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SAN GABRIEL RIVER CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The San Gabriel River Master Plan and its Program Environmental Impact Report

(PEIR) are scheduled to be considered for adoption by your Board on June 13, 2006.

On March 3, 2005, a draft of the PEIR was released for public review. During the
60-day public review period, comments were received from two private residents and
22 public agencies and organizations. Public Works prepared written responses to

these comments and included them in the final PEIR. Pursuant to Public Resources
Code, Section 21092.5, we provided copies of the responses to comments and the final
PEIR to all commenting agencies. Attached for your reference are the comment letters
and responses to these comments.

If you have any questions, please contact me or your staff may contact
Mark Pestrella of our Watershed Management Division at (626) 458-4300 or
mpestrel(áladpw.orq.
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Appendix F 
Comments and Responses 

Table F-1 lists the agencies and organizations who provided written comments on the Draft 
Program EIR for the San Gabriel River Corridor Master Plan.  This section presents the 
comments followed by the County’s responses to those comments. 
 

Table F-1 
List of Comment Letters 

Letter 
Number Organization Commentor 

1 
California Department of Conservation 
Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal 
Resources 

Mr. Paul Frost, Associate Oil & Gas Engineer 

2 California Department of Fish and Game 

Ms. Leslee Newton-Reed, Habitat Conservation 
Planning 

Mr. Donald R. Chadwick, Habitat Conservation 
Supervisor 

3 California Department of Transportation Mr. Robert Joseph, Chief IGR/Community 
Planning Branch 

4 Central and West Basin Municipal Water 
Districts Ms. Jennifer Bender, Water Quality Scientist 

5 City of Cerritos Mr. Torrey N. Contreras, Director of Community 
Development 

6 City of Santa Fe Springs Mr. Robert G. Orpin, Director of Planning and 
Development 

7 City of Seal Beach 

Mr. Paul Yost, Mayor 
Mr. Phil Ladner, Chairman Planning 

Commission 
Mr. Mario Voce, Chairman Environmental 

Quality Control Board 

8 County of Orange Resources & 
Development Management Department 

Mr. Ronald L. Tippets, Chief, Environmental 
Planning Division 

9 Fly Fishers Club of Orange County Mr. David M. Long 
10 Law Offices of Susan M. Trager Ms. Susan M. Trager 
11 Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster Ms. Carol Thomas Williams, Executive Officer 

12 Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California 

Ms. Laura J. Simonek, Manager, Environmental 
Planning Team 

13 Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat 
Preservation Authority Ms. Andrea Gullo, Executive Director 

14 San Gabriel River Water Committee Mr. Don Berry, Administrator 
15 San Gabriel River Watermaster Mr. Richard A. Rhone 
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Table F-1 (Continued) 
List of Comment Letters 

Letter 
Number Organization Commentor 

16 San Gabriel Valley Mosquito and Vector 
Control District 

Mr. Steve West, District Manager 
Mr. Minoo Madon, Scientific Technical Services 

Director, Greater Los Angeles Vector 
Control District 

Mr. Charles Myers, Supervisor, California 
Department of Health Services, Vector-
Borne Disease Section 

17 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County 

Mr. Christian Alarcon, Civil Engineer, 
Monitoring Section 

18 Southern California Association of 
Governments 

Ms. April Grayson, Associate Regional Planner, 
Intergovernmental Review 

19 Southern California Edison Ms. Maryann Reyes, Director of Public Affairs 

20 Southern Council of Conservation Clubs, 
Inc.  President 

21 United Rock Products Mr. Ken Barker, Environmental & Regulatory 
Affairs Manager 

22 Vulcan Materials Company Western 
Division Mr. Steve C. Cortner, Vice President 

23 -- Mr. Robert Dale 
24 -- Mr. Lester Kau 
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Note:  The following three-page document entitled “Southern California Edison Rights-of-Way
Constraints Guidelines (June 2005)” was submitted by Southern California Edison (SCE) to the
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works in June 2005 after the public review period
for the San Gabriel River Corridor Master Plan Draft Program EIR.  This document supersedes
the previous three pages, which was attached to SCE’s comment letter on the Draft Program EIR
(dated May 4, 2005).



Southern California Edison Rights-of-Way 
Constraints Guidelines 

(June 2005) 

Objectives
Ensuring that SCE’s system operating requirements are met remains the primary priority 
for its right-of-way and related operating property. This means access to our facilities for 
maintenance and system restoration following natural disasters affecting those facilities. 
Where appropriate, SCE is committed to providing opportunities for secondary land uses, 
compatible with SCE’s system operating requirements, within its right-of-way property, 
as long as SCE is engaged by the project proponent early in the proposed project concept 
design and planning process. 
SCE is interested in establishing a collaborative process where SCE and interested parties 
can work together to explore project options and provide general parameters helpful to all 
involved.

Transmission Corridors are Vital 
SCE owns transmission corridors for the purpose of locating current and planned electrical 
facilities – towers, wires, substations and related equipment.  The need for new transmission 
corridors is very high right now and for the foreseeable future because of increased electricity 
demand and usage in SCE’s service territory, and the accompanying need to build new power 
plants and enhance electricity transmission facilities in California.  Acquiring new land for 
transmission lines is increasingly difficult because of the dwindling availability of land, 
environmental requirements, and the costs and perceived impacts on adjacent property uses.  
Thus, though this is not the sole reason, SCE will likely be relying more than ever on locating 
new and upgraded facilities in our current transmission corridors to serve the growing demand 
for electricity. 

Expanded Use of SCE Property 
There are some constraints on additional use of the lands where SCE facilities are located, 
based on who owns them. Some of the property is owned in fee by SCE; the remaining 
property is held by way of easements and other property rights.  These easements frequently 
impose restrictions on other uses to which the owner of the underlying fee owner’s use of the 
land. In both cases, the use of all the SCE’s transmission corridor property is regulated by the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to protect the interests of SCE customers. To 
minimize the expense to its customers, SCE’s usual practice is to buy the minimum amount of 
land necessary for its electric system operating and support purposes. This typically means 
SCE has no excess land available for other uses in these corridors. 

Property that SCE owns outright is under the scrutiny of the CPUC, which has the authority to 
approve additional secondary uses under Public Utilities Code Section 851. Some of the 
properties that SCE currently has under contract include sites for nurseries, self-storage, and 
boat and RV storage.  SCE has more flexibility with possible secondary land uses on property 
it owns.



2

For property which SCE has purchased easements, secondary land use is more problematic 
and may not be allowable.  For each piece of property there is a separate easement agreement 
with various terms and conditions agreed to by the parties at the time of purchase that stay 
with the property in perpetuity.  These easement agreements can include restrictions on the 
underlying fee owner’s permissible land uses. 

Each transmission corridor is a patchwork of fee owned property and other rights and so any 
project for secondary land use must be evaluated on a project-by-project basis.  As such, each 
project must be consistent with regulatory constraints and the rights SCE purchased.

SCE has a number of agreements with companies, individuals and government agencies for 
secondary land uses.  These agreements may vary in length depending on the use and type of 
contract.  License Agreements typically are for shorter terms, while Lease Agreements are 
longer in term, if the CPUC approves them.  Sometimes these agreements are renewable, but 
often they are not.  The ultimate decision on whether to allow secondary land uses, and if so, 
under what terms and conditions, is based on SCE’s electric operating system needs for that 
property.

Constraints on SCE Land Uses 
Highlighted below are some general guidelines that are intended to be helpful in considering 
possible project concepts.  They are intended to assist those parties interested in pursuing 
possible projects in the early stages to save time and resources: 

SCE’s access to its property and facilities must be maintained and cannot be 
encumbered, in order to ensure SCE’s access for system operations, maintenance and 
emergency response.  
Adequate clearance around SCE towers and poles shall be maintained: 

o 50- or 100-foot radius from tower footings (depending on type of tower) 
o 10-foot radius around anchors/guy wires, tubular steel poles and wood poles 

Adequate clearance from overhead lines (conductors) to the ground. 
Access roads must be fully available with a minimum of 16 feet usable width and 
capable of supporting 40-ton, three-axle trucks: 

o All curves shall have a radius of not less than 50 feet measured at the inside 
edge of the usable road surface 

o Maximum cross slope for all access roads shall not exceed 2% and shall slope 
to the inside 

Limitations on landscaping, including the size and location of trees, bushes and other 
vegetation shall be followed so as not to interfere with SCE operating facilities; 
specific information will be provided during initial meetings. 
There are restrictions on underground facilities, such as irrigations systems, with any 
proposed facility required to have a minimum cover of three feet from the top of the 
facility and be able to withstand a gross load of 40 tons.

Wetlands or other similar natural habitat, vegetation or related natural plant areas within 
SCE’s Right of Way may be incompatible with SCE’s operational requirements because they 
impede access to our operating systems and potentially impact the integrity of electric system 
operations.  Such projects should be sited elsewhere in more appropriate locations.  Prior to
planning such projects, proponents must discuss any such proposals with SCE.  SCE reserves 
the right of final approval for any projects utilizing SCE rights-of-way. 



3

The use of SCE’s property is guided by California Public Utilities Commission regulations 
(General Order No. 69-C) which define the need to protect utility system operations, and 
provide guidance on overall uses of the right-of-way, the types of agreements allowed, and 
related approval processes.

Project Proposals 
On a case-by-case basis, SCE will consider compatible, low-intensity secondary uses that do 
not impose additional constraints on SCE’s ability to maintain and operate its current facilities 
and that do not interfere with any future operating facility needs.  Examples of possible low-
intensity green/passive recreational uses include horticultural/agricultural; parks; and hiking 
and non-motorized biking trails.  Examples of possible low-intensity economic uses include 
vehicle, boat and recreational vehicle parking; and material, equipment and moveable self-
storage facilities.

It is essential and most productive for all involved parties to contact SCE as soon as possible 
in the project concept stage.  SCE must approve any proposed project design and construction 
plan in writing before the project can proceed.  Contact Jose Ulloa, SCE’s Manager of Right 
of Ways (714-895-0367), with all requests.  Depending on the nature and scope of the project, 
SCE may require fees to be paid to cover planning, research and other project-related costs.
In addition, a license or consent agreement and related fee will be required for any secondary 
use.  All details and questions can be addressed during the project concept and approval 
process.
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 1 
California Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources 
 
1-1 Maps for future Master Plan projects will identify oil and gas wells on or in close 

proximity to project boundaries.  As noted in Mitigation Measure MP-W8 (page 4.6-41), 
a Phase I ESA shall be completed for all projects involving substantial ground 
disturbance where prior land use is unknown and the potential for soil contamination 
from previous land uses exists.  MP-W8 has been revised to state that the Phase ESA 
would specifically include review of California Oil and Gas Well Locations as 
documented by the Department of Conservation. 

 
1-2 Per your comments, Mitigation Measure MP-W8 has been revised to incorporate the 

Division’s procedures for project site review and well abandonment.  In addition, Table 
2-2 (page 2-6) (List of Permits, Approvals, and Coordination Potentially Relevant to 
Future Projects in the Master Planning Area) has been revised to reference the Division. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 2 
California Department of Fish and Game 
 
2-1 Per your comment, Mitigation Measure CD-B4 (page 4.2-46) has been revised to require 

a survey for nesting/breeding native bird species one week prior to construction and 
clearing activities.  The measure has been further modified to extend the survey zone to 
within 300 feet (within 500 feet for raptors) of the construction zone.  It is also noted that 
construction can proceed if no active avian nests are located during this survey.  The 
Final EIR contains the revised text for Mitigation Measure CD-B4. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 3 
California Department of Transportation 
 
3-1 As relevant, project proponents for future Master Plan projects will be responsible for 

obtaining encroachment permits for activities in Caltran’s rights-of-way.  Please note that 
Table 2-2 (page 2-6, List of Permits, Approvals, and Coordination Potentially Relevant to 
Future Projects in the Master Planning Area) identifies Caltrans as a potentially 
applicable permit agency.  

 
3-2 Your agency’s e-mail address will be added to the Master Plan mailing list so that your 

agency will be informed of Steering Committee meetings, project website updates 
(www.sangabrielriver.com) and future CEQA notices for second-tier environmental 
documentation. 

 
 
 



Appendix F – Comments and Responses 

Page F-114  SAN GABRIEL RIVER CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN 
June 2006  FINAL PROGRAM EIR 

Responses to Comment Letter No. 4 
Central and West Basin Municipal Water Districts 
 
4-1 Per your comment in reference to the groundwater basin, “West Basin” is now 

consistently referred to as the “West Coast Basin” throughout the Master Plan. 
 
4-2 Per your comment, the “Metropolitan Water District” is now referred consistently 

throughout the Master Plan as the “Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.” 
 
4-3 Per your comment, “Water Reclamation Plant” is now used consistently throughout the 

Master Plan instead of the acronym WRP. 
 
4-4 Please see response to comment 17-1.  The Sanitation Districts requested that the Master 

Plan refer to the agency either as the “County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County” or “Sanitation Districts. ”  The Master Plan has been revised accordingly. 

 
4-5 In response to your comment, text in the Master Plan on page 2-32 has been revised to 

clarify the relationship between the San Gabriel River and the groundwater basins as a 
water supply source.  Text revisions and additions on pages 2-39 and 3-10 clarify the 
nature of adjudicated water rights and the relationships between the different 
groundwater basins.  Revisions on page 2-30 modify text that may have given the 
impression that all stormwater is lost to the sea before it has a chance to percolate into the 
soil. 

 
4-6 In response to your comment, the Master Plan has been revised to clarify the role of 

rainfall to groundwater basins, and groundwater is identified as a local water source.  In 
the “Water Supply” section beginning on page 2-32, “surface and groundwater supplies” 
replace “rainfall” as one of the three main water supply sources, with reclaimed and 
imported sources as the other two.  The Master Plan goes on to explain, “the local water 
supply begins as rainfall that percolates naturally into the underlying groundwater basins, 
or results in surface runoff.”  Similar changes were made elsewhere in the Master Plan to 
clarify the relationship between rainfall and the groundwater basins.  
 

4-7 Per your comment regarding Master Plan page 3-10, the correction has been made so that 
the sentence reads the “Central Basin Watermaster and the West Coast Basin 
Watermaster have the same….” 

 
4-8 Per your comment, under the newly revised subsection heading “Central and West Coast 

Basins” the third sentence has been corrected. 
 
4-9 Per your comment on Master Plan page 2-38 under the subsection “Imported Water”, the 

spelling for San Joaquin Delta has been corrected. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 5 
City of Cerritos 
 
5-1 Table 4.7-1 (page 4.7-4) has been revised to add the City of Cerritos determination of 

Master Plan consistency with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element.  The Master 
Plan does not include any specific plans for land acquisitions or land use conversions in 
City of Cerritos.  Land acquisitions or land use conversions for enhancement and/or 
protection of open space are envisioned to occur at abandoned or under-utilized 
properties (not at existing commercial or residential developments).  The Master Plan 
Open Space element includes Performance Criteria O1.1 (Establishes priorities for land 
acquisition, coordinating targeted land acquisitions with land use planning), which is 
intended to encourage future project proponents to coordinate and prioritize efforts in 
areas that currently lack or are deficient in open space and recreational facilities.  Please 
also note that the Master Plan goals, objectives, and performance criteria are not intended 
to amend or replace any existing land use regulations established by the local 
municipalities.  

 
5-2 As noted in Table 2-2 (page 2-7), future Master Plan projects (including aesthetic 

enhancement projects such as gateways) may require various land use approvals (e.g., 
Conditional Use Permits, architectural reviews, building permits, and grading permits) 
from the relevant local municipality with jurisdiction over the project site.  Individual 
project proponents would be responsible for obtaining the necessary approvals prior to 
final design and installation. 

 
5-3 As noted in Mitigation Measures MP-W1 (page 4.6-39), MP-W3 (page 4.6-40) and    

MP-W5 (page 4.6-40), future projects that propose modifications to an existing flood 
control channel will include detailed engineering studies and agency consultations to 
assess potential impacts on flood control and water quality during construction and 
operation and identify mitigation measures as applicable; the results of these evaluations 
would be included in second-tier CEQA documentation prepared by the project 
proponent. 

 
5-4 Your agency’s e-mail address will be added to the Master Plan mailing list so that your 

agency will be informed of Steering Committee meetings, project website updates 
(www.sangabrielriver.com) and future CEQA notices for second-tier environmental 
documentation. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 6 
City of Santa Fe Springs 
 
6-1 A description of the trails along and connecting to the San Gabriel River is provided in 

Section 4.10.1.1 (page 4.10-2, Recreation), and a map of bike trails and trail connections 
is provided in the Master Plan (Chapter 2, Map 2-3).  Per your comment, Section 4.10.1.1 
(page 4.10-2) has been revised to incorporate information on MTA’s Bicycle 
Transportation Strategic Plan that is currently in preparation.  The Master Plan includes 
the Recreation objective RC-2 (Connect open space and recreation areas with a network 
of trails).  Implementation of future Master Plan projects in a manner consistent with this 
objective would result in improved bike trails, development of regional bike trail 
linkages, and increased access, a beneficial impact on recreation (see Sections 4.10.3 and 
4.10.4.2).  Per your comment, Section 4.11.4 (page 4.11-14) has been revised to describe 
the potential for new or improved bike trails to promote bicycling as an alternative to 
vehicles, a beneficial impact on transportation. 

 
6-2 Per your comment, Sections 4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.4 (pages 4.6-8 and 4.6-23) have been 

revised to delete references to the refinery as a discharger to the River.  The former 
refinery has ceased discharges to Coyote Creek, and the Regional Board rescinded the 
NPDES permit in March 2004 (LARWQCB, 2004).  (The name “Santa Fe Springs 
Refinery” was used in the NPDES permit to refer to the refinery, which was formerly 
owned by Powerine Oil Company and is now owned by Cenco Refining Company.) 

 
6-3 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.4 (page 4.6-23) has been revised to indicate that 

dischargers other than municipalities would also be considered in future TMDLs.  A 
summary of the responsibilities of state and federal agencies regarding TMDLs is also 
provided in Section 4.6.1.4 (page 4.6-23). 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 7 
City of Seal Beach 
 
7-1 The Master Plan is an overall conceptual plan that focuses primarily on developing the 

river corridor as an integrated watershed system that enhances habitat, provides 
recreational benefits, and protects open space, while maintaining and enhancing flood 
protection and water resources.  The Master Plan was not developed as a regional 
strategy for NPDES or TMDL compliance.  However, the Master Plan goals include 
improvements to surface water quality including stormwater flows, consistent with the 
goals of the municipal NPDES permits.  Section 4.6.1.4 (page 4.6-20) describes the three 
applicable NPDES stormwater municipal permits for the project area.  In response to 
your comment, Table 2-2 (page 2-7) has been revised to identify that review of the 
existing NPDES stormwater municipal permits would be required to determine if future 
Master Plan projects trigger the implementation of BMPs. 

 
7-2 Regarding project-related impacts from stormwater runoff during construction activities, 

please see Section 4.6.3 (beginning on page 4.6-27).  Please also note that Mitigation 
Measures MP-W2 (page 4.6-39) and CD-W1 (page 4.6-42) require preparation and 
implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans.  Please note that future Master 
Plan projects could result in a reduction of impervious surfaces thus reducing urban 
runoff and stormwater pollutant discharges to surface waters, a beneficial impact.   

 
Regarding potential increases in vectors or odors from Master Plan projects, please see 
Sections 4.5.3, 4.5.4.3 and 4.1.4.3. 

 
7-3 Debris wash-down from the San Gabriel River to Seal Beach beaches is an existing 

problem.  The loss of beach availability and resulting adverse economic impacts are not 
project-related impacts to be considered, evaluated and mitigated within the Program 
EIR.  Future Master Plan projects are anticipated to reduce trash and other stormwater 
pollutants, a beneficial impact on downstream beaches.  A debris boom is one of the 
potential best management practices for the control of solid waste within the river.  The 
Master Plan is intended to encourage implementation of projects that would improve 
water quality.  However, the Master Plan does not prescribe or mandate any specific 
projects or methods.  If debris booms are proposed by individual project proponents, 
environmental impact would be evaluated in second-tier CEQA documentation. 

 
7-4 The Master Plan Mitigation Measure MP-C1 (page 4.3-14) includes consultation with 

Native American Heritage Commission as part of initial project site evaluation for 
cultural resources.  Some municipalities may require the presence of a qualified Native 
American monitor during field reconnaissance activities for future Master Plan projects 
under their jurisdiction.  For County projects, presence of a Native American monitor 
during reconnaissance is not required or proposed.   

 
7-5 Per your comment, Mitigation Measures MP-G1 and CD-G1 (pages 4.4-14 and 4.4-15) 

have been revised to indicate that storm flows will be in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the relevant NPDES municipal stormwater permits. 
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7-6 Per your comment, Section 4.5.1.3 (page 4.5-3) and Mitigation Measure MP-H2 (page 

4.5-20) have been revised. 
 
7-7 The County will provide copies of the Final EIR to Mr. Whittenberg as requested. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 8 
County of Orange Resources & Development Management Department 
 
8-1 Per your comment, Table 2-2 (page 2-8) has been revised to include County of Orange as 

a potentially applicable review agency.  Please note that Mitigation Measure MP-W1 
(page 4.6-39) states that future projects that propose modifications to an existing flood 
control channel will include detailed engineering studies, including hydrologic and 
hydraulic modeling as applicable, to assess potential impacts on the channel’s flood 
control capacities and effects on upstream and downstream floodplain properties and 
recommendations to avoid or minimize these impacts. 

 
8-2 As indicated in Master Plan Chapter 3, Project ID Number R7.04 (Los Alamitos Channel 

Treatment Wetland) is proposed by Orange County as part of the ACOE Coyote Creek 
Watershed Study. 

 
8-3 Per your comment, the Master Plan text regarding Project R7.08 has been revised.  
 
8-4 Per your comment, Table 2-2 (page 2-8) has been revised. 
 
8-5 We look forward to continuing to work with the County of Orange on the Coyote Creek 

Watershed Management Plan.  The County intends to continue outreach to the 
stakeholders via periodic Steering Committee meetings and project website updates 
(www.sangabrielriver.com), including the County of Orange. 

 
8-6 Per your comment, the Master Plan text regarding Projects R7.01 and R7.02 have been 

revised. 
 
8-7 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.4 (page 4.6-20) has been revised to describe the County 

of Orange 2003 Drainage Area Management Plan. 
 
8-8 The mitigation measures listed under Section 4.6.5.2 are MP-W2 and MP-W3, not      

CD-W1.  We understand your intent and have modified Table 2-2 (page 2-8) to indicate 
that future Master Plan projects located in Orange County would be required to comply 
with the DAMP. 

 
8-9 Section 4.6.6 Mitigation Measure CD-W1 (page 4.6-42) applies only to the Concept 

Design Studies identified in the Master Plan.  Since all five Concept Design Studies are 
located within Los Angeles County, the County of Orange 2003 DAMP would not be 
applicable; however, the Los Angeles County’s Manual for the Standard Urban Storm 
Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP; LADPW, 2002b) would be applicable if any of the 
Concept Design Studies were defined per the SUSMP as development/redevelopment 
projects.  However, Table 2-2 (page 2-8) has been revised to indicate that future Master 
Plan projects located in Orange County would be required to comply with the DAMP. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 9 
Fly Fishers Club of Orange County 
 
9-1 Earlier comments provided in your email correspondence of December 2003 in response 

to an earlier draft of the Master Plan were used to help prepare the Public Review Draft.  
Changes included significant expansion and revision of the descriptions for R1.01 
Fisherman’s Trail above Cogswell Dam, R2.05 Float Tubing and Fishing Study, and 
R2.07 Flow Study below Morris Dam.  Also, the river corridor policy PP15 Habitat 
Integration was added to the Public Review Draft due to input provided by the Fly 
Fishers Club of Orange County (FFCOC).  As this correspondence was used to make 
these and other changes to the Master Plan, it is cited as a reference in the bibliography of 
the Master Plan.  

 
9-2 On February 7, 2006, the County met with several stakeholders to discuss the concerns 

associated with the three FFCOC proposals.  It was mutually agreed to identify the 
proposals as follows: 
Trail Above Cogswell Dam: Project 
Fishing at Morris and San Gabriel Reservoirs: Study (with a feasibility study funded by 
Public Works and the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District) 
Minimum Stream Flows Below Morris Dam: Due to the number of complicated issues 
relevant to this proposal and the difficulty reaching a consensus, it was agreed to remove 
this proposal from the Master Plan. 

  
The report FFCOC sponsored was only in a specific reach of the river and focused on 
fishing.  We chose to leave out the report because the San Gabriel River Master Plan is a 
document with guiding principles and vision to help project sponsors successfully 
implement their projects regardless of the focus.   
 
As there is strong interest in the FFCOC proposals, the County and the Steering 
Committee have formed a special subcommittee, the Rivers and Recreation Technical 
Subcommittee, so that all parties that might be impacted can collaboratively pursue the 
issues raised by these proposals.  The subcommittee has met in the past and will meet 
again in the near future to discuss recent fact-finding investigations of other reservoirs 
that include recreational activities.   

 
9-3 This document has been prepared as a Program EIR to consider the environmental 

impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives of the proposed Master Plan as a whole, 
not each individual project.  Successful implementation of a project is not dependent on 
being named as part of the Master Plan but rather with complying with California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and/or 
any other regulatory agency requirements.  Evaluation of impacts considered the Master 
Plan elements (goals, objectives and performance criteria), with more detailed analysis 
provided for the Concept Design Studies.  As future Master Plan projects are proposed 
for implementation, project proponents will prepare a second-tier CEQA document (a 
Negative Declaration or an EIR) for each project, which will analyze the site-specific 
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impacts of those proposals.  This is the case for all Master Plan projects whether they are 
referred to as studies, projects, or concept design studies. 

 
9-4 Habitat enhancement is one of the Master Plan goals.  However, it may not be possible to 

incorporate habitat enhancements in all projects and maintenance activities due to the 
need to balance various project and stakeholder goals, which include flood control and 
water conservation.  Future County-sponsored Master Plan projects may incorporate 
habitat enhancements (including movement of fish and wildlife and distribution of native 
plants) as feasible. 
 
Regarding water allotments to maintain or enhance instream habitat, wildlife or 
recreational opportunities, water in the River is fully appropriated.  Future Master Plan 
projects would incorporate water for habitat enhancements as feasible and consistent with 
existing water rights. 
 
During the development of the Master Plan, the Master Plan Steering Committee was 
formed to share information regarding projects in the River corridor and funding 
opportunities.  The Steering Committee is composed of a broad range of stakeholders, 
including: cities along the river; water and regulatory agencies; interested community, 
business, and environmental groups; and other interested individuals.  However, the 
authority to implement Master Plan projects rests with individual municipalities and 
regulatory agencies.  Prior to project approval, each municipality would be responsible to 
prepare the appropriate project-specific second-tier CEQA document.  Likewise, 
applicable permits from various regulatory agencies such as California Department of 
Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Regional Water Quality Control 
Board must be obtained for construction and maintenance.  These agencies are mandated 
to protect wildlife and habitat and, through the permitting process, would assure project 
conformance with applicable regulations. 
 
Since the existing Steering Committee serves as a consensus-based forum for 
coordination along the River corridor, a formal administrative review panel is not 
proposed.  However, one of the main objectives of the Steering Committee is to bring 
various project proponents together in order to collaboratively review and promote one 
another’s projects. 

 
9-5 The purpose of the Program EIR is to present the results of an analysis of the 

environmental effects of the Master Plan.  As relevant, current operations are described in 
the Program EIR as part of existing conditions.  Current operations and policies are 
reviewed and modified periodically when required to conform to changing operational or 
regulatory agency requirements.  The Department of Public Works has reviewed the 
operations and policies at our facilities and believes it is in compliance with all state and 
federal regulations. 

 
9-6 Section 4.6 of the Program EIR discusses the water rights and uses of the water in the San 

Gabriel River. 
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9-7 Please note that a detailed description of the water rights to surface and groundwater 
sources is provided in Section 4.6.1.3 of the EIR. 

 
9-8 The Steering Committee has been meeting every other month, and now approximately 

once a quarter, for over four years during regular business hours.  It was the consensus of 
the 80+ Steering Committee members attending these meetings and representing a very 
broad spectrum of stakeholders along the river corridor that this was the most effective 
way for them to work together as a group to shape a consensus around which the Master 
Plan could be developed.  During this period, no other complaints were received 
regarding the working schedule.  This consistent schedule has allowed the Steering 
Committee to function effectively throughout this extended time period, as evident in the 
continuing high level of attendance at each meeting of the Steering Committee.  
Additionally, email and an internet website (www.sangabrielriver.com) were used as a 
mechanism to reach as much of the public as feasible.  

 
9-9 The Master Plan and the Draft Program EIR are available in both electronic and hard 

copy formats.  In response to each request for a copy of the Master Plan and Draft 
Program EIR, a CD containing an electronic version was provided.  During this period, 
no one requested that we instead provide them with a hard copy of the Master Plan and 
the Draft Program EIR.  Hard copies of the Master Plan and the Draft EIR were available 
for public review at 19 libraries in or near the San Gabriel River corridor and at the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works headquarters in Alhambra.  
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 10 
Law Offices of Susan M. Trager 
 
10-1 The specific concerns outlined in your letter are addressed below. 
 
10-2 The Master Plan is a set of policies and actions to increase open space, habitat, and 

recreation opportunities in the San Gabriel River corridor.  A Program EIR was prepared 
to consider the environmental impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives of the 
proposed Master Plan as a whole.  Impact assessment was not limited to the 1-mile wide 
River corridor, but considers the area applicable to each environmental topic.  Please note 
that specific reference (by name) to individual properties within the region, such as Rose 
Hills, is not needed in order to adequately describe the environmental impacts. 

 
Regarding indirect effects, CEQA requires an evaluation of indirect effects that are 
caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other 
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or 
growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems.   
 
An understanding of the regional setting was integral to the evaluation of environmental 
impacts of the Concept Design Studies, including the Discovery Center and Lario Creek 
projects.  Significant environmental impacts were not identified for either of these 
projects.  Specifically for the topics identified in your comment letter: 
 

• Noise impact analysis considered impacts to the closest noise sensitive 
receptor (a school located across the street from the Discovery Center).  Since 
impacts on this receptor were determined to be less than significant with 
implementation of mitigation measures, impacts at Rose Hills, which is 
located more than five times the distance away from the project site and on the 
other side of the Interstate 605, an existing major noise source, would be less 
than significant. 

 
• Air emissions during construction and operation were estimated for each of 

the Concept Design Studies including the Discovery Center and Lario Creek 
projects.  Air pollutant emissions were estimated to be below thresholds 
established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District in 
consideration of impacts to the South Coast Air Basin as a whole.  Air 
pollutants potentially affecting views include smog-forming compounds and 
dust.  The analysis included these parameters, and again, impacts were found 
to be less than significant.  To further reduce project-related air quality 
impacts, mitigation measures were identified to reduce dust emissions during 
Concept Design Study construction. 

 
• As noted in EIR Section 6.2, the Master Plan does not involve construction of 

new homes or businesses and does not include construction of new, 
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potentially growth-inducing, infrastructure such as roads or potable water or 
wastewater systems.  The Master Plan would provide recreation and open 
space benefits to areas that have already been developed with residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses.  Therefore, it would not result in the 
elimination of obstacles to growth.  No growth inducing impacts would occur. 

 
• Traffic impact analyses were conducted for the Discovery Center and Lario 

Creek Concept Design Studies.  The analyses and summaries are explained in 
detail in Section 4.11 of the report.  The analyses included existing and future 
traffic volumes and the impacts were found to be less than significant. 

 
The Concept Design Studies were defined to illustrate the types of multi-purpose projects 
to be fostered by the Master Plan.  The conceptual project descriptions detailed in the 
Master Plan and the EIR are the result of a Steering Committee exercise to help provide 
tangible examples of how the Master Plan multi-objective approach might apply to 
projects in the San Gabriel River corridor.  These studies are intended for illustration 
purposes only and do not necessarily reflect the intent of the project sponsors.  
Environmental analysis in this Program EIR is based on the conceptual project 
descriptions in the Master Plan.  The final project concepts for Lario Creek and the 
Discovery Center are still under development.  Therefore, it would be too speculative at 
this time to complete the detailed analysis recommended.  Further environmental 
documentation for Concept Design Studies will be conducted when the project 
descriptions for these proposals are formalized.  Additional noise, aesthetic, air quality 
and/or traffic studies may be conducted at that time as necessary. 
 

10-3 Since the project descriptions for the Concept Design Studies are conceptual and are 
subject to change, the Program EIR is not a project-level review of the Concept Design 
Studies, but instead analyzes their impacts (as best as can be determined at this 
preliminary stage in their design) as examples of Master Plan projects and the types of 
impacts expected.  Further environmental documentation for Concept Design Studies will 
be conducted when the project descriptions for these proposals are formalized. 

 
10-4 The purpose of the Program EIR was to evaluate the impacts of the Master Plan as a 

whole.  The data on existing conditions, CEQA thresholds of significance, and the 
programmatic analyses and mitigation measures presented in the Program EIR will serve 
as a source of background information and model to guide further project-level CEQA 
review for the Concept Design Studies, and other Master Plan projects.  The Program 
EIR will streamline the environmental review and documentation process for future 
Master Plan project proponents in the river corridor. 

 
10-5 Rose Hills will be added to the notification list for CEQA documentation for all County-

sponsored Master Plan projects. 
 
10-6 Potential impacts from a rise in the groundwater table related to increased recharge are 

described in Sections 4.6.3, 4.4.3, and 4.6.4.5.  Quantification of these impacts through 
modeling or other analysis can only be completed when specific recharge locations and 
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water volumes are defined.  Since these specifics are not yet defined, Mitigation Measure 
MP-W7 (page 4.6-41) was defined to require consideration and mitigation, if applicable, 
of existing groundwater contamination and potential contaminant sources.  Under 
Mitigation Measure MP-W7, project-specific analysis for future groundwater recharge 
projects would consider the aerial extent of any groundwater mound created by recharge 
and the potential for changing groundwater levels below your property.  Please see minor 
revisions to MP-W7 to clarify that all contaminant sources, not just landfills, will be 
considered.  Similarly, Mitigation Measures MP-G1 (page 4.4-14) and CD-G1 (page 4.4-
15) require consideration, and mitigation if applicable, of increases in liquefaction 
potential associated with recharge projects.  

 
Additionally, the monitoring well which is located within 200 feet of Rose Hills has an 
average elevation of 100 feet.  The highest elevation recorded for this well is 103 feet in 
1963.  At 103 feet, the elevation of the water table is still more than 10 feet below the 
surface of  Rose Hills.  

 
10-7 The County is committed to recognizing the concerns of all stakeholders as part of the 

Master Plan process. 
 
 



Appendix F – Comments and Responses 

Page F-126  SAN GABRIEL RIVER CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN 
June 2006  FINAL PROGRAM EIR 

Responses to Comment Letter No. 11 
Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster 
 
11-1 Table 2-1 (page 2-7) has been revised to incorporate your correction. 
 
11-2 The Concept Design Studies were defined by the Steering Committee to protect and 

enhance, whenever possible, flood protection, water supply and water quality.  Table 3-7 
(page 3-15) indicates that flood protection, water supply and water quality are objectives 
of each of the Concept Design Studies. 

 
11-3 Table 4.6-2 (page 4.6-6) has been revised to indicate the approximate capacities as 

determined by the most recent surveys of the reservoirs. 
 
11-4 Master Plan projects that include stormwater infiltration would be designed to protect or 

enhance groundwater quality.  Per your comment, the policy listed in Section 3.3.1.2 
(page 3-12) of the EIR (and PP11 in the Master Plan) has been revised to clarify this 
intent. 

 
Regarding groundwater monitoring, please note that Mitigation Measures MP-W6     
(page 4.6-40) and CD-W5 (page 4.6-43) provide for development and implementation of 
a comprehensive groundwater monitoring program.  These monitoring programs would 
include measurement of all applicable parameters, including nitrate.  
 
Please also note that Mitigation Measure MP-W7 (page 4.6-41) provides for evaluation 
of potential impacts to existing groundwater contamination plumes and implementation 
of measures to avoid interference.  As part of the investigation, relevant agencies, 
including the Regional Board, Watermasters, and agencies involved in groundwater 
clean-up activities (e.g., EPA and WQA), will be consulted. 
 

11-5 The Concept Design Studies were defined to illustrate the types of multi-purpose projects 
to be fostered by the Master Plan.  The conceptual project descriptions detailed in the 
Master Plan and the EIR are the result of a Steering Committee exercise to help provide 
tangible examples of how the Master Plan multi-objective approach might apply to 
projects in the San Gabriel River corridor.  These studies are intended for illustration 
purposes only and do not necessarily reflect the intent of the project sponsors.  
Environmental analysis in this Program EIR is based on the conceptual project 
descriptions in the Master Plan.  Further environmental documentation for Concept 
Design Studies will be conducted when the project descriptions for these proposals are  
finalized.   

 
As described in Section 3.3.3.1, a floating island is a potential element of the San Gabriel 
Spreading Grounds Concept Design Study.  If a floating island is included in the final 
project description, any conflict with the existing operation and maintenance activities for 
groundwater recharge (including water quality, water supply, and regulatory issues) 
would be considered.   
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Implementation of the Master Plan would have a beneficial impact on groundwater 
recharge by encouraging projects that reduce runoff discharges into waterways and/or 
expand reclaimed water use.  Throughout our system of groundwater recharge facilities, 
the County is committed to maintaining or increasing total percolation capacity.  
Regarding security at the San Gabriel Spreading Basins, public access will remain 
restricted near the basins and the City of Azusa parcel to maintain public safety and water 
quality.  

 
In response to your comments, an additional performance criterion was added to the 
Habitat Element (H2.10), which reads “Encourages development of new habitats without 
compromising essential public services including groundwater recharge, flood protection, 
or electrical power transmission by offering legal and operational safeguards such as 
memoranda of understanding that allow access for regular maintenance and emergency 
operations.” 

 
11-6 Per your comment, Section 3.3.3.4 (page 3-29) has been revised to note that the 

maximum recorded flow at F313B-R was 227 cfs (recorded on 12/28/2002). 
 

The Lario Creek Concept Design Study project description in the Master Plan was 
intended for illustration purposes only and is not considered the final project description.  
Therefore, the necessity for modifying gaging station F313B-R is undetermined at this 
time.  However, the County is committed to providing accurate data necessary for flow 
analysis to the Watermaster. 

 
11-7 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.1 (page 4.6-29) has been revised to note that flows 

significantly above 100 cfs have also been recorded during storm events.  The maximum 
recorded flow at station E322 on the San Gabriel River at Peck Road was 24,800 cfs 
(recorded on 1/26/1969). 

 
11-8 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.1 (page 4.6-8) has been revised. 
 
11-9 The Master Plan goals include maintenance of existing water and other rights while 

enhancing water quality, water supply, groundwater recharge, and water conservation.  
However, since the overall impact of the Master Plan would be to reduce ocean discharge 
of valuable freshwater resources, the implementation of projects with features that retain, 
reuse and/or infiltration stormwater would have an overall beneficial impact on 
groundwater volumes.  Prior to implementation of County-sponsored Master Plan 
projects with reuse of stormwater runoff, the County will consult with the Watermaster. 

 
11-10 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.3 (page 4.6-14) has been revised. 
 
11-11 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.3 (page 4.6-16) has been revised. 
 
11-12 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1.4 (page 4.6-25) has been revised. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 12 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

 
12-1 Maintaining and enhancing water resources is one of the Master Plan goals.  Per your 

comment, the Master Plan has been revised to acknowledge protection of groundwater 
recharge capacity (see Performance Criteria H2.5).  The overall implementation of the 
Master Plan would have a beneficial impact on groundwater recharge by encouraging 
projects that reduce runoff discharges into waterways and/or expand reclaimed water use.  
Regarding the potential for development of floating islands at the San Gabriel Canyon 
Spreading Grounds, please also see response to comment 11-5. 
 
For projects involving habitat enhancements, the project proponents would be responsible 
to consult with applicable wildlife and regulatory agencies and obtain operations and 
maintenance agreements that address the potential for habitation by sensitive species as a 
direct result of the habitat enhancements.  Please note that Table 2-2 (page 2-6) has been 
revised to clarify that this type of coverage for operation and maintenance activities may 
be applicable. 

 
In response to your comments, an additional performance criterion was added to the 
Habitat Element (H2.10), which reads “Encourages development of new habitats without 
compromising essential public services including groundwater recharge, flood protection, 
or electrical power transmission by offering legal and operational safeguards such as 
memoranda of understanding that allow access for regular maintenance and emergency 
operations.” 
 

12-2 Mitigation Measure MP-G1 (page 4.4-14) requires future Master Plan projects that 
include infiltration to conduct geotechnical investigations.  Per your comment, Mitigation 
Measure MP-G1 has been revised to specifically reference pipelines. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 13 
Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority 
 
13-1 In response to your comment, the following clarification regarding the project boundary 

has been added to the Master Plan text on page 1-7 and EIR Section 3.2.1 (page 3-1): 
“This one mile wide corridor provides a necessary focus for the Master Plan study area 
but is not meant to be a totally exclusive boundary.  Some projects and programs located 
nearby but outside the one-mile wide study area are included if they are designed to 
contribute to the vision and goals of the Master Plan.” 

 
13-2 Per your comment, Table 2-1 (page 2-7) has been revised. 
 
13-3 In response to your comment, Performance Criteria H4.3 (EIR Section 3.3.1.1,           

page 3-7) has been revised to read as follows, “Utilizes ecologically responsible 
techniques to maintain or reduce populations of wildlife meso-predators (raccoon, feral 
cats, opossum, skunk) and rodents that may transmit vector-borne diseases and 
discourages wildlife encroachment into surrounding urban areas.”  

 
13-4 Per your comment, your suggestion has been incorporated into the description for project 

R4.23 Puente Hills Western Wildlife Corridor.  Per your comment, the Master Plan 
Chapter 4.2 has been revised to include park visitors as target audience for the 
educational materials regarding co-existing with wildlife.  Please note that Map 4-1 
shows both northbound and southbound wildlife movements. 

 
13-5 For future Master Plan projects that involve vegetated wetlands or other potential wildlife 

habitat, balancing the various project objectives (water quality improvement, 
groundwater recharge, and/or habitat) and operational and maintenance needs of the 
facilities (vegetation management for vector control, etc.) would be part of the project 
planning process.  While maintenance activities would temporarily anticipated newly 
vegetated or enhanced areas, the overall impact of the Master Plan on biological 
resources would be beneficial as compared to existing conditions.  In addition, the 
description for project R4.24 Equestrian Facilities Enhancement has been modified to 
address these concerns. 

 
13-6 The County acknowledges the Authority’s concerns related to potential future Master 

Plan projects involving groundwater recharge that may be located within lands 
owned/managed by the Habitat Authority.  As noted in Section 2.3.2 (page 2-4), as future 
Master Plan projects are proposed for implementation, project proponents will prepare a 
second-tier CEQA document (a Negative Declaration or an EIR) for each project, which 
would include evaluation of potential impacts (including park operations, wildlife, 
utilities and conservation easements, as relevant).  Project proponents would also be 
responsible for coordination with various agencies that have jurisdiction over project sites 
or activities.  Per your comment, Table 2-2 (page 2-7) bas been revised to add the 
Authority as potentially applicable reviewing agency. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 14 
San Gabriel River Water Committee 
 
14-1 Please see responses to comments 11-4 and 11-9. 
 
14-2 Please see response to comment 11-2. 
 
14-3 Please see response to comments 11-5 and 12-1. 
 
14-4 Please see response to comment 11-7. 
 
14-5 Please see response to comment 11-8. 
 
14-6 Please see response to comment 11-10. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 15 
San Gabriel River Watermaster 
 
15-1 Comment noted.  As noted in Section 4.6.4.7, groundwater use included as part of a 

future project design would be implemented within the confines of existing groundwater 
rights.  Similarly, water consumption associated with future projects that include planting 
of riparian vegetation in existing channels (i.e., increased evapotranspiration) would be 
implemented within the confines of existing surface water rights. 

 
15-2 Per your comment, Section 4.6.1 (page 4.6-1) has been revised.  Please note that, overall, 

implementation of the Master Plan would have a beneficial impact on groundwater 
recharge by encouraging projects that reduce runoff discharges into waterways and/or 
expand reclaimed water use.  Therefore, the County considers the Master Plan to be 
consistent with preservation of the valuable local water sources. 

 
15-3 The Lario Creek Concept Design Study project description in the Master Plan was 

intended for illustration purposes only and is not considered the final project description.  
Therefore, the necessity for modifying gaging station F313B-R is undetermined at this 
time.  However, the County is committed to providing accurate data necessary for flow 
analysis to the Watermaster.  

 
15-4 Please see responses to comments 11-5 and 12-1.  
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 16 
San Gabriel Valley Mosquito & Vector Control District 
 
16-1 As noted in Table 2-2 (page 2-7, List of Permits, Approvals, and Coordination Potentially 

Relevant to Future Projects in the Master Planning Area), the County would consult with 
relevant vector control agencies for applicable County-sponsored Master Plan Projects.  
For other Master Plan projects, the individual project proponents would be responsible 
for consulting the vector control agencies. 

 
16-2 Section 1 has been revised to reflect the changes made to the other sections of the EIR 

per your comments. 
 
16-3 Per your comment, Table 2-1 (page 2-2) has been revised.  
 
16-4 Per your comment, Section 2.7 (page 2-9) has been revised. 
 
16-5 Per your comment, the introductory paragraph to Section 4.5 (page 4.5-1) has been 

revised. 
 
16-6 Section 4.5.1.4 (beginning on page 4.5-4) has been revised to incorporate your comments 

and suggested text, with some editorial changes. 
 
16-7 Per your comment, Section 4.5.2 (page 4.5-10) has been revised, with the exception of 

the deletion of “at pre-project levels.”  Please note that CEQA review is focused on 
adverse impacts resulting from projects as compared with existing conditions. 

 
16-8 Per your comment, Section 4.5.3 (page 4.5-10) has been revised. 
 
16-9 The County of Los Angeles appreciates the concerns of the vector control agencies, and 

is committed to promoting appropriate vector control procedures at all relevant Master 
Plan projects.  Please note, however, that with implementation of the outlined mitigation 
measure, the increase in vector-related public health impacts from the Master Plan would 
be less than significant as compared with existing conditions.  However, this CEQA 
impact determination is not intended to imply that the Master Plan mitigation measures 
will mitigate existing vector conditions throughout the study area and alleviate all public 
health risks.  

 
16-10 Per your comment, Table 4.5-2 (beginning on page 4.5-11) has been revised.  Please note 

that the reference to the Health and Safety Code has been incorporated into Section 
4.5.1.4 (Existing Setting). 

 
Your comment that constructed wetlands and other facilities would impact public health 
in violation of the Health and Safety Code has not been incorporated since the reference 
to the Health and Safety Code has been incorporated in Section 4.5.1.4 (page 4.5-4) as 
noted above. 
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16-11 Per your comment, Section 4.5.4.1 (page 4.5-15) has been revised. 
 
16-12 The County’s determination that the risks of the bird/wildlife aircraft strike hazard would 

be less than significant at the Woodland Duck Farm and the El Dorado Regional Park 
Concept Design Study sites is based on existing bird use of the site and the relative sizes 
of the proposed habitat enhancements.  Due to the highly urbanized nature of the project 
area and the continuing influence of human activity thus reducing the attractiveness of 
the created habitat to wildlife, a substantial increase in waterfowl population is not 
anticipated. 
 

16-13 The County acknowledges the vector control agencies’ concern regarding covered or 
underground stormwater capture/treatment devices.  Section 4.5.4.3 (page 4.5-17) has 
been revised to reflect your comments.  Please note, however, that surface (as opposed to 
underground or covered) stormwater control/treatment features are more likely to be 
implemented as part of future Master Plan projects since the Master Plan promotes multi-
objective projects and surface features have the potential to provide multiple benefits 
(recreation, habitat, aesthetic, flood control, and/or water quality).  Please also see 
responses to your comments below regarding Section 4.5.4.3.  

 
16-14 Per your comment, Mitigation Measures MP-H1 (page 4.5-20) and CD-H1 (page 4.5-21) 

have been revised to add that catch basins must be designed so that all runoff would flow 
into the downstream facilities without ponding. 

 
16-15 Per your comment, Mitigation Measures MP-H1 (page 4.5-20) and CD-H1 (page 4.5-21) 

have been revised to incorporate your comments. 
 
16-16 Per your comment Section 4.5.4.3 (page 4.5-17, Retention Basins) has been revised to 

incorporate your comments.  The second sentence has not been deleted since retention 
basins (as opposed to detention basins) would be designed to infiltrate. 

 
16-17 Per your comment Section 4.5.4.3 (page 4.5-17, Stormwater Wetlands) has been revised. 
 
16-18 Per your comment Section 4.5.4.3 (pages 4.5-17 and 18, Permanent Lakes) has been 

revised. 
 
16-19 Please see response to comment 16-9. 
 
16-20 Per your comment Section 4.5.1.4 (page 4.5-4, Existing Setting) has been revised to 

incorporate a reference to the California Health and Safety Code.  Your suggested text 
change to the second sentence in the third paragraph has not been incorporated.  The 
County acknowledges that increases in midges and black files would constitute a 
nuisance, but the impact of the Master Plan related to this nuisance would be less than 
significant since they do not transmit diseases to humans. 

 
16-21 Per your comment, the last paragraph of Section 4.5.4.3 (page 4.5-18) has been revised. 
 



Appendix F – Comments and Responses 

Page F-134  SAN GABRIEL RIVER CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN 
June 2006  FINAL PROGRAM EIR 

16-22 Per your comment, Section 4.5.5.2 (page 4.5-19) has been revised. 
 
16-23 Per your comment, Section 4.5.5.2 (page 4.5-19) has been revised to delete the word 

“insect”. 
 
16-24 To be consistent with the California Health and Safety Code, the term “district” will be 

utilized throughout the document. 
 
16-25 Section 4.6.1.4 (page 4.6-20) has been revised to cross-reference Section 4.5.1.4, where a 

reference to the California Health and Safety Code has been added per your comment.  
 
16-26 Per your comment, Section 4.9.1.3 (page 4.9-5) has been revised to add a cross-reference 

to Section 4.5.4.3, where text has been added regarding the potential for underground 
utility vaults to breed mosquitoes.  In addition, Mitigation Measure MP-H1 (page 4.6-20) 
has been revised to incorporate your comment. 

 
16-27 Per your comment, Section 5.3.2.4 (page 5-10) has been revised to acknowledge that any 

of the related projects may include stormwater best management practices that could 
create mosquito habitat. However, since the Master Plan incorporates mitigation 
measures for vector control, and the extent of mosquito habitat potentially created by any 
stormwater BMPs associated with the related projects is not known, a cumulatively 
considerable increase in vector-related public health risks is not anticipated based on 
available information.  

 
The Master Plan goals include balancing enhancements to habitat, recreation, and open 
space while maintaining and enhancing flood protection and water resources; therefore, 
the extent of habitat enhancements that can be achieved along the River corridor would 
be moderated by these other objectives.  Furthermore, the Master Plan Habitat element 
includes Performance Criteria H.2.5 and H.4.3, which are intended to encourage future 
Master Plan project proponents to consider the public health implications of habitat 
enhancement projects early in the planning process.  Therefore, the Master Plan would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in risks to public health associated with 
increased human-wildlife interactions. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 17 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
 
17-1 Per your comment, the Master Plan and the EIR have been revised. 
 
17-2 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-3 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-4 Per your comment, the Master Plan and the EIR have been revised. 
 
17-5 Per your comments, the Master Plan and the EIR have been revised. 
 
17-6 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-7 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-8 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-9 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-10 In response to your comment, the reference to Department of Fish and Game standards 

has been deleted from page 3-69 of the Master Plan. 
 
17-11 In response to your comment, the text on Master Plan page 3-69 has been modified. 
 
17-12 Per your comment, the Master Plan has been revised. 
 
17-13 Table 2-2 (page 2-8, List of Permits, Approvals, and Coordination Potentially Relevant to 

Future Projects in the Master Planning Area) has been revised to reference the Districts.  
Please also note that for future projects that include construction of pipelines or other 
underground structures, Mitigation Measure MP-P3 (Section 4.9.5.3, page 4.9-16) 
requires consultation with relevant utilities (including sewers) to identify existing and 
proposed buried facilities in affected areas.  

 
17-14 Per your comment, Table 4.6-4 (page 4.6-9) has been revised. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 18 
Southern California Association of Governments 
 
18-1 The County appreciates your acknowledgement of the discussion provided in the 

Program EIR regarding the Master Plan’s consistency with SCAG plans and policies. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 19 
Southern California Edison 
 
19-1 The County will involve Southern California Edison (SCE) early in the conceptual 

planning stage for all Los Angeles County sponsored projects along the river corridor that 
may be located in or near SCE’s right-of-way.  Other project sponsors would be 
responsible for consulting SCE for applicable projects.  Per your comment, Table 2-2 
(page 2-8, List of Permits, Approvals, and Coordination Potentially Relevant to Future 
Projects in the Master Planning Area) has been revised to include SCE. 

 
We commend your willingness to collaborate with the County to provide a higher quality 
of life for the citizens of Los Angeles County.  We also encourage SCE to explore the 
possibility of expanding the realm of the possible within SCE’s properties or easements.  
Developing partnerships and collaborations among agencies will ensure mutual benefits 
for all. 

 
19-2 The County is fully aware of and acknowledges the vital importance of SCE’s 

stewardship and regulatory requirements.  We believe that SCE’s Secondary Land Use 
Program objectives to achieve a balance of uses, including low-intensity, green/passive 
recreational uses, and low-intensity economic development, are compatible with the 
multi-objective character of the Master Plan.  The Master Plan also strives to achieve a 
balance among the several objectives of habitat, recreation, open space, and economic 
development, along with flood protection, water quality, and water conservation.   

 
Given these similar underlying principles, the County looks forward to working closely 
with SCE over the coming years in finding ways to introduce habitat, recreation, open 
space as well as economic development uses to the river corridor in ways that are fully 
compatible with both the vision of the Master Plan and essential utility system operations, 
and stewardship requirements of SCE.  

 
19-3 In addition to consulting with SCE on a regular basis for future County-sponsored 

projects that may be in or near SCE rights-of-way, we will also rely on the guidance and 
design criteria provided in “Southern California Edison Rights-of-Way Constraints 
Guidelines.”  

 
We will also recommend to other project sponsors within the river corridor that they refer 
to this same document in the design and development of their respective projects. It is 
also suggested that this be a topic at a future meeting of the Master Plan Steering 
Committee, at which representatives of SCE could present these guidelines to members 
of the Steering Committee as well as distribute the official SCE guidelines document to 
all interested stakeholders.  Your recent collaborations with the City of Long Beach, as 
well as the Woodlands Duck Farm, could also be presented as positive working models 
for future partnerships.  

 
19-4 The County acknowledges its shared commitment with the SCE to work together to 

achieve a balance of compatible uses along the San Gabriel River, and welcomes its input 
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regarding the Master Plan.  The County believes most of the proposed projects within the 
Master Plan are compatible with SCE operations and maintenance requirements but that 
all proposed projects would be subject to possible revision to avoid potential problems 
and impacts.  Such revisions would likely stem from the following two requirements as 
set forth in your letter dated May 4, 2005: 

 
• SCE requires ongoing, complete access to its rights-of-way in order to perform 

routine maintenance and any required emergency repair or restoration of the facilities 
located there.  No project, facility or operation can be allowed within its rights-of-
way that would limit or impede such essential access or impact SCE’s existing and 
future operating systems whether in the immediate project area or anywhere else in 
SCE’s existing and future operating systems whether in the immediate project area or 
anywhere else in our rights-of-way and operating system.  

 
• Establishing new wetlands or other similar natural habitat, vegetation or related 

natural plant areas within SCE’s rights-of-way may be incompatible with SCE’s 
operational requirements because they impede access to SCE operating systems and 
potentially impact the integrity of electric system operations. Such projects should be 
sited elsewhere in more appropriate locations. Prior to planning such projects, 
proponents must discuss any such proposals with SCE. SCE reserves the right of final 
approval for any projects utilizing SCE rights-of-way. 

 
In principle, the County accepts and acknowledges these requirements and welcomes the 
opportunity to work with SCE and other involved project sponsors on any of the specific 
projects identified to ensure their compatibility with SCE operating requirements. This 
includes, but is not limited to, the following three projects: 
 
• R5.16 – Wilderness Park Reclaimed Water and Open Space Park 
• R6.03 – Byrun Zinn Park Improvement 
• R6.21 and R6.23 – El Dorado Regional Park Wetlands and Master Plan Update 

 
It also extends to other projects and programs that may cross SCE rights-of-way, but 
whose potential development can be compatible with SCE operating requirements if they 
can be designed to meet the critical design and siting principles outlined above.   

 
The County will work with SCE and recommend that all project sponsors work with SCE 
from the conception to completion stage to ensure all your concerns are adequately 
addressed.   

 
19-5 The County looks forward to further discussions with SCE regarding proposed habitat 

restoration opportunities in the Reach 4 area, as it relates to any potential development of 
open space as a habitat easement within SCE’s rights-of-way.  Such discussions can 
further explore the extent of the potential constraints you have identified and whether 
and/or to what extent proposed “safe harbor agreements” might provide the legal or 
operational safeguards essential to SCE’s operating requirements. 
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19-6 The County welcomes your assessment that trail enhancements, in particular for hiking 
and non-motorized biking, are feasible in many locations within SCE’s rights-of-way.  
The County will also work closely with SCE in the development of all such trail 
enhancements on a project-specific basis, and will recommend that all other project 
sponsors follow the same collaborative practice as well.  

 
19-7 The County and SCE do share the goals of using a balanced approach to protect existing 

green/passive recreational open spaces and creating new opportunities for such spaces 
along the river corridor where they are compatible with SCE system operating 
requirements.  The County also recognizes your concern that conservation easements and 
“safe harbor agreements” may not be suitable with SCE’s system operating requirements, 
but also believes the likely benefits and possible drawbacks of such agreements should be 
further explored with SCE before reaching a final decision on their potential application 
in any future projects.   

 
19-8 The County agrees that it must work closely with SCE on any proposed plans related to 

the expansion of the river channel and/or removal of concrete along the river channel, as 
referred to in the El Dorado Regional Park area, or any other activities that could impact 
SCE’ system operations.  Please note that these are only proposals and the viability of 
such proposals depends on an assessment of a range of factors, of which compatibility 
with SCE operating requirements is only one of many.  

 
19-9 The County acknowledges SCE concerns regarding the development of wetlands or other 

similar habitats within SCE rights-of-way, which may be incompatible with SCE’s 
operations and access.  The County welcomes SCE willingness to consider the option of 
supporting such projects on other nearby or adjacent properties by possibly providing 
expanded green/passive recreation uses on SCE property along the river where 
appropriate and viable.  Given the extent of SCE property along the river, the County 
further welcomes SCE commitment to work with the County and other stakeholders to 
identify possible areas where SCE can be of assistance. 

 
19-10 The County acknowledges and welcomes the SCE commitment to work closely with the 

County on crafting policies related to designs and uses along the river corridor that are 
compatible with SCE’s operations and that do not impose unnecessary operational or 
financial burdens on the company or the users of its property.  

 
19-11 The County acknowledges SCE concerns regarding the possible incompatibility of SCE 

operations and access with the proposed development of wetlands and related habitat 
areas on this property, and that “safe harbor agreements” may not be sufficient 
mechanisms to ensure SCE access to its operating property.  The County welcomes 
SCE’s continued willingness to work closely with the County on further exploring these 
questions.  

 
19-12 The County acknowledges SCE’s concerns regarding proposed alignments for Lario 

Creek.  Given the need to ensure SCE’s ability to maintain, operate, and possibly expand 
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its existing facilities within its rights-of-way, and to address potential safety risks to the 
visiting public, the County will consult closely with SCE regarding all these issues.  

 
19-13 The County acknowledges that SCE will require additional information for any proposed 

project along the river corridor that crosses SCE’s rights-of-way, in order to assess 
potential impacts on SCE’s operations.  For County-sponsored projects, the County will 
provide that information to SCE and work closely with SCE on exploring ways in which 
such projects might be able to function within SCE’s rights-of-way without substantial 
interference with SCE’s operations.  The County will also recommend that sponsors of 
other projects that may cross SCE’s rights-of-way work closely with SCE by providing 
all needed information for assessment of potential impacts.   

 
The County also acknowledges that there will be costs incurred by all stakeholders in the 
development of Master Plan projects.  We will encourage all project sponsors to consider 
these costs in the beginning stages of each project. 

 
19-14 The County also believes there are many areas along the San Gabriel River corridor 

where it will be possible for the County and SCE to collaborate on achieving a balance of 
desirable and appropriate uses, and where SCE can offer the use of needed property to the 
County and other involved parties to help achieve the vision and goals of the Master Plan.  
The County acknowledges that there may be some projects in some locations that may 
not be compatible with SCE’s operational and maintenance requirements and 
responsibilities for existing and future facilities.  Given the critical nature of these 
facilities, the County looks forward to working with the SCE on a continuing basis to 
ensure that the vision of the Master Plan can move forward but in full alignment with 
SCE’s operational and maintenance requirements.  

 
The County understands SCE’s need for operation and maintenance of their facilities 
within the Master Plan project area.  The County has always and will continue to partner 
with SCE to work together for a successful completion of projects which benefit and 
enhance each others operations as well as encourage other stakeholders to do the same. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 20 
Southern Council of Conservation Clubs 
 
20-1 The County acknowledges your concurrence with the Master Plan and your support for 

the maximum habitat alternative.  Please note, however, that the maximum habitat 
alternative is not selected as the proposed project since it would fail to meet the goal of 
balancing habitat, recreation, and open space, as intended by the Board of Supervisors’ 
resolution and as defined by the project objectives (see Section 6.1.2, beginning on page 
6-5).  

 
The County is committed to continuing to involve all stakeholders, including hunters and 
fishermen.   

 
20-2 While some future Master Plan projects may involve habitat enhancements in areas 

where mountain lions and/or bighorn sheep may be present (West Fork of the River and 
associated canyons in the San Gabriel Mountains), implementation of the Master Plan 
would not affect the ecological relationship that has always existed between mountain 
lions and bighorn sheep. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 21 
United Rock Products 
 
21-1 The County acknowledges your concerns regarding future projects that may impact your 

operations and welcomes your continued participation in the Master Plan process.  Future 
notifications to stakeholders (including United Rock Products) by the County will include 
e-mail notification of Steering Committee meetings, project website updates 
(www.sangabrielriver.com) and future CEQA notices for second-tier environmental 
documentation.  
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 22 
Vulcan Materials Company Western Division 
 
22-1 As noted in Section 4.7.1 (page 4.7-3), the Master Plan goals, objectives, and 

performance criteria are not intended to amend or replace any existing land use 
regulations.  As described in Section 4.7.3 (page 4.7-15), the Master Plan envisions that 
future Master Plan projects that involve mine reclamation would be implemented based 
on negotiation and partnership with the current owners and operators.  Therefore, such 
projects under the Master Plan are anticipated to take place after extraction of mineral 
resources has been completed.  However, if a future Master Plan project involves 
development of facilities that would result in the restriction of future mineral extraction 
operations, the potential impact of the project on mineral resources would be evaluated 
and disclosed in second-tier CEQA documentation (see Section 4.7.5.1).   

 
The Master Plan goals include maintenance of existing water and other rights while 
enhancing water quality, water supply, groundwater recharge, and water conservation.  
Please also see response to comment 11-9. 

 
22-2 The County acknowledges Vulcan’s commitment to enhancing the River system and 

welcomes Vulcan’s continued participation in the Mater Plan process.  
 
22-3 The comments originally submitted by Vulcan Materials Company on Nov 23, 2003 were 

used to help revise an earlier draft of the Master Plan, and for that reason are cited as a 
reference in the bibliography. 

 
22-4 Future notifications to stakeholders (including Vulcan) by the County will include e-mail 

notification of Steering Committee meetings, project website updates 
(www.sangabrielriver.com) and future CEQA notices for second-tier environmental 
documentation.  The County welcomes Vulcan’s continued participation in the Master 
Plan process. 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 23 
Mr. Robert Dale 
 
23-1 The County acknowledges your support for efforts to improve the river corridor’s 

environmental quality and recreational opportunities.  The Master Plan’s vision is to 
develop the River corridor as an integrated watershed system that enhances habitat, 
provides recreational benefits, and protects open space while maintaining and enhancing 
flood protection and water resources.  Please also see response to comment 10-2. 

 
Implementation of Master Plan projects in a manner consistent with the Master Plan’s 
Water Quality and Water Supply goal would reduce urban runoff and stormwater 
pollutant discharges to surface waters.  In addition, the County of Orange is developing 
the Coyote and Carbon Creek Watershed Management Plan, listed as project R7.01 in the 
Master Plan, which will directly address urban runoff from inland communities in Orange 
County, including La Habra.  

 
23-2 The Master Plan includes the Flood Control goal, which is intended to encourage projects 

that improve flood protection using natural processes and/or improve the aesthetics of 
flood control facilities.  The County also acknowledges your support for improving 
riparian habitat and new or improved educational nature centers. 

 
23-3 The County acknowledges your support for improved bike trails and linkages.  The 

Master Plan includes the Recreation objective RC-2 (Connect open space and recreation 
areas with a network of trails).  Implementation of future Master Plan projects in a 
manner consistent with this objective would result in improved bike trails (including 
more amenities such as shade trees, landscaping and rest areas), development of regional 
bike trail linkages, and increased access.   
 
The Master Plan encourages the development of east-west trail connections to the San 
Gabriel River Bike Trail.  This includes project R5.05 Whittier Greenway Trail and 
Connection being built along an abandoned railroad right-of-way, which, when 
completed, would extend from the San Gabriel River in Whittier through the City of La 
Habra to the City of Brea.  
 
Per your comment regarding extending the Coyote Creek Bike Lane north to La Habra, 
please note that the project description for R7.02 Coyote Creek Regional Bikeway 
Improvements has been updated based on new information provided by the County of 
Orange. 
 

23-4 While the Master Plan goals, objectives, and performance criteria are not intended to 
amend or replace any existing land use regulations, implementation of the Master Plan 
would have beneficial impacts with respect to land use by encouraging projects that 
protect/enhance land uses (e.g., open space) that enhance the character of the 
communities in the River corridor (see Section 4.7.3, page 4.7-14).   
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 24 
Mr. Lester Kau 
 
24-1 The County appreciates your interest in the Master Plan, and has reviewed and 

considered your comments.  Los Angeles County has reviewed the information provided 
regarding the San Gabriel Valley Gun Club and the City of Azusa’s zoning of the land to 
open space.  Please note that the proposed Master Plan does not specifically propose zone 
changes to parcels along the river corridor, and the County has no jurisdiction over City 
of Azusa land use decisions.  As noted in the Master Plan (R3.10 West Riverbank Tree 
Planting Project at the San Gabriel Valley Gun Club), a tree planting project is proposed 
at the gun club site.  The County of Los Angeles does not have any zoning jurisdiction 
over the area discussed in your letter.  We encourage you to contact the City of Azusa’s 
Planning Division regarding your concern. 

 
 




