inadequate and
do not fully address the impacts of the project. They also defer mitigation to
some future date period. This is a violation of CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines Sec.
15126.4, sub. (a)(B)(2)). It does this by leaving the future of the TCDS
memorial in the hands of a committee (“Working Group”) without providing
guidance on how the mitigation is to be accomplished or implemented.

» Mitigation Measure No. E.1-3 should identify the performance standards, which
must be met by the mitigation measure. While it is appropriate for the
Working Group to make recommendations, the EIR should determine who is
making the decision. The mitigation measure improperly delegates the
decision-making function to the City of Los Angeles without providing proper
guidance. This measure should identify what agency or department of the City
has decision-making responsibility.

» Mitigation measure E.1-3 states “implementation of the commemoration plan
would result in adverse impacts to the HCM (Historic-Cultural Monument)
designated one-acre site.” The measure goes on to require a qualified
preservation consultant be retained to validate compliance with the Secretary
of the Interiors standards. This is an unnecessary and costly requirement. The
commemoration plan IS the mitigation and, if implemented, mitigates the
project’s impacts on cultural and historic resources.

» The analysis and mitigation does not go nearly far enough in securing a publicly
accessible and meaningful commemoration site for the TCDS. The community
has not seen a fully rendered site plan of the memorial. The RP-DEIR does not
provide even basic details of the layout of the memorial, where public parking
would be provided, how it would be accessed, and maintained.

» No schedule is provided for implementation of the TCDS memorial. The RP-
DEIR should provide a basic timeline for implementation of the memorial.
Project conditions could, for example, require the conveyance of land for the
memorial site by the property owner by a certain date. The issuance of
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building permits and/or occupancy permits should be withheld until such
conveyance is accomplished. Additional insurances and guarantees (such as
right of public access) should be obtained prior to the issuance of such permits.

For further comment regarding the updated Cultural/Historical Resources section of
the RP-DEIR please refer to correspondence from Ms. Nancy Kay Oda and Dr. Lloyd Hitt
which are addressed to the City of Los Angeles (Appendix B). The STNC and LUC fully
concur with the opinions contained in this correspondence.

Chapter IIl.C - TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC:

The STNC previously commented on the Transportation and Traffic section of the 2009
EIR. At that time, both the STNC and community found the analysis of transportation
and traffic impacts to be inadequate, erroneous, and flawed. In addition, we found
the proposed mitigation measures to be inadequate. Our key concerns regarding
traffic conditions in the area in 2009 included the following:

» Tujunga Canyon Boulevard has seen a steady rise in vehicle volume since 2009
and well before that. In the last two decades it has become a de facto
extension of the 210 Freeway access ramps at and around Lowell Avenue.

» As the volume of vehicles has increased so has the speed at which motorists
drive the winding road. The DEIR refers to a posted 30 mile an hour speed limit
for Tujunga Canyon Boulevard. That limit is seldom observed. It is difficult to
drive 30 miles an hour (downhill) when the cars behind you are pushing 50
miles an hour. When cars are not bumper to bumper in traffic the actual
speed range for Tujunga Canyon Boulevard is closer to 40 to 55 miles an hour.
This combination of high vehicle volume and excessive speed creates a very
dangerous traffic corridor which runs from Foothill Boulevard to the north and
winds its way along Tujunga Canyon Boulevard down to Honolulu Avenue, and
eventually Lowell Avenue.

» In projecting the number of trips that would be generated by the proposed
project, the consultants used the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
Trip Generation manual, 7*" Edition, 2003. However, the formulation used by
the consultants involved a critical error. They based the ‘Persons Per Dwelling
Unit’ on the 1997 Sunland-Tujunga-Shadow Hills-Lake View Terrace-East La
Tuna Canyon Community Plan and its projections for 2010 (2.91 persons per
household). The Community Plan is very outdated and does not accurately
reflect current persons per residence ratios in our area. According to the most
recent estimates from the State Department of Finance, the projected persons
per household (PPH) for 2015 was 2.97 with a 2030 estimate of 2.98 PPH.

The Traffic and Transportation section of the RP-DEIR continues to underestimate the
traffic impacts of the project. Mitigations described in the section are not adequate.
Our concerns include the following:

» Traffic count data was collected in 2012 and 2013. This count data was
collected at five intersections in the project area and at the on and off-ramps
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for the 210 freeway at Lowell Avenue. Future traffic was generated using a 2%
growth factor. This growth factor was used to determine existing (2014) traffic
volumes and future volumes with project and future volumes with project and
cumulative projects. Because traffic volumes have increased significantly over
traffic volumes analyzed in the 2009 EIR, the traffic consultant should have
taken new manual counts (2015) at the five intersections and freeway ramps
rather than simply applying a 2% growth factor to existing and projected traffic
counts. The environmental consultant/project applicant should pay for a
traffic counting firm to take new and more current traffic counts and base
their analysis of traffic impacts on these new counts.

> The proposed traffic signal at Pali Drive and Tujunga Canyon Road (Mitigation
Measure PDF-1) is problematic. What will the timing of this signal be and how
will it improve traffic flows on Tujunga Canyon Road between Tuna Canyon
Road and Pali Drive? We believe this new signal will aggravate traffic at this
location. In all likelihood, traffic will gridlock between the two intersections.

» The RP-DEIR states that the intersection of Pali Drive and Tujunga Canyon
Boulevard “is expected to continue to operate at LOS F during both the
weekday AM and PM peak hour.” The analysis goes on to conclude that
cumulative traffic impacts would be less than significant. How can this
conclusion be reached regarding the future operations of the intersection? Will
the proposed signalization of this intersection alleviate traffic conditions at this
location by improving the level of service?

» We are aware that planned cumulative projects in the area have the potential,
along with the proposed project, to severely impact traffic in the area. There
are, for example, the planned and already approved Canyon Hills (221 homes)
and the proposed Canyon Park (242 homes) developments. These projects, plus
the currently proposed project and incremental increases in the housing stock
in our area, require a more rigorous analysis of future traffic impacts and
mitigation measures that address the very real traffic problems in this area.

» Nowhere in this re-circulated Transportation and Traffic section of the RP-DEIR
is the future Tuna Canyon Detention Station (TCDS) memorial addressed.
Assuming such a memorial is established on the project site, what will the trip
generation for such a use be? How will traffic and access in the area be
affected by such a memorial site? The RP-DEIR is insufficient by not analyzing
potential traffic impacts associated with the establishment of such a publicly-
accessible memorial.

» The credit for existing vehicle trips credited to the golf course are inaccurate.
The ITE Trip Generation Manual describes vehicular trip generation for golf
courses and for driving ranges separately. The consultant traffic engineer has
assumed a higher trip generation for the golf course because the golf course
and driving range uses are combined on the same property. For example, Land
Use Code 432 in the ITE Trip Generation Manual is for a “standalone” driving
range, not for a driving range affiliated with a full-size golf course. Once you
remove the 382 weekday daily trips attributed incorrectly to a non-existent
standalone driving range from the "existing use" category, the number of new
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trips attributable to the proposed development goes from 1,155 to 1,537. In
other words, the DEIR is underestimating the number of new trips attributable
to the proposed development by about 20%.

» The DEIR traffic consultant should have directly counted the existing golf
course traffic instead of merely estimating it. The consultant would have been
granted permission to access the property, as they were hired by, and are
working for, the property owners.

» When the original DEIR was issued in 2009, there was a list of other
developments in the area that would contribute to cumulative traffic impact
(Table IV.N-11 - Related Projects Trip Generation. The table included 25
related projects in the City of Los Angeles and 2 projects in the County of Los
Angeles. In the RP-DEIR, the list of other developments is much shorter and
includes only three projects: Canyon Hills, the Foothill Commerce Town
Center, and the Canyon Parks Home developments. The Traffic/Transportation
section of the RP-DEIR needs to include an updated list of related projects,
accounting for all related projects that will affect cumulative traffic trip
counts.

» As far back as 2006, then Councilmember Wendy Greuel recognized that traffic
flow at the intersection of Big Tujunga Canyon Boulevard and La Tuna Canyon
Road as being “near capacity” (Council Motion 06-2413). This determination
was made prior to knowing the vehicle trip impacts of 200+ homes of the
entitled (though not yet constructed) Canyon Hills Project and without
consideration of the recently applied for 242 home Canyon Park Project. In
addition, there are30 acres adjacent to 6433 La Tuna Road now for sale which
likely will be developed and which will add its share of vehicle trips to the
Tujunga Canyon Boulevard and its intersection with La Tuna Canyon Road.

Chapter IV. ALTERNATIVES:

2009 DEIR Alternatives

The 2009 DEIR prepared for the project analyzed four project alternatives: (1) No
Project; (2) All Residential Townhomes; (3) Mixed Use Residential and Retail; and, (4)
Mixed Use Residential/Retail/Office. The DEIR identified Alternative 2 (All Residential
Townhomes) as the “environmentally superior” alternative since it created less
impacts than the other alternatives studied at that time (with the exception of the No
project Alternative) and still met the project’s objectives. However, Alternative 2 is
similar to the other alternatives studied in 2009 (with the exception of the No Project
Alternative) that resulted in project impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level of
insignificance. Primary among these impacts are aesthetics and the project’s impact
on scenic vistas in the area.

The San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan seeks to
preserve the view sheds of the San Gabriel and Verdugo mountains. The proposed
development described in Alternative 2 clustered townhomes on the eastern periphery
of the project site and retained the golf course. This alternative ignores the
unmitigated aesthetic impacts it would cause. Neither the project nor Alternative 2
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described in the 2009 DEIR would have been consistent with the Specific Plan because
they would both drastically alter the view shed of the area from La Tuna Canyon and
the 1-210 Freeway (both are Scenic Highways) and from other viewpoints surrounding
the project site.

2015 RP-DEIR Alternatives

The 2015 RP-DEIR retains the four alternatives discussed above and adds two new
alternatives: Existing Zoning Equestrian Estates Alternative and Walkable Village
Alternative (Preferred Project). In regards to the Walkable Village Alternative (or the
Preferred Project) we ask why this is being presented as an Alternative when it
actually is the proposed project. The Lead Agency should have revised the 2009 DEIR
to include this new alternative as The Project. Then, the entire EIR (all sections)
should have been revised to address the impacts of the new project and re-circulated
for public review. The City/Applicants have proposed a “short cut” to the
environmental review of this project by presenting the preferred project as an
alternative rather than recirculating the entire DEIR.

In addition to the foregoing, the 2009 DEIR provided detailed color graphics that
clearly depicted three of the four alternatives presented in the DEIR. The 2015 RP-
DEIR does not include graphics of this kind in its discussion of either for the two new
alternatives. Consequently, it’s not possible to understand the full nature of these
alternatives and their impacts on the environment.

Alternative V - Existing Zoning Equestrian Estates

Our comments on this alternative include the following:

» The Existing Zoning Equestrian Estates Alternative is treated in the RP-DEIR
incompletely. Figure IV-1 (partial site plan) is inadequate in describing the
alternative or how it would be implemented on the project site. A complete
site plan is required for this alternative.

» We recommend changing the zoning of these 12 acres of developable area on
the project site to RA that would still retain the status of “Equestrian Estates”
and would make a few additional units available to the developer.
Additionally, it would be imperative that the land also be granted K-Overlay
status to preserve equestrian uses on the property. This will assure the
community that the required 2,288 sq. ft. equestrian set-aside in accordance
with the San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan is
honored. It is important to the community to provide strict rules and
enforcement against the construction of McMansions on large lots - a serious
potential threat without the K-Overlay status.

> Development of this alternative, as presented in the RP-DEIR, would cause a
massive amount of landform grading required in comparison to the other
alternatives. No development should take place on any portion of the Project
Site at greater than 15% grade to reduce the potential for erosion, loss of
topsoil and greater risk of loss/injury to people/structures. At the very least,
20 acres of the steeper hillsides should remain undeveloped. Some level of
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native habitat, so much part and parcel of the La Tuna Canyon, must be
preserved.

» This alternative could easily be redesigned to encourage the protection of
trees. Tree replacement can occur along the Project Site perimeter and along
internal streets. In addition, the alternative should include recreational
amenities such as setting aside one 20,000 sq. ft. lot with the greatest density
of protected/mature trees for every 25 developed Equestrian Lots. That should
allow for three such “pocket parks” each of which may have enough room to
provide a recreational opportunity.

» The RP-DEIR argues that the impacts of this alternative are greater than that of
the Walkable Village alternative because the amount of disturbance would be
far greater than the clustered housing in the Walkable Village. However, little
or no credit is given to the Equestrian alternative for its benefits, which
include less housing density on the site and therefore less vehicular trips
generated by the alternative and less traffic impacts.

» The Equestrian Estates Alternative would add half the mobile as well as
operational emissions of the other alternatives with the exception of the “No
Project” alternative which would be expected not to change emission levels at
all.

» Whether in drought or in an El Nino cycle, water run-off is a significant impact.
The Equestrian Estate Alternative has far greater potential for water retention
and percolation (a precious commodity in drought and a protective commodity
during El Nino) as compared to the other alternatives with their far greater
impervious surface areas (with the exception of the “No Development” option
which would have even greater water retention and percolation capability than
the Equestrian Estate Alternative).

» The Community Plan does not include policies that foster clustered
development on the project site. San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic
Preservation Specific Plan does not include policies that promote clustered
housing. In fact, the word “clustered” doesn’t appear in either document.
While clustering housing to preserve open space is a laudable design concept,
the scale of this project and its density are not a good fit for this location.
Where is the reduced-scale clustered housing alternative?

» San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan includes
policies regarding equine keeping and the preservation of oak trees, none of
which is adequately analyzed for this alternative in the RP-DEIR.

Alternative VI - Walkable Village Alternative (Preferred Project)

Our comments on this alternative include the following:

» This project alternative violates Intent of Small Lot Ordinance. The Small Lot
Ordinance was intended as an innovative housing tool to encourage the
development of alternative fee- simple homeownership in areas zoned for
multi-family and commercial uses. The Ordinance creates incentives for infill
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residential development to spur more housing production. As such, it was never
intended to be used as a tool to promote dense housing on properties similar to
the VHGC. The City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines clearly depict the intended
use of the ordinance, namely to allow owner-occupied infill housing to be
constructed on narrow lots in already developed neighborhoods.

Diagrams from the Guidelines that depict this intended use of the regulations
include the following:

SMALL LOT SMALL LOT

Townhouses with a central access
drive ublic

realm

re
accessible from the sidewalk.

Row houses with shared driveways
enhance the streetfront by reducing
umber of driveway cuts and
vehice/pedestrian conflits. This
results in enhanced and more
‘opportunities for pedestrian entries.

the n

“The combination of tandem parking
and deep can

POSSIBLE CONFIGURATIONS (CONTINUED) POSSIBLE CONFIGURATIONS

When rear driveways are used;
publi Id

tr
adjacent dwelling units.

When rear T-driveways are used, all
units should have direct access to
the public sidewalk.

iees

SITE PLANNING 4 SITE PLANNING

As depicted above, the intent of the ordinance was to encourage infill
residential development (fee-simple home ownership) on existing City streets
with properties having access from those streets and from public alleys, if
available. The proposed project does not comply with these guidelines. It
perverts the intent of the ordinance by using its provisions to create fee-simple
home ownership small lots in a clustered housing project that is highly dense
and inappropriate for the proposed location.

When the Small Lot Ordinance was adopted, it was not anticipated that large
housing developments, such as the proposed project, would be utilizing the
Small Lot process. It was intended for infill developments, so no provisions
were required for larger projects. A series of amendments are being proposed
to the Ordinance in which a subdivision creates a community of small lots
involving 20 or more Small Lot Homes (“Small Lot Community”). These
projects will be required to provide open space, bike parking, and additional
design features. Guest parking will be required on site for projects creating 8
or more Small Lot Homes. These amendments are not discussed in the RP-
DEIR, nor is there a comprehensive analysis of the proposed project’s
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adherence to these new regulations.

» The visual perspectives of the project site for Alternative 6 (taken from 7
different viewshed areas that surround the project site) do not appear to be
publicly available. View simulations that are accessible are from the 2009 DEIR
Aesthetics section and those were for a 229-unit project. Therefore, it is not
possible to comment on the aesthetic/visual impacts of this current
alternative.

» Many of the measures described to be implemented to address the aesthetic
impacts of the Walkable Village Alternative are included Project Design
Features (PDF’s). It is unclear whether these are actual mitigation measures
for the Walkable Village Alternative. The original 2009 EIR included 15
mitigation measures addressing aesthetic impacts of the project. Will these
mitigation measures apply to the Walkable Village Alternative? Even with their
implementation, the EIR concluded they would be insufficient in addressing
aesthetic impacts without a complete redesign of the project.

» The Walkable Village Alternative purports to meet community recreational
needs by setting aside 28.4 acres of open space for public use and by providing
project trails “that connect existing and proposed trail segments to lookouts
and scenic vistas.” However, the RP-DEIR does not provide a figure depicting
these new project trails, nor does it describe who would own and maintain
them. Furthermore, it’s specious to argue that either of these two “features”
of the project compensate for the loss of the golf course. In fact, most of the
recreational amenities of this project seem to be meant for use only by future
residents of the project.

» Many of the impacts analyzed in the 2009 DEIR for the original project (229
units) are the same for the currently proposed project (Preferred Project
Alternative) - 221 units. Both site plans concentrate residential development in
the southeast corner of the project site and have access from Tuna Canyon
Road. As such, neither site plan resolves or mitigates the two significant and
unavoidable impacts associated with this current project: the loss of a major
recreational resource for the community and the unmitigated and intrusive
interruption of existing viewsheds in the project area caused by the project.

Conclusion

This RP-DEIR is woefully inadequate, bifurcates the CEQA review of the project, and
offers either inadequate or deferred mitigation for project impacts. The DEIR and RP-
DEIR preparers should be instructed to substantially revise it to include a more
substantive analysis of project impacts, and to provide additional/revised mitigation
measures. Specifically, the DEIR and RP-DEIR preparers and Lead Agency should:

* Re-circulate the entire DEIR and not just the sections chosen by the Lead
Agency (cultural resources, transportation/traffic, updated alternatives, and
greenhouse gases (new)). This will give newer community members an
opportunity to review the whole of the project and its impacts and make
comments.
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Attachments

A. Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council, Land Use Committee, The
Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR, Correspondence, August 19,
2009.

B. Tuna Canyon Detention Station Coalition (Coalition), Ms. Nancy Kay Oda,
Dr. Lloyd Hitt, Comment Letter, dated January 30, 2016.

C. Little Landers Historical Society, Bolton Hall Museum, Correspondence,
Harrold Egger, President, January 25, 2016.
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Attachment A

Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council, Land Use Committee, The
Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR, Correspondence, August 19,
2009.





Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council M\\

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SUNLAND TUJUNGA

7747 Foothill Blvd., Tujunga, CA 91042 ¢ www.stnc.org ¢ 818-951-7411 ¢ FAX 818-951-7412
August 19, 2009

Mr. David J. Somers, Project Coordinator

Room 750, City Hall

Department of City Planning Submitted via e-mail to david.somers@lacity.org
200 North Spring Street 8-19-2009 with hard copy to follow
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: The Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR
Case Nos: CPC-2007-3082 and ENV-2007-3038-EIR
SCH No. 2007121012

INTRODUCTION:

The Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council [STNC] was formed in 1999 and certified in 2003 as part
of the City of Los Angeles’ effort to provide community members the opportunity to be more
directly involved in issues impacting their neighborhoods. The STNC and the Land Use Committee
consider the proposed development and loss of the Verdugo Hills Golf Course [VHGC] to be a critical
land use matter, one which we have been following very closely.

In 2004 the VHGC was purchased by Snowball West Investments, LP and MWH Development of
Woodland Hills. The community learned of the purchase in 2005 when MWH Development
approached the STNC, requesting a meeting to present their plans to close the VHGC and build
either a commercial or residential development in its place.

Once the project was brought to the attention of communities throughout the greater Crescenta
Valley, residents and others expressed immediate concerns regarding the potential loss of the VHGC
as well as the negative environmental impacts a large development, commercial or residential,
would have on that location and surrounding neighborhoods.

The STNC has conducted public meetings and outreach to involve community members in various
aspects of the planning process. In January 2008 the community response to the Notice of
Preparation was overwhelming, as evidenced by the comment letters included in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report [DEIR]. The STNC NOP letter was not published in the NOP Section of
the DEIR. As a neighborhood council and as a community we have been working together to

evaluate and assess the adequacy/accuracy of the DEIR prepared by Christopher A. Joseph &
Associates.

Chapter IV.B - AESTHETICS:

As noted in the DEIR, Christopher A. Joseph & Associates conclude that implementation of
mitigating measures would NOT compensate for the loss of scenic vistas, scenic resources, and the
existing visual character of the Verdugo Hills Golf Course and surrounding property. We concur.
The proposed project would have irreversible and immitigable significant negative impacts on the
aesthetics of the Verdugo Hills Golf Course and its surrounding property and hillsides, including the
destruction of beautiful view shed from all vantage points.

The intersection of La Tuna Canyon Road and Tujunga Canyon Boulevard serves as one of two
gateways to our community. As such this intersection provides a lovely visual expression of
Sunland-Tujunga’s rural past, something in which community members take pride. The location for
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the proposed project at the northwest corner of this intersection would cause irreparable damage
to that eastern border approach.

Although the DEIR includes a series of renderings of the proposed project in situ, the draft
document does not provide any views taken from Honolulu Avenue approaching the La Tuna Canyon
Road and Tujunga Canyon Boulevard intersection. We question the absence of such a rendering,
especially since the proposed project would have such a significant impact on one of the
community’s major entry points.

For further analysis regarding the Aesthetics Element please refer to the V.O.I.C.E. response letter,
dated August 19, 2009, which also includes detailed comments by Mr. Richard Toyon.

Chapter IV.C - AIR QUALITY

The Air Quality section of the DEIR fails to describe the project or the construction activities in
detail. Construction activities will involve major grading (including 96,000+ cubic yds of import)
and other intense actives, and would last for period of 29 months. This level of grading and
duration of grading activities will result in significant NOx and PM impacts. However, the DEIR
concludes less than significant air quality impacts after mitigation.

The following are additional comments on the Air Quality section in the DEIR:

> Some of the construction mitigation measures proposed are not feasible; many of the types of
equipment fixtures they are requiring are not yet available to contractors.

> According to the DEIR, NOx emissions will be reduced by mitigation measures from 261.41
lbs/day to 64.95 lbs/day. This is a huge percentage reduction in NOx emissions that is very rare
and likely not to be achieved through the recommended mitigation.

> PMyo and PM, s emissions portrayed in the DEIR are unrealistically low at 18.13 and 6.05 lbs/day,
respectively. The amount of grading and duration of grading activities for such a large-scale
project can not realistically have emissions that are that low. The rule of thumb is 10 lbs/day
of PMyo for every acre of grading.

> It is apparent that the authors of the DEIR have manipulated the URBEMIS model and dispersion
models to get the results they wanted, because the emission volumes are not feasible.

> Localized concentrations of NO, during construction were found to be 0.18 ppm - which is equal
to the threshold of significance. Yet the DEIR concludes “less than significant” without any
explanation. If the air quality model were run objectively, NO, concentrations would be
notably higher.

> The project proposes placing homes within 500 feet of the 210 Freeway. Per CARB’s guidance,
this requires the Risk Assessment (HRA); yet no HRA was conducted. Rather, the DEIR includes
mitigation measures that require homes be fitted with HVAC filters. This is not an effective
mitigation measure for homes, because residents will undoubtedly open their windows,
rendering the filtration system useless. However, since no analysis was conducted, it is
impossible to know if the filters are even adequately effective in principal.
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Chapter IV.D - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

Setting

The project site is located in the Verdugo Mountains, a major island of wildlife habitat and
connected to the San Gabriel Mountains via the Tujunga River Wash. As such, the Verdugo
Mountains provide habitat to a wide variety of wildlife and plant species. Several plant and animal
species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species are known to occur in the
Verdugo Mountains. The project site also contains oak woodland, a sensitive natural community
designated by the California Department of fish and Game.

The proposed project will adversely affect candidate, sensitive, or special status species that occur
either on or in the project vicinity including the Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae).
Additional sensitive species known to occur either on the project site or in close proximity include
the Silvery legless lizard (Anniella pulchra pulchra) that will also be adversely impacted by the
project.

Wildlife Corridors

The DEIR claims that there are no wildlife corridors on the project site. However, no evidence is
provided to substantiate this claim. The project site is located in the Verdugo Mountains, a major
island of wildlife habitat and connected to the San Gabriel Mountains via the Tujunga River Wash.
As such, the Verdugo Mountains provide habitat to a wide variety of wildlife and plant species. The
conversion of the project site from its current use as a golf course to a single-family residential
community has the significant potential to interfere with the movement of native resident or
wildlife species. Many residents in the area of the golf course have noted the presence of wildlife
in this area, including deer, bobcats, mountain lions, and other animal species.

Tree Removal

As discussed in the DEIR, the loss of up to 85 coast live oaks, 11 western sycamores and 103 mature
ornamental trees on the project site would constitute a significant impact in the near-term.
However, the DEIR goes on to say that the implementation of mitigation measures included in the
DEIR “would mitigate that significant impact over the long-term.” This conclusion is illogical in
that once the 85 oak trees and other native tree species are removed; they will be replaced with a
subdivision of new homes and associated improvements, thus constituting a long-term impact.
Many of the oak trees to be removed are mature trees that cannot be replaced. The planting of
ornamental trees to replace the lost oak trees will not re-create the oak woodland areas that will
be lost forever if the project is implemented as currently proposed.

Deferred Mitigation

As noted in the DEIR, consultation with outside resource agencies is required to effectively
implement mitigation measures for the project. This includes such State agencies as the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and at least one federal agency: the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACE). Because various drainages exist on the project site, permits from either or both
agencies may be required. In the case of CDFG, the most likely permit required would be a
Streambed Alteration (1601) Agreement. In the case of the Corp, it has not yet been determined
what type of permit is required, but in all likelihood a Section 404 permit would be required for the
project.
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Given the foregoing, the DEIR is inadequate in that it does not include a discussion of what
measures or permits will actually be required to address resource agency jurisdictional and
permitting requirements over the on-site drainages. The writers of the DEIR have failed to conduct
early consultation with either state or federal agencies to determine what these requirements
would be. Instead, the DEIR defers mitigation to a later date and this is a violation of CEQA. There
is a significant potential that one or more of the permitting requirements of either the CDFG or ACE

may cause a re-design of the project to avoid impacting on-site drainages as well as habitat for
sensitive plant and animal species.

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts

The DEIR concludes that there are no significant cumulative biological resource impacts associated
with the project. This conclusion is exactly similar to the conclusion on cumulative biological
resource impacts reached in the DEIR prepared for the Canyon Hills project. In both instances, the
claim is made that a significant portion of both project areas will remain undisturbed and that, for
those areas that will be disturbed, adequate mitigation is being provided to reduce impacts to less
than significant levels. However, the analysis of cumulative impacts in the VHGC DEIR fails to
consider both projects in combination and what their combined cumulative effects would be on
biological resources. Taken together, both projects create a significant cumulative effect that,
individually, cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance.

Supplemental Mitigation

The DEIR sets forth various mitigation measures to address impacts to flora and fauna on the
project site (Mitigation Measures D.1-1 through D.1-6). Implementation of these mitigation
measures relies largely on cooperation between the City of Los Angeles and the project applicants
as well as with various resource agencies including the California Department of Fish and Game.
However, as has happened in the past with projects located adjacent to wildlife habitat (i.e. the
Angeles National Golf Club), mitigation measures designed to protect sensitive plant and animal
species are seldom implemented or enforced.

The City of Los Angeles lacks the necessary resources to monitor either the implementation or
effectiveness of these types of mitigation measures. To ensure that these mitigation measures are
enforced, including the mitigation measures outlined in the Tree Report and Impact Analysis
(Mitigation Measures D.2-1 through D.2-15), the following additional mitigation measure is required:

That Los Angeles City Planning retain an outside professional consultant (on a part-time)
basis and at the applicant’s expense to coordinate and conduct the mitigation
monitoring program and to interface with involved resource agencies, individuals and/or
community groups.

Chapter IV.E - CULTURAL RESOURCES:

Setting

The project site contained a Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) camp from 1933 until 1941. From
1941 until the end of World War I, the camp served as the Tuna Canyon Detention Station that
housed primarily Japanese-American detainees. The site is now listed with the South Central
Coastal Information Center. In 2005 it was recommended that the site be designated as a California
Historical Landmark (CHL).
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The project site has also been identified as being the site of a former Indian Camp. Additionally,
ethnographic studies indicate that the Verdugo Hills area contained Native American villages.
Therefore, the project site is considered to be archaeologically sensitive and project impacts to
archaeological resources should be evaluated in the Draft EIR. In addition, Quaternary alluvial fan

deposits underlying much of the project area have been determined to have a high paleontological
sensitivity rating.

Historic Resource Impacts and Mitigation

Development of the project site with housing and associated improvements will further dilute the
historical significance of the project site and the role it played in serving as a temporary detention
facility for Japanese-American detainees. Proposed mitigation, consisting of designating the
project site as a California Historical Landmark, is not adequate nor is there any discussion in the
DEIR of how such a designation would be respected after the property is developed. The DEIR
indicates that such a designation would “commemorate associated events through interpretation at
the site, to encourage sensitive development of the overall landscape, and to accommodate visitors
to the site through ease of parking, observation, and meditation.”

Development of the project site with 229 homes does not constitute “sensitive development of the
overall landscape” nor would development of the site make parking easy for visitors or create an
atmosphere conducive to observation and meditation on the historically import events that
occurred on the property. As proposed, the project will result in a significant impact on historic
resources with no meaningful mitigation being proposed.

Cultural Resource Impacts and Mitigation

While the DEIR indicates that there is no evidence that cultural resources or human remains located
on the project site, due to the site’s high archaeological sensitivity there is a possibility that the
construction phase of the proposed project could encounter important cultural resources. To
address this possibility, the DEIR includes mitigation requiring that an archeologist be retained if
sensitive cultural resources are encountered during the construction phase of the project
(Mitigation Measure E.2-1, E.2-2). Both of these measures, while commonly applied to projects of
this type, are inadequate. Because of the past known use of the project site as an Indian Camp,
this project requires full-time monitoring by a qualified archeologist as well as monitoring by Native
American representatives during the construction phase of the project.

Additional Comments

The Cultural Resources Reconnaissance report, prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants (and
which underpins the analysis in the Cultural Resources Section of the DEIR), fails to include copies
of correspondence with or a log of telephone contacts with Native American representatives
regarding the project.

For additional comments regarding the Cultural Resources element please refer to Mr. Lloyd Hitt’s
comment letter, dated July 30, 2009. Mr. Hitt is the President of the Little Landers Historical
Society in Tujunga. See Attachment A, pages 2-4, for Mr. Hitt’s comments regarding this element.

Please also refer to Mr. Mike Lawler’s letter dated August 14, 2009. Mr. Lawler is the President of
the Historical Society of the Crescenta Valley. See Attachment B.
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Chapter IV.F - GEOLOGY & SOILS:

As with all new residential construction in southern California, development of the 229 homes at
the project site will expose future residents to hazards related to seismic events. To a certain

extent such hazards are reduced significantly through adherence to updated Building Code
standards.

One area of concern, however, not adequately addressed in the DEIR is the potential for ground
subsidence to occur in future years and under stressful climatic conditions. The DEIR does
acknowledge “some surficial erosion/surficial slope failures may occur during inclement weather at
the project site.” The DEIR goes on to recommend that manufactured slopes be planted with deep-
rooted shrubs in staggered rows that do not exceed 10 feet on center over the slope faces.

In order for the public and future residents of the project to understand the nature of the potential
hazards related to ground subsidence, the DEIR needs to include cross-section diagrams of all
manufactured slopes that will be included in the project, the locations, heights and types of
retaining walls proposed, as well as the types of drainage facilities proposed to be installed to
prevent slope failure and erosion. The DEIR also fails to include a list of the types of plant
materials proposed to be planted on slopes that would be susceptible to ground subsidence and
failure.

Chapter IV.G - HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:

Setting

Past and current uses of the project site indicate a serious potential for hazardous materials to
exist both within existing surface and subsurface soils. As indicated in the DEIR, the project site
formerly contained a gasoline UST that was installed in approximately 1960. Upon removal of the
UST in 1986, a portion of the contents were spilled into the UST excavation. According to persons
familiar with the removal of the UST at the project site, the soil was re-mediated by excavation.
However, no written documentation was prepared regarding the date or site conditions at the time
of removal of the UST and no subsequent remedial soil excavation was available for review.

The Phase | ESA prepared for the project indicates that organochloride pesticides were

historically stored or used on the project. Several areas where persistent pesticides may have
accumulated near surface soils were identified during the site reconnaissance. These areas
included locations adjacent to the pesticide storage container and in the vicinity of the sprayer
parking area on the northern portion of the maintenance shed, in the area located southwest
maintenance shed and utilized as a vehicle wash rack, and on the golf course itself. Petroleum
hydrocarbon surface staining was also observed at the area north of the maintenance shed utilized
for tractor parking.

Hazardous Materials Impacts and Mitigation

Despite the known hazards discussed above, the DEIR offers no mitigation measures to address
these hazards. For example, the DEIR describes an analysis for petroleum hydrocarbons being
conducted for soil samples collected on the project site, including one sample taken approximately
eight feet south of the northern-most boundary of the maintenance area, in an area of surface
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staining, north of the maintenance shed used by the golf course to store a diesel fuel powered
tractor. Based on the chemical laboratory analytical data, this soil sample contained detectable
concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons. The DEIR goes on to recommend that the visibly stained
soils present in the tractor parking area be excavated and properly disposed. In addition, it is
recommended that, upon completion of the removal of these soils, soil samples should be collected
to verify that no significant concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons remain present in the soil at
this location. These recommendations should be included in a specific mitigation measure or set of
mitigations measures to address this known hazard.

The DEIR also defers mitigation in regards to potential asbestos containing materials (ACMs) as well
as for the potential presence of lead based paint. Instead of conducting a full investigation and
disclosure of such hazards the DEIR “punts” the outcomes of such investigations and disclosures are
deferred to some undetermined future date, which violates the provisions of CEQA. In order for
this DEIR to be determined adequate, these disclosures should be made now and made available to
the public as well as policy makers.

Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans

The DEIR fails to address the project’s effects on emergency response and evacuation plans in the
Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter; therefore, is in need of reorganization.

Wildfire Hazards

The DEIR fails to address the project’s exposure to wildfire hazards in the Hazards and Hazardous
Materials chapter; therefore, is in need of reorganization.

Chapter IV.H - HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY:

Setting

Three general sources of potential short-term, construction-related storm water pollution
associated with the proposed project. They include: (1) the handling, storage, and disposal of
construction materials containing pollutants; (2) the maintenance and operation of construction
equipment; and (3) earth moving activities which, when not controlled, may generate soil erosion
via storm runoff or mechanical equipment. However, the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate
potential water quality impacts arising from construction activities. In addition, operational
activities at the occupied homes could involve the release of urban storm water pollutants into the
environment. Such pollutants include fertilizers, pesticides, insecticides and hydrocarbons leaked
from vehicles. The potential for the release of such pollutants and the project’s mitigation plan
are not adequately addressed in the DEIR

Water Consumption

The DEIR projects net water consumption for the project of 36,164 GPD. The DEIR also projects a
cumulative water consumption 160,599 GPD for cumulative projects studied in the DEIR. Both the
project and cumulative projects studied in the DEIR will contribute substantially to the use of
municipally provided water. The additional draw down of water supplies by the proposed project
and cumulative projects will create a significant impact that cannot be adequately mitigated,
particularly in light of recent mandatory water rationing rules imposed on Los Angeles area
residents because of drought conditions.
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Currently neighbors have increased costs for water and have limited days for watering plants and
lawns or risk being penalized/fined. Why are we allowing more housing to be built when we have a
water shortage? In addition, the DEIR (Page 1V.0-19) fails to provide reasons why the impacts on
water supply, either individual or cumulatively, will be less than significant.

Drainage

By creating homes, streets, driveways, sidewalks, hardscape and so forth, the proposed project will
increase onsite impermeable surface area. By reducing the area available for soil infiltration, the
new impermeable surface area would cause increased runoff. Surface water enters the Blanchard
Canyon drainage channel and flows southeast. Increased runoff will exceed the capacity of the
existing storm water drainage system. Furthermore, the Drainage Analysis conducted for the
project makes the conservative assumption that the storm drains were designed to only convey the
storm runoff from existing conditions. Since it is the project’s goal that post-development runoff
will not exceed that generated by the project site in its existing condition, the project proposes to
capture and store the excess runoff within subareas in underground storage tanks.

The DEIR fails to provide a figure or diagram showing the locations or adequate information
discussing the effectiveness of the proposed underground storage tanks. At a minimum, these
underground storm drain tanks would have to have a capacity for a 50-year frequency peak storm-
flow and be sized in accordance with the recommendations contained in the Drainage Analysis. In
addition, the homeowner’s association for the project will maintain these facilities, however, the
monitoring of these facilities is not directly addressed in the proposed mitigation measures.
Moreover, the DEIR does not include a sufficient amount of data or analysis to conclude that, once
the proposed drainage facilities are installed, including the underground storage tanks, that
residual drainage impacts will not be significant. How will these tanks be emptied and what will
the storage water be used for?

Chapter IV.] - LAND USE & PLANNING:

Figures
The following illustrative figures are missing from the Land Use Section of the DEIR:

* Surrounding Land Uses

= (City of Los Angeles General Plan Designations
= (City of Los Angeles Zoning Designations

= Community Plan Land Use Designations

= Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Boundary Map

Slope Density Formula

Although the DEIR references the applicability of the City’s slope density formula to the project,
the DEIR fails to include the results of the application of the ordinance to this particular project
and how it affects the proposed density on the project site. An appendix should be included in the
DEIR that includes the calculations of the slope density formula for each lot proposed on the
project site.
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Community Plan Consistency

The authors of the DEIR have “cherry picked” policies from the Community Plan that address future
development of the project site with housing. Despite the fact that the Community Plan designates
this particular site for future residential uses, the Community Plan does NOT include policies that
promote the loss of open space or recreational resources. For example, Objective 4-1 of the
Community Plan seeks to “preserve and improve the existing recreational facilities and park
space.” In addition, there is Objective 4-2 which seeks “to provide facilities for specialized
recreational needs (such as a golf course) within the community.....” These and other pertinent
policies in the Community Plan are not included in the DEIR. This entire section of the EIR needs to
be re-written and broadened to encompass the other policies of the Community Plan that address
open space and recreational needs of the community.

San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan Consistency

Similar to the Community Plan consistency discussion in the DEIR, the authors’ discussion of the
project’s consistency with the San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan
relies on “cherry picked” goals and policies to place the project in favorable light. The entire
purpose of the Specific Plan is to preserve the view sheds of the San Gabriel and Verdugo
mountains. Simply stating that “the proposed project meets the spirit and intent of the Specific
Plan by confining development to the existing developed areas of the golf course” ignores the
unmitigated aesthetic impacts of the project (previously acknowledged in Section IV.B of the DEIR).
In fact, the project is not consistent with the Specific Plan because it drastically alters the view
shed of the area from La Tuna Canyon and the 1-210 Freeway (both are Scenic Highways) and from
other viewpoints surrounding the project site. In addition, the loss of 85 mature oak trees is a clear
violation of the intent of the Specific Plan which seeks to preserve open space and natural areas.

City of Los Angeles Planning & Zoning Code

The discussion of the City of Los Angeles Planning & Zoning Code requirements is entirely
inadequate and confusing. For example, because there are no figures in the DEIR that depict either
existing or proposed general plan or zoning designations for the project site, it is difficult for the
reader to understand what density would be allowed on what portion of the project site. In
addition, although not coming right out and saying it, there appears to be an existing inconsistency
between current zoning and Community Plan designations on the project site. A more thorough
explanation of this inconsistency is needed.

The DEIR acknowledges that “the project as proposed conflicts with several policies and objectives
in the Community Plan that seek to protect existing open space and preserve existing residential
character.” The DEIR goes on to state that up-zoning the property to achieve a residential density
consistent with the Community Plan “must be made in light of existing policies that aim to
maximize protection of open space and protect existing residential character found in the
Community Plan area.” This statement is flawed and ludicrous at best because:

= The project does not maximize the protection of open space. The loss of the golf course
(which many in the community consider to be an “open space plus recreational” area) would
result with implementation of the project. Rather than protecting open space, the project
eliminates or substantially reduces it.
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* There is no existing residential character to protect. Therefore, the above statement makes
no sense whatsoever. The project instead displaces the open space character of the project
site with a newly proposed residential development. This is in complete contradiction to
policies in the Community Plan that seek to preserve scenic vistas and open space areas in
the community.

Cumulative Land Use Impacts Analysis

The cumulative land use impacts of the project are “glossed over” in the DEIR. While the Canyon
Hills project is referenced in the DEIR, it is the only such cumulative project discussed in the Land
Use Section of the DEIR. This is entirely inadequate. For example, the proposed redevelopment of
the Oak View Convalescent Hospital into a residential use has been excluded from the discussion.

In addition to the foregoing, the statement in the DEIR that the Canyon Hills development (and any
other similar type of cumulative project) would have been or would be subject to the City’s
environmental review process does not mean that these projects would not be significant from a
cumulative project standpoint. To the contrary, the Canyon Hills development and similar future
residential development in the area constitute significant cumulative land use impacts for the area.
Most significant of these cumulative land use impacts is the loss of open space as previously
discussed. The complete absence of this discussion in the Land Use Section of the DEIR violates
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines.

For further analysis regarding the Land Use and Planning Element see Attachment C - Elaine
Brown’s comment letter, dated August 19, 2009.

Chapter IV.J - NOISE:

In the Environmental Impact Analysis, Section A. “Impacts found to be less than significant,” the
summary focuses on aviation, citing the Bob Hope Airport in Burbank, which is 3.75 miles from the
proposed project. It concludes that “the proposed project would not expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impact would occur.”

The summary does not mention the proximity of the 210 Freeway or the impact the noise generated
from the freeway would have on residents if the project was approved.

The 210 Freeway is between 150 feet and 420 feet from the freeway for a 1,200 foot span with no
structures or other sound buffering existing between the freeway and the project area. In addition,
the elevation of the 210 Freeway varies from approximately 50 feet above the project area to
approximately 30 feet above the project area over this 1,200 foot span. These measurements were
taken from Google Earth and are accordingly approximate.

Table IV. J-4, “Existing Daytime Noise Levels”, shows the Noise Level Statistics for monitoring
which was conducted on July 1, 2008 between the hours of 11:00am and 1:00pm. The testing
completely ignored peak rush hours, AM and PM, consequently the data supplied is inadequate for
both the 210 Freeway and the two surface street measurements on Tujunga Canyon Boulevard.
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The issue of noise resulting from traffic on the 210 Freeway in the greater Crescenta Valley is
documented. An article in the March 17, 2009 issue of the Glendale News-Press, entitled “Official
wants sound walls” [see Attachment D], details the problem residents have been experiencing with

noise from the 210 Freeway and their failed efforts to get sound walls. A copy of the article is
included in the appendix.

In the article Ann Wilson, a senior analyst in the La Canada Flintridge city manager’s office, states:
“Traffic noise has been a disruption for surrounding schools and homes ever since the freeway was
built, and has increased in recent years to as high as 81 decibels in some areas.”

DEIR Table IV. J-3 “Community Noise Exposure” provides a guideline for comparing noise levels and
specific land uses. The table indicates that for ‘Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Houses’ a range of
70-75 decibels would be ‘Normally Unacceptable’. The table also states anything above 70 decibels
would be ‘Clearly Unacceptable’.

‘Normally Unacceptable’ stipulates: “New construction or development should generally be
discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the
design.”

‘Clearly Unacceptable’ stipulates: “New construction or development should generally not be
undertaken.”

In Table IV. J-4 the two monitoring locations for Tujunga Canyon Boulevard recorded average levels
of 72.5 and 69.4 decibels during the middle of a summer day, July 1, 2008. The maximum readings
were 88.1 and 84.2 decibels, respectively. Logic would expect those readings to be higher during
peak rush hours. The DEIR must provide an accurate reading of existing noise levels on Tujunga
Canyon Boulevard as well as the 210 Freeway. This can only be accomplished by monitoring more
appropriate time spans when a higher volume of vehicles are using the roads/freeway.

In addition, two monitoring locations on the golf course portion of the property are described as
“500 feet from the clubhouse” and “800 feet from the clubhouse.” The DEIR does not indicate
how far the monitors were from the freeway. It is the distance from the freeway which is
relevant for this testing and consequently should have been noted in the DEIR.

The Land Use Committee questions the methodology used for the DEIR’s Noise assessment. What
are the actual Noise Level Statistics for rush hour traffic? How would those levels impact a single-
family residential development? Would the proximity of the project area to the 210 freeway
expose future residents of this proposed project to noise levels that will require sound walls? What
would be the likelihood of the State of California providing sound walls for the proposed project?

Chapter IV.K - POPULATION & HOUSING:

The current market is experiencing a shortage in “first time” and affordable housing. An
“Expired” listings, report dated 08/10/09 [see Attachment E ], provided by the Multiple Listing
Service, provides detailed information for residential properties that did not sell in the area. Of
the 77 that did not sell 20 were over $500,000. That is roughly 35%. Some of the expired listings
are townhomes/condos that were simply priced too high for their value.
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RE: The Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR
Case Nos: CPC-2007-3082 and ENV-2007-3038-EIR
SCH No. 2007121012

A “Sold” listing report, dated 08/10/09 [see Attachment F ], also provided by the Multiple Listing
Service, provides information about the shows the residential properties that DID sell. Of the 113
listings that sold in Tujunga over the past six months 97 were priced below $500,000. That is
roughly 85%. A very small number of listings at the higher ranges sold.

The price tag on the newer homes and townhomes/condos is generally higher than the other
residential property in the area. Looking at the price ranges of houses that have not sold well, the
proposed 229 four and five bedroom houses would be priced out of the current market or would
have to be priced below value in order to sell at all. If low price is considered essential in order to

make a profit, a development might result in poor construction and/or cutting corners to keep cost
of construction low.

It is expected that a development of 229 four and bedroom homes in this area, albeit condo,
townhome, or single family detached, will be priced over $500,000. This increases the chance that
a significant number of the 229 units would not sell and would remain empty.

For the first time in a decade, you can drive down the streets of Sunland-Tujunga and find "For
Rent” signs. This is due in part because some homeowners have been unable to modify loans or
complete a short sale. For those wanting to avoid foreclosure, renting the house to cover mortgage
pavements may be the only alternative. In a market where competition for tenants is forcing down
the price of rentals, a developer cannot assume that renting/leasing unsold new homes is an
option.

Chapter IV.L - PUBLIC SERVICES:

The community of Sunland-Tujunga is already over burdened with reduced staff and available
services by the LAPD and LAFD. Fire Station #74 is the only station available to serve our
community and its population of over 65,000. The NOP response from the LAFD states that service
to this project in a high risk fire area will not be adequate. In addition the geography of the area
makes it difficult for any LAFD truck and ambulance to get to an emergency within minutes. The

nearest hospital or urgent care is over 10 minutes away without traffic and difficult geography to
navigate through.

Due to the severe budgetary problems of the City of Los Angeles we do not anticipate ANY increases
in funding for public services in our community, whether it is for the addition of a 18.5’ x 18.5’
room in the Sunland-Tujunga Library, as mentioned in Table I-1 “Environmental Impacts and
Mitigation Measures’, page I-69, or for hiring additional fire fighters and police officers. When at
some point in time the City of Los Angeles is able to begin restoring city services the back log of
requests will be substantial.

Chapter IV.M - RECREATION:

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the loss of recreational resources on the project site can’t be
mitigated and, therefore, is a significant impact. However, this impact is not unavoidable if
alternatives to the project are adopted that include retention of the golf course in some manner,
such as that described in Alternative 2 or the No Project Alterative.
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RE: The Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR
Case Nos: CPC-2007-3082 and ENV-2007-3038-EIR
SCH No. 2007121012

Parkland Dedication

As proposed, the project is requesting a zone change to RD5-1, which would allow the site to be
developed to a maximum density of over 8.7 dwelling units per acre (for the 28 developable acres).
Thus, based on the proposed project density of 8.2 dwelling units per acre (for the 28 developable
acres), approximately 1.74 acres (75,650 Sq. Ft.) would be required to be dedicated as parkland.
The DEIR goes on to explain that the LAMC allows recreation areas developed within a project site
for use by the particular project’s residents to be credited against the project’s land dedication
requirement. Recreational areas that qualify under this provision of Section 17.12 include, in part,
swimming pools and spas (when the spas are an integral part of a pool complex) and children’s play
areas with playground equipment comparable in type and quality to those found in City parks.

The allowance of private recreational open space within the project’s perimeter to be counted
towards parkland dedication is wholly inadequate as a mean’s of off-setting the loss of the golf
course as a community recreational facility. Since the project doesn’t include any significant
amount of private recreational space for residents, there are no recreational lands or resources
within the housing portion of the project that would qualify for the dedication allowed under the
LAMC. Even if such resources were being proposed as part of the residential component of the
project, they would be inaccessible to the general public.

Lack of Sufficient Recreational Resources

As noted in the DEIR, Citywide park space is provided at an estimated rate of 0.70 acre per 1,000
residents, while the Community Plan has a ratio of 0.86 acres per 1,000 people. Therefore, the City
meets neither the Public Recreation Plans [PRP] shortage nor intermediate-range or long-range
standards. The DEIR also notes that, based on the preferred parkland per population ratio of four
acres per 1,000 persons, the 577 new residents of the proposed project would generate a demand
of an additional 2.3 acres of new parkland. However, no onsite parkland is proposed (as noted
above) and no onsite recreational facilities would be provided as amenities for the new residents.

The project, therefore, not only does not provide any internal parkland or recreational facilities for
the residents of the subdivision, it creates new demand for park facilities that can’t be met. This
additional demand for public recreational facilities generated by the proposed project would
severely impact existing parks and recreational facilities. The parks and recreational facilities
needs of the additional residents, particularly regarding facilities for children and youth, would not
be fully met by existing City facilities and, thus, new parks and recreational facilities would be
needed with development of the proposed project.

Question regarding the “0.86 acres per 1,000 people” ratio: Table IV. M-1 ‘Parks and
Recreational Facilities Serving the Project Site’, lists parks and recreational facilities located within
an approximate two-mile radius of the project site. Haines Canyon Park with its 37.1 acres was
erroneously included in this list. The Los Angeles Recreation and Parks website describes Haines
Canyon Park as “undeveloped and used for brush clearance. It is very low, very steep terrain. It is
not recommended for public use...”  Were the 37.51 acres attributed to Haines Canyon Park used
in calculating Sunland-Tujunga’s 0.86 acres per 1, 000 people?
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Payment of Quimby Fees

The proposed payment of Quimby Fees would not eliminate the proposed project’s impact on parks
and recreational facilities. As described in the DEIR, the payment of Quimby Fees to fund new
nearby recreational facilities would not mitigate the loss of the Verdugo Hills Golf Course for the
community. For many decades, the golf course has served the community’s recreational needs in a
park-poor area. While the DEIR describes other golf courses in northeastern Los Angeles that are
available to local residents, there are none like the Verdugo Hills Golf Course. This golf course is
an irretrievable asset to the community. Its loss would result in a generation of children and young
adults being unable to learn the fundamentals of golf in a leisurely and low-cost way.

Proposed Project-specific Mitigation

As explained above, the project would not meet the requirements set forth in Section 12.21 of the
LAMC, nor would it be able to meet the parkland dedication requirements of Section 17.12 of the
LAMC. In addition, the project will increase demand for existing community parks, particularly
recreation facilities oriented toward children and impacts relative to the Public Recreation Plan
will be significant.

The DEIR suggests that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-1 would ensure that the intent of
the PRP’s parkland standards would be met through the dedication of parkland, payment of in-lieu
fees, provision of on-site recreational amenities and open space areas, or through a combination of
these methods. The DEIR also states that implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure M-1
would ensure that the project would comply with the parks and recreational requirements set forth
by the LAMC. This mitigation measure obligates the project applicant to undertake one of three
measures, namely, 1) dedicate two acres of neighborhood parkland and two acres of community
parkland per 1,000 residents, 2) pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall, or 3)
provide on-site improvements equivalent in value of the in-lieu fees, or any portion thereof as
required by the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17.12.

As discussed above, this mitigation measure is not adequate in reducing project site recreational
impacts to a less that significant level. Under the proposed project, there is insufficient useable
land area within the proposed development to meet the parkland dedication requirement on-site.
Also, the payment of in-lieu fees, while an option, can not compensate adequately for the loss of
the Verdugo Hills Golf Course. As for the third option, the proposed project has no meaningful
internal recreational land that can be used either privately or publicly. Thus, the project will be
unable to provide on-site recreational improvements equivalent to the value of the in-lieu fees.
The proposed mitigation measure, therefore, is meaningless in its application to the project and
would not result in reducing the on-site recreational impact to a less-than-significant level.

Cumulative Recreational Resource Impacts

The DEIR rightfully acknowledges that the project would result in a cumulatively significant loss of
recreational resources and that, even with the proposed mitigation measure that this loss would
remain significant and can’t be reduced through the on-site dedication of parkland, the payment of
Quimby fees, or a combination thereof. Therefore, the only feasible method of reducing the
impact of the project is to adopt an alternative (such as Alternative 2 or the No Project Alternative)
that seeks to retain all or a portion of the existing golf course.
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For further comment regarding the Recreation Element please refer to Mr. Lloyd Hitt’s comment
letter, dated July 30, 2009. See Attachment A, pages 4-7.

Chapter IV.N - TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC:

Existing Street System

In its earliest days Tujunga Canyon Boulevard was a narrow meandering dirt road originally called
Horsethief Trail. Some of our community’s earliest settlers would have found it hard to believe
that the portion of Tujunga Canyon Boulevard, between Foothill Boulevard and La Tuna Canyon
Road would eventually be classified as a Major Highway Class II.

Tujunga Canyon Boulevard is a bit of an anachronism. Except for two portions of the road which
have been widened to four lanes, it retains the winding two lane configuration. A number of the
residences along Tujunga Canyon Boulevard have very little set back from the road, which limits
the amount of widening the street can accommodate. In addition, residents have actively opposed
widening the street.

Since the La Tuna Canyon Road portion of the 210 freeway was connected with Sunland Boulevard,
completing the link with the rest of the western segment of the freeway, Tujunga Canyon
Boulevard has seen a steady rise in vehicle volume. In the last two decades it has become a de
facto extension of the 210 Freeway access ramps at and around Lowell Avenue. Although residents
were assured prior to construction of the 210 Freeway that it would have little or no impact on
Tujunga Canyon Boulevard, those assurances were hollow.

As the volume of vehicles has increased so has the speed at which motorists drive the winding road.
The DEIR refers to a posted 30 mile an hour speed limit for Tujunga Canyon Boulevard. That limit is
seldom observed. It is difficult to drive 30 miles an hour when the cars behind you are pushing 50
miles an hour. When cars are not bumper to bumper in traffic the actual speed range for Tujunga
Canyon Boulevard is closer to 40 to 55 miles an hour. This combination of high vehicle volume and
excessive speed creates a very dangerous traffic corridor which runs from Foothill Boulevard to the
north and winds its way along Tujunga Canyon Boulevard down to Honolulu Avenue, and eventually
Lowell Avenue. Anecdotal comments [see Attachment G], provide first hand descriptions of the
difficulties of safely navigating this traffic corridor. Attachment H includes observations and aerial
photographs provided by Sunland-Tujunga resident Barbara Carter.

In October 2006, concerned about the cumulative impact of traffic on this area, the STNC’s Land
Use Committee requested that Councilwoman Wendy Greuel research the effects of any and all
proposed developments along Tujunga Canyon Boulevard from Foothill Boulevard to the La Tuna
Canyon Road/Tujunga Canyon Boulevard/ Honolulu Avenue intersection, and along La Tuna Canyon
Road to Sunland Boulevard. The research was postponed and has vet to be conducted.

Traffic is one of the elements that is frequently referenced when people are talking about the
DEIR. It impacts a lot of people, from residents on Tujunga Canyon Boulevard or nearby, to the
motorists who travel this corridor, and the churches and schools on Tujunga Canyon Boulevard and
Honolulu Avenue in close proximity to the proposed project. Many contend that the traffic along
this route is already out of hand. Thus it was stunning to learn the DEIR consultants had concluded
traffic from the proposed project would NOT have a significant negative impact. Obviously the
consultants have not spent much, if any, time navigating the Tujunga Canyon Boulevard/Honolulu
Avenue traffic corridor or it’s adjacent streets.
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Project Trip Generation

In projecting the number of trips that would be generated by the proposed project, the consultants
used the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation manual, 7™ Edition, 2003.
However, the formulation used by the consultants involved a critical error. They based the
‘Persons Per Dwelling Unit’ on the 1997 Sunland-Tujunga-Shadow Hills-Lake View Terrace-East La
Tuna Canyon Community Plan and its projections for 2010.

The 1997 community plan projects 2.52 persons per unit for property designated Low Medium .
The community plan does not indicate the number of bedrooms per unit, nor the size of the unit.
The 1997 Low Medium | designation has a ‘Dwelling Units Per Net Acre Midpoint’ of 13.9."

For one, two, or three bedroom condominiums, townhouses and/or apartments a projected 2.52
persons per unit might be accurate. However, when considering four and five bedroom single
family detached homes the figure is conspicuously low. The ‘2.52 persons per unit x 229 units =
577 persons’ calculation is flawed.

The projected population number of the proposed project impacts a number of elements in the
DEIR, including the number of vehicles garaged in the development. Lowballing the estimated
number of residents yields an artificially low projection for the number of trips that would be
generated by the proposed development.

In calculating the number of trips currently generated by the golf course and driving range [and
ultimately the number of trips that can be subtracted from the projected number of trips
generated by the proposed project] the consultants also used the ITE Trip Generation manual.
This is presented in Table IV. N-1, “The Project Trip Generation Summary”, page IV. N-25.

Considering the manual data collection of ‘existing’ traffic volumes at key intersections and
freeway access ramps, one has to ask the question:

Why didn’t the consultants for this DEIR simply do a manual count to determine the actual number
of trips currently generated by the golf course and driving range? z

! 1997 Sunland-Tujunga-Shadow Hills-Lake View Terrace-East La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, page IlI-2.

2 In Linscott Law & Greenspan’s “Traffic Impact Study”, found in the Appendice of the DEIR, it states on page 19: “ITE
Land Use Codes 430 (Golf Course) and 432 (Golf Driving Range) trip generation average rates were used to forecast the
traffic volumes expected to be generated by the existing Verdugo Hills Golf Course and Driving Range that will be
removed to accommodate the proposed project.” Emphasis added.

Traffic Count Methodology

Several community members contacted the STNC regarding methods used in collecting existing
traffic volume data. Although none of the individuals connected their observations with the traffic
monitoring for this DEIR, conducted in October 2007 or January and February 2008, they have
noticed traffic counts conducted in the vicinity of Foothill Boulevard and Tujunga Canyon
Boulevard, in which they have observed large trucks parked, for extended periods of time, on top
of signalizing monitor lines.  They raised the question whether or not this action would affect the
traffic count results. Please refer to Attachment ., a comment letter from Sunland-Tujunga
Resident: Mark Siegel

For further analysis regarding the Transportation and Traffic Element please refer to comment
letters by both the Sunland-Tujunga Alliance and V.O.I.C.E.
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Chapter IV.0O - UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS:

For analysis regarding the Utilities & Service Systems Element please refer to the V.0.1.C.E.
comment letter dated August 19, 2009.

Chapter VI. ALTERNATIVES:

The DEIR prepared for the project identified Alternative 2 as the “environmentally superior”
alternative since it creates less impacts than the other alternatives studied (with the exception of
the No project Alternative) and still meets the project’s objectives. However, Alternative 2,
similar to the other alternatives studied (with the exception of the No Project Alternative) results
in project impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. Primary among these
impacts are aesthetics and the project’s impact on scenic vistas in the area as well as the loss of
recreation.

The San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic Preservation Specific Plan seeks to preserve the view
sheds of the San Gabriel and Verdugo mountains. Even though the proposed development described
in Alternative 2 clusters townhomes on the eastern periphery of the project site and retains the
golf course, this alternative ignores the unmitigated aesthetic impacts it will cause. Neither the
proposed project nor Alternative 2 are consistent with the Specific Plan because they both
drastically alter the view shed of the area from La Tuna Canyon and the |-210 Freeway (both are
Scenic Highways) and from other viewpoints surrounding the project site.

For further analysis regarding the Alternatives proposed in this DEIR please refer to the Sunland-
Tujunga Alliance comment letter, dated August 19, 2009.

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council and Land Use Committee agree with the
draft document’s finding that both the Aesthetics and Recreation Elements cannot be sufficiently
mitigated. However, we believe the findings and conclusions of both Elements come up short.

The extent to which the DEIR concludes that both Elements would suffer significant negative
environmental impacts is not fully characterized. The impacts of the proposed project would not
simply meet some arbitrary ‘lowest rung’ of environmental damage. We contend there are
degrees of significant negative environmental harm, that when combined, reaches a critical mass.
The accumulation of significant negative environmental impacts must be considered in the final
analysis.

Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council
Page 17





RE: The Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR
Case Nos: CPC-2007-3082 and ENV-2007-3038-EIR
SCH No. 2007121012

We believe there are other Elements that should have been included in the category of Significant
Negative Environment Impacts. These specific Elements have been detailed in the DEIR response
letters submitted by both the Sunland-Tujunga Alliance and V.0.1.C.E. For additional comments
and analysis we also reference the letter dated, August 17, 2009, written by Doug Carstens of
Chatten-Brown & Carstens on behalf of the Sunland-Tujunga Alliance and V.0.1.C.E.

The foregoing comments are submitted in response to the DEIR regarding the Verdugo Hills Golf
Course on behalf of the Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council (STNC) and were approved by
unanimous recommendation of the Land Use Committee of the STNC and by unanimous vote of the
STNC Board at a meeting held on August 17, 2009.

Please provide notice of future meetings and hearings regarding the Verdugo Hills Golf Course.

Sincerely,

W 47'%/MW

Cindy Cleghorn, Secretary
Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council

Cc: Council District 2
STNC Land Use Committee
STNC Board of Directors
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Attachment A

Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council, Land Use Committee, The
Verdugo Hills Golf Course Project DEIR, Correspondence, August 19,
2009.






Attachment B

Tuna Canyon Detention Station Coalition (Coalition), Ms. Nancy Kay Oda, Dr. Lloyd
Hitt, Comment Letter, dated January 30, 2016.





Erin Strelich, City Planning Associate
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Fax: (213) 978-1351

E-mail: erin.strelich@lacity.org

January 30, 2016

Re: Comments on 6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Project
Case No. ENV-2007-3083
SCH No. 2007121012

Dear Ms. Strelich:

The Tuna Canyon Detention Station Coalition (Coalition) was established on
June 25, 2013. The Coalition is comprised of individuals and organizations that
support our mission statement. They have contributed to our efforts by donating
their time, expertise and money.

Our mission is: _
To preserve the stories of the Japanese, Germans, ltalians, Japanese
Peruvians and others at the Tuna Canyon Detention Station, which was
operated by the U.S. Department of Justice during World War Il and was
located in the City of Los Angeles.

Our goals are:

e To create a welcoming gathering place for people of all ages and origins,
especially student groups, that explores the entire history of the Tuna
Canyon Detention Station (TCDS) site.

e To establish a dynamic, emotionally engaging, living memorial for the
individuals - Japanese, Italian and German immigrants, Japanese
Peruvians and others - whose civil liberties were violated at TCDS.

e To present educational programming that connects the site’s history with
contemporary life, serves as a somber reminder of the fragility of our
democracy, and ensures its relevance for future generations. ,

e To create an inspirational setting for those detained at the TCDS and their
families and give all visitors an opportunity to reflect on the profound
significance of the site.

e To construct a well-planned site that ensures access to all people.

The Coalition has reviewed the Cultural Resources/Historic Resources Section of
the Revised Portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (RP-DEIR) for the






6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Proposed Project and presents the following
comments to the City.

To begin, the manner in which the RP-DEIR is written in relation to Tuna Canyon
shows very little regard for its importance, and the sloppy, inaccurate, insensitive
way the historical background introduction is written clearly illustrates this. Our
main points are presented below in Part I. Part Il elaborates on our second
major point; Part Il presents detailed comments about our third major point, and
Part IV describes problems with the historical/background description of Tuna
Canyon.

Part |
The Coalition has the following major concerns:

1. The RP-DEIR (in the proposed project and all of the alternatives) shows a
gated community enclosing and surrounding the historical monument site. In
each diagram, the gates surround this area. Nowhere in the RP-DEIR is there
mention of public access to the monument area. As shown in our organization’s
goals, the Coalition is adamant about public access. This site must be open to
the public.

2. The mitigation measures are vague and do not adequately describe what will
be done on the site to preserve its history. Nowhere does the DEIR specify who
is responsible for the implementation of any commemoration of TCDS.

Nowhere does the DEIR specify any type of implementation schedule. It does
not say with any specificity who will do what and when. The RP-DEIR reference
to the Working Group in the document in no way makes a real commitment to a
memorial. The Coalition is not given a role in guiding the memorialization, though
the work the Coalition has done so far makes our organization the most
knowledgeable anywhere with respect to this history. Further, some type of
oversight mechanism is needed to insure that implementation of any
commemoration is properly achieved.

3. The RP-DEIR maintains there are no subsurface archeological remains, but
has not made an adequate case supporting that conclusion. Since there has
been no subsurface testing, an archaeological monitor should be required during
all ground disturbance and we must have subsurface testing, using historic maps
and photographs, to guide work.

Part Il

The Coalition Finds the Mitigation Measures Ineffective.






CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15126.4, subd. (a)(B)(2), among other things, require:

Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some
future time. However, measures may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be
accomplished in more than one specified way.

(2) Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments. In the case
of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project,
mitigation measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation,
or project design.

The mitigation measures here are totally inadequate.
They are:

E.1-1 The Proposed Project shall comply with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation (“Standards”) to ensure that future
construction activities involving the HCM designated one-acre site are
regulated in accordance with Section 22.171.14 of the City of Los Angeles
Administrative Code (‘LAAC”). The Applicant shall comply with the
Cultural Heritage Commission’s (“Commission”) determination on the
approval of a permit for the substantial alteration, or a permit for the
demolition or removal, of a Monument in compliance with Subsections (a)
and (b), respectively, of Section 22.171.14 of the LAAC. A qualified
preservation consultant shall review the Proposed Project for conformance
with the Standards and prepare a plan review commenting on the
Proposed Project for submittal to the Commission for their review-and
approval. A qualified architectural historian, historical archaeologist or
historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for History, Archaeology, or
Architectural History pursuant to 36 CFR 61, shall prepare the plan review.

Mitigation Measure No. E.1-1 is not a clear mitigation measure as the
monument plaque has not been installed and there are only trees left, but
no artifacts. This mitigation measure must specifically clarify what is
protected.

E.1-2 The Proposed Project shall comply with Section 17.05R of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code for Protected Trees to ensure no protected tree
on the Project Site would be replaced or removed except as provided in
Article 6 of Chapter IV of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Further
compliance with Section 17.05R requires review by the Advisory Agency,
in consultation with the City’s Chief Forester, to remove or relocate a
protected tree and any tree officially designated a Historical Monument. A






qualified preservation consultant who specializes in cultural landscapes
shall review the Proposed Project for conformance with the Secretary of
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and the
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes and prepare a plan
review commenting on the Proposed Project for submittal to the
Commission for their review and approval.

E.1-3 As a result of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
(HCM) designation of a portion of the Project Site, further commemoration
of the historic use shall be accomplished with implementation of the
September 10, 2013 Working Group recommended site plan, subject to
City approval. Implementation of the commemoration set forth by the
September 10, 2013 Working Group site plan would ensure (delete the

iernifi inted with-the f T - Detenti
Station-are) that the history associated with TCDS is preserved. The
implementation of this commemoration plan would result in adverse
impacts to the HCM designated one-acre site; therefore, a qualified
preservation consultant shall review the Proposed Project for conformance
with the Standards and prepare a plan review commenting on the
Proposed Project for submittal to the Commission for their review and
approval in accordance with Section 22.171.14 of the LAAC.

Events are not preserved. History or information about the events are
preserved. ‘ ‘

It is not clear what this means. If it means commemoration would interfere
with the historical designation, we fail to see the logic here. Of course,
anything put on the site has to meet the requirements of the LAAC, but that
does not mean there would be adverse impacts .

Mitigation Measure No. E.1-3 must identify the performance standards
which must be met by the mitigation measure. While the measure can use
the Working Group (though it must be better identified) to make
recommendations, the EIR must be clear as to who is making decisions
because the lead agency cannot delegate the decision-making function and
saying the City of Los Angeles will make decisions is too vague. This
should identify what agency or department or office is to make decisions.

Also, as the Tuna Canyon Detention Station Coalition is now an official
organization, any Working Group recommendations should include the
Coalition Board and state how the Working Group should make decisions
(e.g., a majority rules).

The referenced September 10, 2013 document is available in Appendix C,
pp- 40-45. According to the recommendations and conclusions on page 6,
this document describes”. . . Preliminary ideas and plans for a more






extensive memorial project. . . [beyond a marker and public access].” The
DEIR therefore is not making a commitment to any other definite plans,
including the specific elements described on page 5.

Nowhere does the DEIR specify who is responsible for the implementation
of any commemoration of TCDS. Nowhere does the DEIR specify any type
of implementation schedule.

Some type of oversight mechanism is needed to insure that
implementation of any commemoration is properly achieved.

Part 11l

Archeological and Historic Remains
Page lIl.B-5 through Page Ill.B-26

The RP-DEIR suggests that there are no subsurface remains; however, it
does not make an adequate case for that conclusion because there has
been no subsurface testing. An archeological monitor should be required
during all ground disturbance.

“In addition to the literature reviews, SWCA Environmental Consultants
conducted a cultural resources pedestrian reconnaissance of the property
to determine the presence or absence of surficial cultural resources.
SWCA Architectural Historian Jim Steely examined the property in
September 2005. No historic artifactual material was observed during the
archaeological survey. See Appendix G-1 of the Original DEIR for details
of the research methodology.” (Page IlI.B-5)

We must have subsurface testing, using historic maps and photographs to
guide the work.

If trees are left from the CCC/INS compound, there may well be buried
archaeological deposits, too. The DEIR indicates the inspections were done
by historians and architects, but no subsurface archaeological testing was
done.

“The 1933-1946 events that took place on and around the Project Site are
significant. While cultural fabric from the period of significance is gone,
(Page Il1.B-20) "improvements have been removed, causing loss of
integrity of materials, workmanship, and design, thus rendering the
property ineligible for designation under national or California historical
registers.” (Page 111.B-21)






This should be verified by archaeological investigations. Some significant
sites associated with the Japanese American detention and internment
appear to have little or no integrity, on the surface, but archaeological
investigations reveal a lot (e.g., Kooskia and Honouliuli).

“As discussed in Section IV.E.2, Archaeological Resources, there is the
potential that unknown archaeological resources may be located below
the surface of the Project Site. Since impacts to these resources would be
unknown until encountered during excavation, impacts to such resources
would potentially be considered significant if not mitigated. Thus,
mitigation is required to reduce the potential for damage to any such
resource located on the Project Site to a less than significant level. Please
see Section IV.E-2 of the Original DEIR for further discussions.” (Page
l11.B-22)

‘implementation of the recommended mitigation measures in Section
IV.E.2 of the Original DEIR (Mitigation Measures E.2-1 through E.2-3)
would ensure that no significant impacts to a unique archaeological
resource would occur.” (Page 111.B-27)

Given the re-evaluation of the historic significance, and given the potential
for subsurface 20" Century cultural resources, these stipulations need to
be included in the re-evaluation, too. They don't seem to be available in
this document. '

Part IV.
Historical Inaccuracies.

The Coalition strongly feels that the RP-DEIR contains significant inaccuracies
and inappropriate language in the historical description of the Tuna Canyon
Detention Station, which indicate a lack of understanding of the true importance
of this site and a lack of commitment to creating a lasting memorial. The
comments are set out in bold and italics below the sections of concern.

(Pages li1.B-9 through 111.B-12)
Japanese-American Internment During World War 11, 1941-1946

“The surprise attack by Japan on Pearl Harbor, Hawaiian Territory, on
December 7, 1941, set in motion a series of events that forever changed
the people of the United States. Not only did it result in the direct
engagement of the nation in the military conflict of World War Il, but it also
caused the country to look inward in an effort to root out perceived
domestic espionage, which resulted in the singling out of subgroups of the
nation's population as likely suspects. The notion that the Empire of Japan






could launch an attack on the United States without assistance from
someone within the U.S. seemed implausible to the reeling country in the
days and weeks after the attack. Additional attacks beyond Hawaii on the
U.S. mainland seemed quite plausible in the initial confusion. And with the
anger and fear that followed in those days and weeks, domestic partners
in Japan's plot were sought out.”

“In a nation where racism at many levels in many regions was still
rampant, suspicion naturally fell on the relatively large contingent of
Japanese and Japanese-Americans living on the West Coast of America.
The overt suspicion began in the halls of the federal government and soon
spread to the general population, who adopted the philosophy that since
the Japanese in America looked like the enemy, they must be the enemy,
or at least be aiding the enemy. The surprise nature of the attack on Pearl
Harbor prompted the blanket perception that the Japanese were, as a
"race," devious and sneaky, regardless of where they were living. Racially-
motivated assaults on Japanese immigrants and their American-born
children along the West Coast escalated over the months following the
Pearl Harbor attack. Individuals were beaten, shops were torched or
otherwise damaged, and the Japanese in America were generally made to
feel unwelcome.”

This explanation doesn't account for German and Italian immigrants being
arrested and detained at Tuna Canyon and at similar confinement sites.
This is a serious omission.

“For immediate reasons of mutual protection, or perhaps fulfillment of
plans already in place before December 7, the next day - Monday,
December 8 - the Immigration and Natural Service commandeered the La
Tuna Canyon CCC camp.”

"[P]rotection” was one rationale used by the government to justify
imprisonment and the later mass incarceration of Japanese Americans.
Today it is used as one rationale by commentators trying to justify, not
criticize, the government's wartime actions. Words matter. We are
astonished to find these words in the DEIR.

", . .[P]erhaps fulfillment of plans already in place. . . " reflects a lack of
understanding of history. There is no "perhaps."” Prior to the war, the
Department of Justice and the Army made detailed plans to arrest and
imprison enemy aliens at the outbreak of hostilities. Government agencies,
notably the FBI, compiled erroneous lists of "suspicious"” community and
business leaders to round up. Tuna Canyon was one of the places
designated to serve as a confinement site. Orders to convert the CCC
camp into a detention center were given to Merrill Scott on the evening of
December 7, even before war was officially declared.






“According to a report written by the “Officer in Charge” the following May:
‘C.C.C. Camp 902, 6330 Tujunga Canyon Boulevard, Tujunga,
California, was taken over by the U.S. Department of Justice,
Immigration and Naturalization Service, for the detention of alien
enemies as of December 8, 1941, and for identification purposes,
took the name ‘Tuna Canyon Detention Station, Immigration and
Naturalization Service'....”

“The first alien enemies were received [at least 95 by December 25]
as of December 16, 1941, and since that date the Station has
operated as a clearing-house for the male Japanese enemy aliens
arrested in Southern California. (Scott 1942:1)”

From this point on, the discussion conflates enemy alien detention and
internment at the outbreak of the war with the subsequent mass
incarceration of Japanese Americans. The two events are related for
Japanese Americans, but they have different geneses, organizational
elements, consequences, and other characteristics. Most notably, the
mass incarceration of Japanese Americans included American-born
citizens, and there was no wholesale roundup of Americans of German and
Italian ancestry. To intermingle the discussion of these two events is
historically inaccurate (and raises serious questions about the expertise of
the drafters of this section of the DEIR). '

None of the discussion in the next four paragraphs has anything to do with
enemy alien detention and internment.

“Even with early incarcerations, government concerns regarding the
potential for sabotage and espionage among the Japanese population
along the coast quickly continued to grow. As a result, President Franklin
Roosevelt authorized Executive Order 9066 in February 1942, providing
for the mandatory evacuation

"Evacuation” is a government euphemism for forced removal; use of the
term "evacuation” has been heavily criticized by scholars, Japanese
Americans, etc.,

of persons of "enemy nationalities" from specific areas of the United

States. Although the brunt of the Executive Order fell on individuals of

Japanese ancestry, those of German and Italian descent were also

subject to the order. A number of these non-Oriental individuals also found
' their way to the Tuna Canyon Station as well.”

This was not due to Executive Order 9066; this is confusing enemy alien
detention and internment with what occurred under the Executive Order.






"Oriental” is a pejorative term which is no longer used to describe
individuals because of its racist origins and connotations.

". . . found their way to the Tuna Canyon Station..." This phrase makes it
sound like the "non-Orientals” went to Tuna Canyon of their own accord.

“Executive Order 9066 bestowed the authority to military commanders to
designate areas "from which any or all persons may be excluded." Under
this order, Military Area Nos. 1 and 2 were established throughout most of
California and other portions of the West Coast. All Japanese and
Americans of Japanese ancestry, as well as all Germans and ltalians and
their descendents, (There was never a mass removal of people of
German and Italian ancestry) were to be removed from the exclusion
area to areas further inland, where, it was believed, the suspected
espionage could not take place, or at least would be far less effective.
Announcements of the mandatory evacuation were made a month later
via newspaper, posters, and other means along the West Coast noting
that persons of Japanese ancestry had until early April (This is the wrong
deadline. The mass removal of Japanese Americans from their
homes commenced in late April and occurred throughout the
summer) to leave the designated exclusion areas and noting that failure
to do so would result in forcible relocation of all those who remained.
Those individuals and families who had relatives elsewhere in the country
or the means to relocate themselves left the area. Those who did not
remained in the area and were subject to forced removal.”

“On March 11, 1942, the Wartime Civilian Control Administration (WCCA)
was created and given the task of building temporary holding facilities to
hold Japanese and Japanese-Americans that were being forcibly
relocated away from the West Coast. Known euphemistically as
"Assembly Centers," most of these temporary facilities were located on
large fairgrounds and racetracks, where horse stalls were converted to
living quarters. In general, these temporary centers held detainees from
late March 1942 to mid-October 1942, at which time the detainees were
transferred to other facilities farther inland.”

“On March 18, 1942, by Executive Order 9102, the Department of the
Interior created the War Relocation Authority (WRA), a civilian agency, to
establish more permanent detention centers outside of the exclusion
areas. Internment camps (concentration camps; the term "internment"
has a specific meaning in U.S. and international law and it applies to
the imprisonment of enemy aliens--it is not the correct term for the
mass incarceration of Japanese Americans) were constructed and
existing facilities were refurbished in seven states in the western part of
the country. Each of these camps housed thousands of internees, both






Japanese immigrants (the Issei) and American citizens of Japanese
descent (the Nisei). Native Alaskans from the Aleutians and elsewhere in
Alaska, and Japanese-Americans in some areas of South America, were
also brought to relocation camps in the mainland United States camps
("relocation camps"” is a government euphemism for concentration
camps; use of the term "relocation camps" has been heavily
criticized by scholars, Japanese Americans, etc. The removal of
Aleuts from their homes is part of Executive Order 9066 but, as is the
case with the mass incarceration of Japanese Americans, this
doesn’t have anything to do with enemy alien detention and
internment). Ultimately, roughly 113,000 (7120,000) individuals of
Japanese ancestry where detained in these camps.”

Tuna Canyon Detention Station

“The hastily established Tuna Canyon Detention Station of 1941 near
Tujunga in the hills north of Los Angeles (present site of the Verdugo Hills
Golf Course) was one of the first temporary facilities (It was not a
temporary facility like those created by the WCCA as described
above. It was an initial processing center for arrested enemy aliens.
What was temporary was the time detainees were at Tuna Canyon). A
former CCC camp with residential infrastructure for about 300 men, the
Tuna Canyon camp was operated by the INS as part of the DOJ, and
purportedly held detainees who had been arrested by the FBI.
("Purportedly” indicates some uncertainty. There are thousands of
government documents showing that the FBI definitely arrested
these detainees). Other camps of similar operation in California were
established at Angel Island, Pomona, San Pedro, Santa Anita (Pomona
and Santa Anita are part of the mass incarceration of Japanese
Americans and not enemy alien detention and internment), and Sharp
Park.”

“The detainees held in the temporary detention facilities such as the one
at Tuna Canyon were subject to hearings or trials run by the DOJ. (There
were no trials, only administrative hearings to determine the future
disposition of detainees. Detainees were presumed to be guilty
unless proven innocent, were not informed of the charges they
faced, and were not allowed to have legal counsel. There was no due
process. This error, as well as others, reflects a lack of deep
understanding of the magnitude of wartime injustice experienced by
enemy aliens. As a symbol of this injustice, Tuna Canyon teaches us
to avoid mistakes of the past and to be vigilant in preserving civil
rights in times of national crises.) Following the hearings, the majority
of the detainees were temporarily sent to camps run by the U.S. Army.
(also, some were deported and some were used in prisoner of war
exchanges with Axis countries). After May 1943, these detainees were
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returned to the DOJ camps for detention throughout the remainder of the
war. It should be noted that available records indicate that ‘no person of
Japanese ancestry living in the United States was ever convicted of any
serious act (actually any act, serious or otherwise) of espionage or
sabotage during the war years.™

“The Tuna Canyon station utilized the complete CCC camp compound,
apparently neither adding nor taking away buildings, but fencing the
compound within at least part of the original Dow property lease area.
“Officer in Charge” M.H. Scott summarized his assets as ‘seven (7)
Barracks, one (1) infirmary, one (1) mess hall, and one (1) administration
building and one (1) office building’ (Scott 1942:1). Tujunga historian
Marlene Hitt summarized several news reports, including the December
18, 1941, Record Ledger of the Verdugo Hills in its description of the
camp, headlined ‘Plan to Intern 250 Japanese Aliens in Tuna Canyon
CCC Camp - Bunk Houses Are Enclosed With High Fence.””

“The location was approximately where Sister Elsie’s [a legendary
Catholic nun c. 1850] goats once were and where the Verdugo Hills
Golf Course is now. During the week preceding that date
[December 16, 1941], workmen had prepared the CCC camp to
serve as a camp for “alien enemies” taken into custody by the FBI.
Men from the Department of Immigration and Naturalization were
hurriedly completing the organization of guards.” '

“The buildings at Tuna Canyon camp included four large
dormitories or bunk houses, a mess hall, a library, a recreation
room, a work shop, a barber shop, a tool house, two shops for
repairing cars and trucks, a blacksmith shop, a shower room, and
two large garages for the storage of cars. All were enclosed by a
12-foot heavy woven wire fence with strands of barbed wire on top
and electric lights placed at intervals to aid armed guards in
frustrating any attempt at escape (Hitt 2002:147).”

“By the time of Scott’'s May 1942 report, his facility had detained and
processed 1,490 males of Japanese ancestry, most subsequently
transferred (probably by train from Glendale (not "probably"--definitely
by train, from Union Station in Los Angeles-) in generally 100, 200,
and 300-man groups to Fort Missoula, Montana, Fort Lincoln, North
Dakota, and Santa Fe, New Mexico. As of May 25, 1942, Scott reported
76 men “still in detention” at the facility, representing a constant rising and
falling number incarcerated throughout the war.” Tuna Canyon closed at
the end of October, 1943; it was not in operation "throughout the
war.”
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“Following the pattern of many other detention stations, the Tuna Canyon
station also held males of Italian and German descent, some extradited
from South American countries (The main prisoners from Latin America
at Tuna Canyon were Japanese from Peru who were taken as
hostages by the U.S. government, not merely "extradited”), and even
some Poles according to local memories. (The records now show there
were no Poles). “ltalians, Poles, Germans and Japanese were funneled
through the camp on Tujunga Canyon and sent out to camps north and
east. They lost everything.” remembered a resident to historian Hitt in her
publication on local history After Pearl Harbor (Hitt n.d.a:57).”

Conclusion

With so many fundamental mistakes having been made in this Cultural
Resources/Historic Resources Section of the RP-DEIR, it is impossible for the
public or the decision-makers to have confidence in any of it. Its history is filled
with factual errors and ignorant half-truths. Its mitigations are vague, ineffective,
and - contrary to CEQA - they defer action until an unspecified later date. In all,
this Section remains inadequate and should be revised to provide historic
accuracy and meaningful mitigations, then recirculated yet again for public
comment.

Sincerely,

Tuna Canyon Detention Station Coalition Board
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President Chairman of the Board
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Attachment C

Little Landers Historical Society, Bolton Hall Museum, Correspondence, Harrold Egger,
President, January 25, 2016.





Little Landers Historical Society

Bolton Hall Museum
10110 Commerce Avenue o Tujunga, California 91042 e (818) 352-3420
Mailing Address: PO. Box 203, Tujunga, CA 91043

January 25, 2016

Ms. Erin Strelich, City Planning Associate
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, California 90012

Fax: (213) 978-1351

E-mail: erin.strelich@lacity.org

Re: Comments on 6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Project
Case No. ENV-2007-3083
SCH No. 2007121012

Dear Ms. Strelich:

The Little Landers Historical Society (LLHS) has reviewed the Cultural
Resources/Historic Resources Section of the Revised Portions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RP-DEIR) for the 6433 La Tuna Canyon Road Proposed
Project as well as the comments prepared by the Tuna Canyon Detention Station
Coalition (TCDS Coalition) regarding the RP-DEIR. We wish to express our support for
and agreement with the TCDS Coalition’s conclusions.

The Little Landers Historical Society (LLHS) is a nonprofit, volunteer organization that
was founded in 1959 to preserve Bolton Hall. Our mission is to preserve and maintain
Bolton Hall Museum and to collect, preserve and display artifacts, records and
landmarks of the history generally of the Rancho Tujunga area including but not
restricted to Sunland, Tujunga, Lake View Terrace and Shadow Hills, and of the
persons active in that history; and to work in cooperation with City, State, and National
agencies and officials to designate and preserve historic buildings and sites.

The LLHS maintains photo and document archives and artifacts from Rancho Tujunga.

These records and artifacts span from the Native Indian settlements, to the Missions
and Mexican Land Grant periods, all the way to the modern day. All of our members

www.LittleLandersHistoricalSociety.org
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning
January 25, 2016

Page 2 of 3

and the community in general rely on LLHS to properly and accurately record local
history for future generations.

The Society initiated a study of the Tuna Camp Detention Station in 2006 and has
assisted the TCDS Coalition from its beginnings in their research. This site holds a long
and substantial history. It was the location of pre-historic Native American settlements,
a peaceful stopping-off point for those traveling to and from the San Gabriel and San
Fernando Missions and the site of a CCC Camp during the Great Depression. For short
period of time it was a camp for troubled boys. During World War Il, the site became
the Tuna Canyon Detention Station (TCDS) where Japanese, Italian, German and
Japanese Peruvian immigrants were detained. After the war, the site became our
community’s only golf course, and has now served the community’s recreational needs
for fifty-seven years.

It is of interest to this Society that the history of this site be accurately reflected in the
RP-DEIR. Unfortunately, the RP-DEIR has made many inaccurate statements that
concern us. In addition, the mitigation measures as stated in the RP-DEIR are totally
inadequate. We agree and concur with the TCDS Coalition’s major concerns:

1. Any historical location needs to be accessible by the public. Locking this historic
monument behind a fence and a gate sends the message that this place is un-
important and that the placement of the monument was just an afterthought.
Clearly it sends the message that visitors are not welcome.

2. The RP-DEIR does not clearly designate the location of this historic monument,
and does not deal with the details involved with erecting and maintaining this
historic monument. Knowledgeable individuals and organizations who care
about history must be involved with this monument. The RP-DEIR does not
specify who will be involved or what the involvement will be.

3. Itis essential that archaeological monitoring be present across the entire site
whenever any surface area is disturbed. A high likelihood exists that artifacts of
great historical value will be found.

The inaccurate statements, the lack of detail and the lack of adequate mitigation

measures clearly send the message that little or no concern has been given to the
historical value of the location (or for that matter, to history in general).

www.LittlelandersHistoricalSociety.org
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The Little Landers Historical Society finds that the many errors, omissions and mis-
statements made in the RP-DEIR render it deceptive and misleading; serving neither
the City’s decision makers, nor the community at large, nor any other person or
organization reviewing the RP-DEIR.

Sincerely,

Herrold Egger
President

cc: Congressman Adam Schiff
Supervisor Michael Antonovich
Assemblymember Patty Lopez
Councilmember Felipe Fuentes, CD7
Tuna Canyon Detention Station Coalition
The Rafu Shimpo

www.LittlelandersHistoricalSociety.org





