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Chapter 1 | Introduction and  
Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

1.1 Introduction 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LACDPW) has prepared this Final 
Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) for the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan 
(also referred to as the “Bicycle Master Plan,” the “Plan,” or “proposed project”) (Alta Planning + 
Design 2011; herein incorporated by reference). In accordance with Section 15132 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, this document includes: 

 The Draft PEIR, incorporated by reference and revised as discussed in this chapter (Chapter 1). 

 Comments received on the Draft PEIR and responses to each comment (Chapter 2). 

 Additional information related to the PEIR, included as appendices. 

1.1.1 Background 
The existing Plan of Bikeways for the County of Los Angeles was adopted in 1975 and amended in 
1976 (Los Angeles County 1976). It is a component of the Transportation Element of the 
comprehensive County of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan). The Plan of Bikeways consists of 
goals and policies, design standards, criteria for corridor selection, and implementation measures, 
along with mapping of bikeway corridor routes. It anticipated that each city within the County 
would adopt detailed feeder systems to supplement the County-wide network. 

Currently, the Los Angeles County bikeway system includes approximately 144 miles of existing 
Class I bike paths, Class II bike lanes, and Class III bike routes. (For a definition of the bikeway 
types, see Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIR.)  

1.1.2 Project Summary 
The proposed Bicycle Master Plan would replace the 1975 Plan of Bikeways. The Plan was prepared 
by Alta Planning + Design for the LACDPW. The Bicycle Master Plan proposes a vision for a 
diverse regional bicycle system of interconnected bicycle corridors, support facilities, and programs 
to make bicycling more practical and desirable to a broader range of people in the County. It is 
intended to guide the development and maintenance of a comprehensive bicycle network and set of 
programs throughout the County’s unincorporated communities for the next 20 years. 

The Bicycle Master Plan would be a component of the Transportation Element of the General Plan, 
which is a long-range policy document that guides growth and development in the unincorporated 
portion of Los Angeles County. When the 2035 Los Angeles County General Plan Update is 
approved, the Bicycle Master Plan will be incorporated as a component of the Mobility Element. 

The Bicycle Master Plan includes recommendations for an expanded bikeway network in 
unincorporated communities and along rivers, creeks, and flood control facilities throughout the 
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County. It outlines a range of recommendations to facilitate accomplishing the regional goals of 
increasing the number of people who bike and the frequency of bicycle trips; encouraging the 
development of Complete Streets (see Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIR for a description of the 
Complete Streets concept); improving safety for bicyclists; and increasing public awareness and 
support for bicycle-related programs. 

The Draft PEIR evaluated the impacts of the Draft Bicycle Master Plan. Based on comments 
received from interested parties, including during the comment period for the Draft PEIR, the Plan 
was revised as discussed Section 1.2, “Revisions to the Draft PEIR,” below.   

1.1.3 Process 
CEQA was adopted in 1970 to disclose to decision makers and the public the significant 
environmental effects of proposed actions. CEQA applies to all discretionary activities proposed to 
be carried out or approved by California public agencies. The proposed Bicycle Master Plan is a 
discretionary activity, so CEQA is applicable. Therefore, the County prepared an Initial Study to 
determine whether an EIR would be required for the proposed project, and if so, which 
environmental topics needed to be at addressed in the EIR. The Initial Study was distributed with a 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) on April 4, 2011 (see Section 1.4.1 and Appendix A of the Draft 
PEIR). Based on the Initial Study, the County determined that the Bicycle Master Plan may have a 
significant effect on the environment, and an EIR would be required.   

A Draft PEIR was prepared to evaluate impacts and circulated for public review between 
August 9, 2011 and November 10, 2011. The Draft PEIR addressed the impacts of adopting the 
Bicycle Master Plan. It also identified the types of environmental impacts that would result from the 
implementation of the individual projects in the Plan. Mitigation measures and strategies were 
provided when potential significant impacts were identified. The Draft PEIR provided guidance for 
subsequent analysis of the various components of the Plan as individual projects. These project-level 
environmental evaluations may use the PEIR to provide general information and may supplement it 
(or tier off of it) to provide site-specific impact analyses.  

The level of significance of impacts from individual projects and the applicability of mitigation 
strategies identified in the Draft PEIR will be evaluated at the project-level evaluations. For 
individual projects where no impacts would occur, no further environmental documentation will be 
required. For projects that would have less-than-significant impacts or where impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels through the mitigation provided in this PEIR, no further 
environmental documentation will be required. Initial Studies will be prepared for individual projects 
where further analysis is required to determine impacts. If an Initial Study shows that there would be 
no significant impacts requiring additional mitigation beyond what is included in the PEIR, the 
County will determine that the project is covered by the PEIR and no further environmental 
documentation is required. If the Initial Study shows that additional mitigation is required, and that 
this mitigation would reduce the impacts to a less-than–significant level, a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration will be prepared For projects that would result in significant environmental impacts, for 
which mitigation to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level is unavailable or infeasible, 
project-level EIRs will be prepared. 
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During the review period for the Draft PEIR, a public hearing was held on September 15, 2011 at 
the Los Angeles County Hall of Records. During the review period, comments were accepted via 
mail and email, and on comment cards and orally at the public hearing. All of the comments 
received are included in Chapter 2 of this document, and information about the public review 
process is included in Appendix A. 

The County of Los Angeles prepared the PEIR and is the lead agency under CEQA. For the most 
part, bikeways proposed in the Bicycle Master Plan are located within unincorporated portions of 
the County, or along rivers, creeks, and flood control facilities throughout the County. However, in 
order to provide connectivity, bikeways are proposed within other jurisdictions and may require 
subsequent oversight, approvals, or permits from these cities. These cities are referred to as 
“responsible agencies” under CEQA because they may also need to take discretionary actions 
related to Bicycle Master Plan. The responsible agencies can use this PEIR to support their decision-
making process. Responsible agencies for this Draft PEIR are shown in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1. Responsible Agencies 

Agoura Hills 
Arcadia 
Azusa 
Calabasas 
Carson 
Commerce 
Compton 
Covina 
Culver City 
El Monte 
El Segundo 
Gardena 

Glendale 
Glendora 
Hawthorne 
Huntington Park 
Industry 
Inglewood 
Irwindale 
La Canada Flintridge 
La Mirada 
La Puente 
La Verne 
Lancaster 

Long Beach 
Los Angeles 
Malibu 
Monrovia 
Montebello 
Monterey Park 
Palmdale 
Paramount 
Pasadena 
Pomona 
Rancho Palos Verdes 
Rolling Hills Estates 

Rosemead 
San Dimas 
San Gabriel 
Santa Clarita 
Santa Fe Springs 
Temple City 
Torrance 
Vernon 
West Covina 
Whittier 

Each of these agencies received notices of the Draft PEIR, and some provided comments during 
the public review period. Consistent with state law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to 
agency comments were forwarded to each commenting agency at least 10 days prior to the last 
public hearing. (See Appendix B.) 

1.2 Revisions to the Draft PEIR 
1.2.1 Revisions to the Project Description 
Revisions were made to the Bicycle Master Plan as a result of comments received from agencies and 
interested parties since its publication in February 2011. These revisions were to the list of projects 
in the Bicycle Master Plan, and included deletions, additions, and changes in types of bikeways. 
Table 1-2 lists the projects included in the Final Bicycle Master Plan, with changes shown in strike-
through text for deletions and underlined text for additions. The revised network is displayed on two 
overview maps: Figure 1-1 displays the western portion of the County, and Figure 1-2 displays the 
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eastern portion of the County. (Note: Minor changes in the length and description of some bikeways 
may be made to the Bicycle Master Plan right up until its approval by the County of Los Angeles 
Board of Supervisors. These minor changes may result in slight differences between lengths and 
descriptions presented in the Bicycle Master Plan and those analyzed in the Final PEIR. These 
changes do not change the analysis or findings in this document.) 

Table 1-2. Summary of Existing and Proposed Bikeways  

 
Planning Areas 

Existing Bikeways Proposed Bikeways 
Class I Class II Class III Class I Class II Class III Other 

Antelope Valley 3.2 3.8 0.2 -- 
 

74.2 
95.9 

107.8 
134.8 

-- 
 

East San Gabriel 
Valley  

7.5 7.6 9.4 25.1 
25.2 

22.8 
31.0 

25.6 
30.6 

3.0 
4.3 

Gateway 45.9 1.0 9.7 12.1 
5.7 

19.4 
23.1 

10.4 
12.0 

-- 

Metro  -- 2.3 -- 0.6 41.4 
48.1 

21.4 
26.9 

12.1 
12.0 

San Fernando Valley  -- 1.5 -- 2.2 0.9 
1.7 

5.3 
7.5 

-- 

Santa Clarita Valley -- 2.4 0.9 15.9 
16.5 

29.1 
33.4 

101.4 
108.5 

-- 

Santa Monica 
Mountains  

-- 0.5 -- -- 1.8 66.1 
93.8 

-- 

South Bay  8.9 1.1 -- 2.7 
9.2 

12.5 
14.8 

8.3 
9.6 

-- 
0.9 

West San Gabriel 
Valley  

23.3 -- 2.6 8.0 
9.1 

15.9 
17.1 

28.5 
34.3 

4.9 
5.2 

Westside  11.5 -- 0.7 2.5 
3.2 

6.9 
 

5.9 
5.6 

-- 

Total Mileage  100.3 20.2 23.5 69.1 
71.8 

224.6 
273.8 

380.7 
463.6 

20.0 
22.8 

Changes in Final Bicycle Master Plan compared to Draft Bicycle Master Plan are shown as follows: 
strike-though text for deletions and underlined text for additions. 

Source: Alta Planning + Design 2011b. 
 

Due to the project changes, the following changes are made to the Draft PEIR’s project description: 

Section 2.6.2, Proposed Bicycle Network, paragraph 3: 
Currently, the County maintains approximately 144 miles of existing Class I, 
II, and III bikeways. The Plan proposes an interconnected network of bicycle 
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corridors that adds approximately 695 832 miles of new bikeways throughout 
the County that would enable residents to bicycle with greater safety, 
directness, and convenience within and between major regional destinations 
and activity centers. Table 2-2 summarizes the existing and proposed number 
of miles for each type of bikeway (previously described in Table 2-1) within 
each planning area in the County, with planning area boundaries defined in 
Figure 2-1. 

1.2.2 Revisions to the Analysis in the Draft EIR  
Although there have been numerous changes in the components of the Bicycle Master Plan since 
the analysis in the Draft EIR, these changes do not represent significant new information in the 
context of CEQA, specifically Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Under these regulations, a 
lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR 
after public notice is given of the availability of the EIR for public review. “Significant new 
information” is defined by CEQA as one of the following: 

 A new significant environmental impact that would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

 A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impact of the project, but that 
the project proponent has declined to adopt. 

Recirculation is also required if the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

For the Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR, the revisions do not represent significant new information 
as defined above. No new significant environmental impacts would occur as a result of the project 
changes and no new mitigation is proposed. The severity of the impacts would also not increase; in 
fact, the impacts would all be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation as proposed in the 
Draft PEIR and equally applicable to the project as defined in the Final PEIR. No project alternative 
or mitigation measure has been proposed that is different from those previously analyzed in the 
Draft PEIR. Finally, the Draft EIR was not fundamentally or basically inadequate or conclusory. 
The Draft PEIR and Final PEIR, taken together, address at a program level impacts that would 
occur due to the adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan and provide guidance for subsequent analysis 
of the various components of the Plan as individual projects in site-specific impact analyses in 
project-level CEQA documents, as discussed in Section 1.1.3, above. 

The following revisions are made to the Draft PEIR as a result of the changes to the project 
description and to comments received as part of the public review process. Text added to the Draft 
PEIR is shown in underline format, and deleted text is shown in strikethrough format. 
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Section 3.1, Aesthetics/Visual Resources 

Section 3.1.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.1-2: Be substantially visible from or obstruct views from a regional riding or 
hiking trail, Construction, paragraph 1: 

The Plan proposes a total of 68.5 71.8 miles of Class I bike paths, 183.5 
273.8 miles of Class II bike lanes, 359.3 463.6 miles of Class III bike routes, 
and 7.9 22.8 miles of bicycle boulevards throughout the Antelope Valley, 
East San Gabriel Valley, Gateway, Metro, Santa Monica Mountains, Santa 
Clarita Valley, San Fernando Valley, West San Gabriel Valley, Westside, and 
South Bay Planning Areas (Note: no off-road bikeways are proposed within 
the Antelope Valley or Santa Monica Mountains Planning areas, and no 
bicycle boulevards are proposed within the Antelope Valley, Gateway, San 
Fernando Valley, Santa Clarita Valley, Santa Monica Mountains, West San 
Gabriel Valley, or Westside Planning Areas). Construction of on-road 
bikeways would include minor road widening, pavement striping, painting of 
sharrows, and signage installation that would require the following temporary 
facilities: assembly areas, parking areas, and staging and laydown areas. Also, 
construction may require the use of some heavy equipment such as 
excavators, pavers, and water trucks. Construction activities and equipment 
would likely be visible from numerous regional riding and hiking trails 
throughout the planning areas listed above and would have the potential to 
obscure or completely block views during the construction period. However, 
construction would be temporary, would not occur all at once, and would 
not represent a significant portion of the overall viewshed of each planning 
area. As such, construction of the on-road bikeways would only temporarily 
be visible from or obstruct views from regional riding or hiking trails within 
the planning areas listed above. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics/Visual Resources 

Section 3.1.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.1-2: Be substantially visible from or obstruct views from a regional riding or 
hiking trail, Operation, paragraphs 1–3: 

The Plan would include off-road and on-road bikeways within the East San 
Gabriel Valley, Gateway, Metro, San Fernando Valley, and Santa Clarita 
Valley, South Bay, West San Gabriel Valley, and Westside Planning Areas, as 
well as on-road bikeways within the Antelope Valley and Santa Monica 
Mountains Planning Areas (Note: no off-road bikeways are proposed within 
the Antelope or Santa Monica Mountains Planning areas, and no bicycle 
boulevards are proposed within the Antelope, Gateway, San Fernando 
Valley, Santa Clarita Valley, Santa Monica Mountains, West San Gabriel 
Valley, or Westside Planning Areas).  Operation of these bikeways would 
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likely be visible from numerous regional riding and hiking trails throughout 
these planning areas. 

Operation of the Plan would also result in the addition of approximately 68.5 
71.8 miles of Class I bike paths throughout the East San Gabriel Valley, 
Gateway, Metro, Santa Clarita Valley, San Fernando Valley, West San Gabriel 
Valley, Westside, and South Bay Planning Areas. Some of these Class I bike 
paths would be located along creek and river channels and along the beach 
and, in many cases, would be extensions of existing regional bicycle paths. 
Visible elements of the Class I bike paths would include additional paving, 
graded areas, new bridge construction, raised pathways, and signage. Adverse 
effects on existing views could occur where the Plan would create additional 
Class I bike paths adjacent to or within viewing distance of existing regional 
bicycle paths or hiking trails throughout the planning areas listed above if 
these new bikeways obstructed views or were incompatible with the existing 
views. Mitigation Measure MM 3.1-3 will require the County to design Class I 
bike paths in a manner that reduces the visibility and avoids obstruction of 
views available from regional trails. 

Visible elements of the 183.5 273.8 miles of Class II bike lanes, 359.3 463.6 
miles of Class III bike routes, and 7.9 22.8 miles of bicycle boulevards would 
include additional pavement (through widening of existing roadways), striped 
pavement, sharrows, and signage. All of these bikeways would be installed 
along existing paved roadways and would be visually compatible with existing 
transportation infrastructure (i.e., traffic signage, roadway striping). Also, 
none of the aboveground features would be excessively large, substantially 
visible, or obstruct existing views available from established regional and 
hiking trails. Thus, no substantial changes to the existing visual environment 
would occur. As such, operation of the Class II bike lanes, Class III bike 
routes, and bicycle boulevards would have less-than-significant impacts on 
views available from regional riding and hiking trails through the planning 
areas listed above. 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Figures 3.1-1 through 3.1-4 
Figures 3.1-1 through 3.1-4, showing the Bicycle Master Plan’s relationship to the officially 
designated and eligible State and County scenic highways, are revised to include the revised 
Bicycle Master Plan. The new figures are at the end this chapter.  

Section 3.2, Biological Resources, Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 
Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2, showing the Bicycle Master Plan’s relationship to Significant 
Ecological Areas, are revised to include the revised Bicycle Master Plan. The new figures are 
at the end this chapter.  
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Section 3.2, Biological Resources 

Section 3.2.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.2-1: Be located within a SEA, SEA Buffer, or coastal ESHA, or is relatively 
undisturbed and natural. Mitigation Measures, paragraph 1 

The following change is made to clarify the introduction to the mitigation measures. 

Detailed analysis will be required prior to implementation of individual 
Bicycle Master Plan projects located within or adjacent to SEAs, SEA 
buffers, coastal ESHAs, or other relatively undisturbed or natural areas. If 
required, this This analysis will include a literature search conducted by a 
biologist with knowledge of the local biological conditions. Where 
appropriate in the opinion of the qualified biologist, the literature search will 
be supplemented with a site visit. Resources and information that will be 
investigated for each site should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Section 3.3.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.2-2: Be located within a floodway, floodplain, or designated flood hazard zone. 
Mitigation Measures, paragraph 1 

The following change is made to clarify the introduction to the mitigation measures. 

Detailed analysis of impacts related to floodways, floodplains, or designated 
flood hazard zones will be required prior to implementation of individual 
Bicycle Master Plan projects that include any construction within such areas. 
If required, this This analysis will include drainage studies that will calculate 
the additional flows per County hydrology manual standards. 

Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 
Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2, showing the Bicycle Master Plan’s relationship to concentrations of 
California historical buildings, are revised to include the revised Bicycle Master Plan. The 
new figures are at the end this chapter.  

Section 3.4, Cultural Resources 

Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.2-1: Be in or near an area containing known archaeological resources or 
containing features that indicate potential archaeological sensitivity. Mitigation Measures, 
paragraph 1 

The following change is made to clarify the introduction to the mitigation measures. 

Detailed analysis of impacts related to archaeological resources will be 
required prior to implementation of individual Bicycle Master Plan projects 
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that would include earthmoving or other ground disturbance. If necessary, 
these These project-level analyses will require that a qualified archaeologist 
conduct a literature and record search and a field survey of the project area. 
If archaeological resources are discovered, they will be evaluated for 
significance, through testing excavations if necessary. 

Section 3.4, Cultural Resources 

Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.2-2: Contains known historic structures or sites. Mitigation Measures, paragraph 
1 

The following change is made to clarify the introduction to the mitigation measures. 

Detailed analysis of impacts related to historical resources will be required 
prior to implementation of individual Bicycle Master Plan projects that would 
be located near historical resources and where these projects would alter 
these resources or their context (such as for Class I bike paths, street 
widening, or removal of manmade structures or landscape features). If 
necessary, these These project-level analyses will require that a qualified 
architectural historian conduct a literature and records search, analyze 
appropriate inventories, and conduct a field survey of the project area to 
determine if significant historic resources are present. Significance would be 
determined by applying Section 15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines and the 
California Register criteria. 

Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation 

Section 3.6.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.6-1: Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic volumes and capacity of the roadway system (e.g., result in a substantial increase 
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections) or exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a LOS standard 
established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roadways or 
highways, Operation, paragraph 2 and Table 3.6-5: 

Therefore, in general, the implementation of the Plan would result in reduced 
vehicular traffic volumes on roadways and improved traffic performances. 
However, some of the proposed Class II bike lanes would require the 
removal of one or more travel lanes. According to Table 5-2 of the Plan, 44.3 
71.3 miles of proposed bikeways may require travel lane removals, or “road 
diets.” A list of potential road diet projects is presented in Table 3.6-5. Of 
these road diet locations, Firestone Boulevard between Central Avenue and 
Alameda Street is the only proposed bikeway classified as a CMP principal 
arterial. 
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These projects would involve vehicular travel lane reduction to add bike 
lanes and could potentially affect traffic operations and level of service at 
these locations. Therefore, the traffic operation impacts at these road diet 
locations are considered significant. 

Table 3.6-5. Potential Road Diet Locations1 

ID 
Planning Area – 
Street Location From To Miles 

Antelope Valley 

11 40th St. West Ave. K-4 Ave. M 1.7 

6 Ave. L-8 65th St. West 60th St. West 0.5 

35 Sierra Hwy. Ave. P-8 E. Ave. Q 0.5 

East San Gabriel Valley 

1 N. Sunset Ave. Amar Rd. Temple Ave. 0.4 

6 Pathfinder Rd. Paso Real Ave. Alexdale Ln. 0.4 

8 Amar Rd. Vineland Ave. N. Puente Ave. 0.4 

12 Nogales St. La Puente Rd. Hollingsworth St. 0.4 

13 Pathfinder Rd. Fullerton Rd. Paso Real Ave. 1.6 

14 Fullerton Rd. Colima Rd. Pathfinder Rd. 1.6 

16 Pathfinder Rd. Alexdale Ln. Canyon Ridge Rd. 1.9 

8 22 Glendora Ave. Arrow Hwy. Cienega Ave. 0.3 

29 Gale Ave. 7th Ave. Stimson Ave. 2.0 

32 Amar Rd. Willow Ave. N. Unruh Ave. 1.5 

41 57 Valley Center Ave. Arrow Hwy. Badillo St. 0.6 

Gateway 

1 3 Mills Ave. Telegraph Rd. Lambert Rd. 1.4 

3 4 Colima Rd. Poulter Dr. Mulberry Ave. 
Leffingwell Rd. 

0.3 

8 E. Victoria St. S. Santa Fe 
Ave. 

Susana Rd. 0.5 

2 9 Compton Blvd. Harris Ave. LA River Bike Path 0.8 

12  1st Ave. Lambert Ave. Imperial Hwy. 0.8 

12 13 Rosecrans Ave. Butler Ave. Gibson Ave. 0.5 

14  S. Susana Rd. E. Artesia Blvd. Del Amo Blvd. 2.0 

16 23 Lambert Rd. Mills Ave. Scott Ave. 1.3 

24 Laurel Park Rd. E. Victoria St. S. Rancho Way 0.6 

                                                             
1 Note:  Projects within planning areas may be in a different order from those presented in the Draft PEIR due to 
renumbering of the projects. 
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ID 
Planning Area – 
Street Location From To Miles 

28 S. Rancho Way Laurel Park Rd. Del Amo Blvd. 0.7 

Metro 

1 3 Cesar Chavez 
Ave. 

Mednik Ave. Vancouver Ave. 0.4 0.3 

3 4 Normandie Ave. 98th St. El Segundo Blvd. 2.1 

7 E. Redondo 
Beach Blvd. 

S. Figueroa St. Avalon Blvd. 1.0 

4 
8 

Florence Ave. Central Ave. Mountain View Ave. 2.2 

10 11 El Segundo Blvd. Figuroa St. Central Ave. 1.6 

16 12 Compton Ave. Slauson Ave. 92nd St. 2.5 

13 Broadway E. 121st St. E. Alondra Blvd. 2.5 

5 14 Firestone Blvd. Central Ave. Alameda St. 1.4 

15 17 Holmes Ave. Slauson Ave. Gage Ave. 0.5 

18 Rosecrans Ave. Figueroa St. Central Ave. 1.7 

17 23 Nadeau St./ 
Broadway 

Central Ave. State St. 2.6 

25 Seville Ave. E. Florence 
Ave. 

Broadway 0.5 

30 32 Imperial Hwy. Central Ave. Wilmington Ave. 0.9 

28 38 120th St./119th St. Central Ave. Wilmington Ave. 0.8 

29 39 Eastern Ave. 0.1 mile south 
north of 
Whiteside St. 

Olympic Blvd. 3.1 

24 40 Olympic Blvd. Indiana St. Concourse Ave. 3.3 

35 44 1st Ave. Indiana St. Eastern Ave. 1.8 

42 50 City Terrace Dr. Hazard Ave. Eastern Ave. 0.4 

20 52 Hooper Ave. Slauson Ave. 95th St. 
Florence Ave. 

2.7 

48 59 120th St. Western Ave. Vermont Ave. 1.0 

San Fernando Valley 

6 11 Ocean View Blvd. Foothill Blvd. Honolulu Ave. 0.9 

Santa Clarita Valley 

17 Lost Canyon Rd. Via Princessa 
Rd. 

Canyon Park Blvd. 0.5 

22 Canyon Park Blvd. Sierra Hwy. Los Canyon Rd. 0.8 
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ID 
Planning Area – 
Street Location From To Miles 

South Bay 

4 Manhattan Beach 
Blvd. 

Prairie Ave. Crenshaw Blvd. 1.0 

7 Normandie Ave. 225th St. Sepulveda Blvd. 0.6 

6 12 Aviation Blvd. Imperial Hwy. 154th St. 0.6 0.7 

15 16 223rd St. Normandie 
Ave. 

Vermont Ave. 0.5 

21 Prairie Ave. Redondo 
Beach Blvd. 

St. Marine Ave. 1.2 

18 23 El Segundo Blvd. Isis Ave. Inglewood Ave. 0.8 

22 Inglewood Ave. El Segundo 
Blvd. 

Rosecrans Ave. 1.0 

West San Gabriel Valley 

25 Duarte Rd. Sultana Ave. Oak Ave. 0.4 

33 Altadena Dr. Canyon Close 
Rd. 

Washington Blvd. 1.0 

38 45 Washington Blvd. Bellford Dr. Altadena Dr. 0.7 

40 47 California Blvd. 0.1 mile east of 
Brightside Ln. 

Michillinda Ave. 1.0 

39 49 Temple City Blvd. Duarte Rd. Lemon Ave. 0.5 

Westside  

8 Overhill Dr. Stocker St. Slauson Ave. 0.7 

11 Angeles Vista Blvd. Slauson Ave. Vernon Ave. 1.7 1.6 

Source: Corbett pers. comm.; Garland pers. comm. (b) 

 

Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation 

Section 3.6.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.6-1: Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic volumes and capacity of the roadway system (e.g., result in a substantial increase 
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections) or exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a LOS standard 
established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roadways or 
highways, Mitigation Measures, MM 3.6-2: 

The following change is made to the MM 3.6-2 because adopting a statement of overriding 
considerations is inconsistent with the finding of less than significant after mitigation, and 
the County does not propose to remove travel lane(s) if the result would be an unacceptable 
LOS. 
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MM 3.6-2:  Implement site-specific traffic study recommendations.  

For individual Bicycle Master Plan projects that would remove travel lane(s), 
if the site-specific traffic study concludes that the removal of lane(s) would 
cause a roadway section or intersection to operate at an unacceptable LOS, 
one of the following will occur: 

 The project will be redesigned to maintain an acceptable LOS. 

 Appropriate mitigation measures will be implemented to maintain an 
acceptable LOS. 

 A statement of overriding considerations will be adopted by the County. 

 The project will be dropped.    

Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation 

Section 3.6.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.6-3: Result in Parking Problems with a Subsequent Impact on Traffic Conditions, 
Operation, Table 3.6-6: 

3.6-6. Potential Locations of On-street Parking Removal2 

ID Street From To Length 
(miles) 

East San Gabriel Valley 

1 N. Sunset Ave. Amar Rd. Temple Ave. 1.5 

8 Amar Rd. Vineland Ave. N. Puente Ave. 0.4 

12 Nogales St. La Puente Rd. Hollingworth St. 0.4 

12 21 Fairway Dr./Brea 
Canyon Cut Off Rd. 

Walnut Rd. Bickford Dr. 1.0 

32 Amar Rd. Willow Ave. N. Unruh Ave. 1.5 

27 34 Camino Del Sur Vallecito Dr. Colima Rd. 0.9 

22 36 Halliburton Rd. Hacienda Blvd. Stimson Ave. 0.2 

42 53 7th Ave. Clark Ave. Beech Hill Dr. 1.3 

Gateway 

1 3 Mills Ave. Telegraph Rd. Lambert Rd. 1.4 

3  Colima Rd. Poulter Dr. Leffingwell Rd. 0.3 

8 E. Victoria St. S. Santa Fe Ave. Susana Rd. 0.5 

13 12 1st Ave. Lambert Rd. Imperial Hwy. 0.8 

14 S. Susana Rd. E. Artesia Blvd. Del Amo Blvd. 2.0 

                                                             
2 Note:  Projects within planning areas may be in a different order from those presented in the Draft PEIR due to 
renumbering of the projects. 
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ID Street From To Length 
(miles) 

20 Leffingwell Rd. Imperial Hwy. Scott Ave. 3 

Metro 

25 Seville Ave. E. Florence Ave. Broadway 0.5 

23 29 Avalon Blvd. 121st St. E. Alondra Blvd. 2.5 

43 54 Central Ave. 121st St. 127th St. 1.0 

33 60 El Segundo Blvd. Wilmington Ave. Alameda St. 0.9 

South Bay 

2 Redondo Beach Blvd. Prairie Ave. Crenshaw Blvd. 1.2 

10 6 Marine Ave. Prairie Ave. Crenshaw Blvd. 0.9 

17 25 Vermont Ave. 190th St. Lomita Blvd. 3.7 

West San Gabriel Valley 

10 Huntington Dr. San Gabriel Blvd. Michillinda Ave. 1.4 

9 12 Colorado Blvd. Kinneola Ave. Michillinda Ave. 1.1 

31 25 Duarte Rd. San Gabriel Blvd. Sultana Ave. 1.0 

28 Glenview Terrace/ 
Glen Canyon Rd./ 
Roosevelt Ave. 

Allen Ave Washington 
Blvd. 

1.6 

33 Altadena Dr. Canyon Close 
Rd. 

Washington 
Blvd. 

1.0 

39 Casitas Ave. Ventura St. W. Altadena Dr. 0.5 

36 48 Longden Ave. San Gabriel Blvd. Rosemead Blvd. 1.0 

Westside 

12 13 Fairfax Ave. Stocker St. W 57th St. 0.6 

10 14 Centinela Ave. Green Valley Cir. La Tijera Blvd. 0.9 

Source: Corbett pers. comm.; Garland pers. comm. (a), (b). 

Section 3.7, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.7-4: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment, paragraphs 1 and 2, and Table 3.7-9: 

Construction of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions 
through the use of onsite construction equipment and offsite vehicle trips 
generated from construction workers, as well as haul/delivery trucks that 
travel to and from the project site. Table 3.7-9 presents an estimate of 
project-related GHG emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O, expressed in terms 
of CO2e.  
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The proposed project’s annual GHG emissions are estimated to be 1,223 
1,468 metric tons CO2e. This estimate reflects emissions from all 
construction activity amortized over 30 years. To put this number into 
perspective, statewide CO2e emissions for year 2006 were estimated to be 
479.8 million metric tons.  

Table 3.7-9. Estimate of Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Project Emissions Annual CO2e (metric tons) 

Class I Bike Path Construction 121.6 126.4 

Class II Bike Lane Construction 395.8 482.5 

Class III Bike Route Construction 705.2 858.8 

Total Project GHG Emissions 1,223 1,468 

Note: Includes total construction period emissions amortized over 30 years. 
 

Section 3.8, Mineral Resources, Figures 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 
Figures 3.8-1 and 3.8-2, showing the Bicycle Master Plan’s relationship to mineral resources 
and oil fields, are revised to include the revised Bicycle Master Plan. The new figures are at 
the end this chapter.  

Chapter 5, Alternatives 
The following text is added to this chapter. 

5.5 Environmentally Superior 
Alternative 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an environmentally 
superior alternative be identified among the alternatives considered. The 
environmentally superior alternative is generally defined as the alternative 
that would result in the least adverse environmental impacts. If the No 
Project Alternative is found to be the environmentally superior alternative, 
the document must identify an environmentally superior alternative among 
the other alternatives.   

For the Bicycle Master Plan project, the environmentally superior alternative 
is the proposed project, as defined in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIR. Although 
impacts would result from this the proposed project, all impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels through mitigation that would be 
incorporated into the project. In addition, the Bicycle Master Plan would 
result in beneficial impacts to the environment that would not occur with the 
No Project Alternative or would be less with Alternative 1, No Class I Bike 
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Paths Plan, or Alternative 2, Reduced Class II Bike Lanes Plan. The 
beneficial impacts that would result from the Bicycle Master Plan would be 
primarily improvements to traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions 
to the extent that people would use bicycles rather than motor vehicles as 
transportation. These environmental benefits, combined with the less-than-
significant environmental impacts of the Bicycle Master Plan with 
incorporation of mitigation, result in the determination that the proposed 
project is the environmentally superior alternative. 

Chapter 9, References  
The following section is added to this chapter. 

9.6 Final PEIR References 
9.6.1 Printed References 
Alta Planning + Design. 2011b. County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan. Final. 

December 2011. Los Angeles, CA. Prepared for County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, Alhambra, CA. 

9.6.2 Personal Communications 
Garland, Andrea (a). Planner. Alta Planning + Design. October 7, 2011—

email to Abu Yusuf et al., County of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works. 

Garland, Andrea (b). Planner. Alta Planning + Design. December 5, 2011—
email to Donna McCormick, ICF International. 
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Chapter 2 | Comments Received and Responses 

2.1 Introduction 
In accordance with Section 15088 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulation (the “State 
CEQA Guidelines”), the County has reviewed and evaluated the comments received on the Draft 
PEIR for the Bicycle Master Plan and has prepared written responses to comments. This chapter 
contains copies of the comments received during the public review process and provides an 
evaluation and written response for each of these comments.    

2.2 Comments Received 
During the public review period for the Draft PEIR, which occurred between August 9, 2011 and 
November 10, 20111, the County received 10 comments letters and comments from agencies, 
organizations, and individuals. One verbal comment was received during a public hearing held on 
September 15, 2011. The verbal comment was the same as a comment card submitted at that 
hearing, so it is grouped with that comment to avoid redundancy (Commenter J). 

The commenting parties are listed below, along with a corresponding letter for organizational 
purposes of identifying comments and responses, which are provided in this chapter. 

Table 2-1. Comments Received 

Commenter 
ID Code 

Name/Agency Correspondence Date 

A City of Pico Rivera, Community and Economic Development 
Department (Julia Gonzalez, Interim Director) 

September 12, 2011 

B City of Glendora (Dianne Walter, Planning Manager) September 19, 2011 

C City of San Marino, Planning and Building Department 
(Amanda Merlo, Planning and Building Assistant) 

September 6, 2011 

D County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation 
(Joan Rupert, Section Head, Environmental and Regulatory 
Permitting Section) 

September 21, 2011 

E Native American Heritage Commission (Dave Singleton, 
Program Analyst) 

August 30, 2011 

F City of Industry (John Ballas, City Engineer) August 25, 2011 

G Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition (Alexis Lantz, Planning 
and Policy Director) 

September 23, 2011 

H Southern California Association of Governments (Jacob Lieb, 
Manager, Environmental and Assessment Services) 

September 21, 2011 

                                                             
1 The comment period was originally scheduled to end on September 23, 2011. However, due to a procedural 
error, the Notice of Availability was not correctly posted at the County Clerk’s office, so the comment period 
was extended to November 10, 2011. 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-2 

Commenter 
ID Code 

Name/Agency Correspondence Date 

I Jon Nahhas September 12, 2011 

J City of Pico Rivera (Guille Aguilar) (comment card at public 
hearing)1 

September 15, 2011 

K Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (Bret Banks) October 17, 2011 

L Latham & Watkins LLP, representing NBCUniversal (Maria 
Howe) 

November 10, 2011 

M County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department Headquarters 
(Leroy D. Baca, Sheriff/Gary T. K. Tse, Director, Facilities 
Planning Bureau) 

November 1, 2011 

N Multiple Commenters (see letter) November 5, 2011 
1 Note:  Guille Aguilar also provided the same comment orally at the public hearing. See Appendix A. 
 

2.3 Comments and Responses to Comments 
This section presents all written and oral comments (as documented in the public hearing transcript) 
on the Draft PEIR received by the County and the responses to these comments, in accordance 
with Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, 
responses are prepared for those comments that address the sufficiency of the environmental 
document regarding the adequate disclosure of environmental impacts and the methods to avoid or 
mitigate those impacts. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by the 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure was made in the Draft PEIR. The 
responses contained herein provide the required responses under CEQA and provide explanations if 
comments are not applicable under CEQA. This allows the decision makers to understand the full 
context of the comments and consider them in their decision making, even if they are outside the 
scope of the PEIR. 
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2.3.1 Commenter A:  City of Pico Rivera, Community and 
Economic Development Department (Gonzales) 
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Response to Comment A-1  
Requesting additional bikeway be added to the Bicycle Master Plan 

This comment requests a change in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), but it does not 
identify any environment impacts that would be avoided by inclusion of this bikeway. In accordance 
with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond to relevant 
environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master 
Plan approval process.  
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2.3.2 Commenter B:  City of Glendora (Walter) 
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Response to Comment B-1  
Expressing support for upgrading and expanding the bicycle network 

This comment expresses strong support for upgrading and expanding the bicycle network 
throughout the San Gabriel Valley and the County as a whole, but it does not address environmental 
issues. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only 
respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. 
However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the 
Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment B-2  
Requesting explanation of symbols and text in the Draft Bicycle Master Plan 

The comment provided addresses the Bicycle Master Plan, not the Draft PEIR. This comment is 
outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. Therefore, no response in the Final PEIR is necessary. 
However this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the 
Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment B-3  
Requesting additional bikeways or changes to bikeways in the Bicycle Master 
Plan 
This comment requests a change in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), but it does not 
identify any environment impacts that would be avoided by changes to the Plan. In accordance with 
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond to relevant 
environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master 
Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment B-4  
Requesting change in the Bicycle Master Plan 

This comment requests a change in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan) due to safety 
concerns, but it does not identify any environment impacts that would be avoided by changes to the 
Plan. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond 
to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. 
However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the 
Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-15 

2.3.3 Commenter C:  City of San Marino, Planning and 
Building Department (Merlo)
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Response to Comment C-1  
Requesting further information about traffic impacts in the West San Gabriel 
Valley area 

The comment states that the City of San Marino has no comments regarding the project at this time 
but requests additional information about potential traffic impacts when such information is 
available. As stated in Section 3.6 of the Draft PEIR, “Traffic and Transportation,” detailed analysis 
of traffic impacts will be required prior to implementation of individual Bicycle Master Plan projects 
as part of the project-level CEQA analysis. For any projects affecting traffic in the San Marino area, 
the City will be notified during the project-level analysis. 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-17 

2.3.4 Commenter D:  County of Los Angeles, Department 
of Parks and Recreation (Rupert)
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Response to Comment D-1  
Stating previous comments were adequately addressed 

The comment states that the County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation’s 
previous comments have been adequately addressed. No response is necessary. 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-19 

2.3.5 Commenter E:  Native American Heritage 
Commission (Singleton)
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Response to Comment E-1 
Requesting analysis of impacts to historical resources, including consultation 
with Native American tribes, and encouraging avoidance as the primary method 
for mitigation 

The Draft PEIR provided a program-level analysis of the potential for impacts to cultural resources 
in Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources.” The type of analysis requested in this comment is more 
appropriate at the project level, when further information about actual project footprints will be 
available.   

Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources,” states that site-specific analysis of impacts to archaeological 
resources and historical resources will be required prior to implementation of any Bicycle Master 
Plan project. These project-level analyses will include literature and record searches and field 
surveys, and will be carried out by qualified archaeologists, historians, and architectural historians, as 
appropriate. It is standard procedure to review the Native American Heritage Commissions Sacred 
Lands Files during these analyses, as well as to consult with Native American tribes. 

Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2 specifically list avoidance first as the preferred 
method of mitigating impacts.   

Response to Comment E-2 
Stating an opinion that the project requires compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

The comment does not state a reason why NEPA would be triggered by the project. This comment 
is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision 
makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment E-3 
Requesting confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance” 
The comment does not address the Draft PEIR. The confidentiality requirements for historic 
properties of religious and cultural significance are a standard practice of professional archaeologists 
and historians and will be observed during project-level CEQA analyses. 

Response to Comment E-4 
Requesting compliance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California 
Government code Section 27491, and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
related to accidental discoveries during construction) 
The comment does not address the Draft PEIR. Compliance with the cited codes is a standard 
practice for professional archaeologists and historians and will be included in the treatment plans at 
the project level. 
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Response to Comment E-5  
Requesting consultation with Native American tribes 

See response to Comment E-1, above. At the project level, the CEQA process will include 
appropriate consultation with the affected Native American tribes. 
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2.3.6 Commenter F:  City of Industry (Ballas)



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-28 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-29 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-30 



County of Los Angeles | Bicycle Master Plan Final PEIR  2 | Comments Received and Responses 

ICF International | 2-31 

Response to Comment F-1  
Requesting changes to bikeways in the Bicycle Master Plan 

This comment requests changes in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), stating that the 
City of Industry is concerned about safety of bicyclists and preservation of the current level of 
service (LOS) on the roadways. The comment does not provide any evidence for LOS impacts. As 
discussed in Section 3.6 of the Draft PEIR, “Traffic and Transportation,” detailed analysis of traffic 
impacts will be required prior to implementation of any of the individual Bicycle Master Plan 
projects that would require closure of lanes, widening of existing roadways, or other changes to a 
roadway that would affect traffic. Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2 requires implementation of traffic 
study recommendations and requires that LOS be maintained at acceptable levels.   

Response to Comment F-2  
Providing design recommendations for a project in the Bicycle Master Plan 

The comment includes specific design recommendations for the proposed San Jose Creek Bicycle 
Path. These detailed design recommendations are outside the scope of the PEIR but will be 
provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval 
process. 

Response to Comment F-3  
Requesting that the PEIR address land use impacts of widening roadways to 
accommodate bikeways 

The Draft PEIR did not address land use issues. During the Initial Study, it was determined that the 
Bicycle Master Plan would not have the potential to result in significant impacts to land use. No 
comments were received during the comment period on the Initial Study (scoping period) providing 
evidence that significant land use impacts may occur as a result of the Bicycle Master Plan. The 
comment also does not provide evidence that significant land use impacts would occur.  

Widening to accommodate bikeways would be minor and would not be expected to result in 
changes to land use on adjacent properties. 

Response to Comment F-4  
Requesting that the PEIR address safety of bicyclists in the City of Industry 

As stated in the response to Comment F-1, detailed analysis of traffic impacts (including safety) will 
be required prior to implementation of any of the individual Bicycle Master Plan projects. This 
analysis is only possible when the specific bikeway designs are available, at the project level. 

Response to Comment F-5  
Requesting that the PEIR discuss methods for incorporating local preferences, 
alternative configurations, and flexible designs 
The PEIR is not the correct venue for incorporating local preferences, alternative configurations, or 
flexible designs, except as mitigation for significant impacts. Otherwise, these methods are part of 
the planning process for the Bicycle Master Plan. The Draft PEIR analyzed the impacts of the 
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Bicycle Master Plan but is separate from the planning process for the Bicycle Master Plan. Because 
this comment does not identify any environmental issues, no response is necessary. The comment 
will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan 
approval process. 

Response to Comment F-6  
Providing a summary of earlier recommendations on bicycle path designs along 
the San Jose and Puente creeks and requesting consideration in the PEIR 
(previous letter to the East-West Technical Advisory Committee attached) 

The previous correspondence that is summarized in the comment was part of the planning process 
for the Bicycle Master Plan, and precedes the environmental process (dated March 17, 2011, with 
the Notice of Preparation for the PEIR filed April 4, 2011). The summary does not address 
environmental issues, but rather addresses design and funding issues. Because this comment does 
not identify any environmental issues, no response is necessary. The comment will be provided to 
the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 
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2.3.7 Commenter G:  Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
(Lantz) 
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Response to Comment G-1  
Supporting goal of making Los Angeles County bicycle-friendly but expressing 
option that the plan does not go far enough 

This comment expresses opinions about the scope and scale of the Bicycle Master Plan but does not 
address environmental issues or the Draft PEIR. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is 
outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision 
makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment G-2  
Expressing an opinion that implementation of the Bicycle Master Plan will 
improve safety for all road users 

The comment suggests that the project benefits described in Chapter 2, “Project Description” and 
Chapter 5, “Project Alternatives,” should be changed to include safety benefits from the Plan. In 
these two locations, the Draft PEIR was quoting the benefits as listed in the Bicycle Master Plan. 
Therefore, the comment is on the Plan, not the Draft EIR, and is outside the scope of the CEQA 
analysis. No response is necessary. However, the comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment G-3  
Expressing an opinion that traffic impact guidelines are inappropriately applied to 
bicycle projects 

The comment suggests that the transportation impacts section should include “a more refined 
discussion of the County’s thresholds of significance.” Further, the comment suggests that bicycle 
facilities do not add vehicle trips to a roadway. The comment states that the PEIR should address 
“prospective changes to LOS standards in the future.” The comment asks that some alternative LOS 
standard to be applied, suggesting policies in the Los Angeles County Draft 2035 General Plan 
Update, which is currently being developed and has not yet been approved by the Los Angeles 
County Board of Supervisors or undergone environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA. Finally, the 
comment states that the EIR should discuss the need to change thresholds by which projects are 
evaluated in Los Angeles County. 

The analysis in the Draft PEIR was at a program level. It did not state that the project would add 
vehicle trips to a roadway. It stated that the program would be expected to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) by encouraging the use of bicycles instead of cars, quantifying the amount of VMT 
reduction at approximately 155,000 program-wide. 

However, CEQA requires the analysis of the whole of the action, which in this case would include 
removal of some travel lanes and replacing them with bicycle lanes. While such “road diets” do not 
generate traffic, they may result in displacement of vehicular traffic and lead to localized congestion. 
This is a potential impact of the projects in the Bicycle Master Plan and must be included in the 
PEIR as an impact.  
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CEQA requires that changes that would occur with the project (the impacts) be compared to the 
baseline condition, which is defined as the conditions that were present at the time of the Notice of 
Preparation for the EIR. Therefore, comparing impacts to some unspecified future LOS standard 
would be contrary to the requirements of CEQA and speculative in nature since future LOS 
standards are unknown.   

Instead, CEQA recognizes the validity of using existing standards established to avoid or address 
environmental impacts as the appropriate measures for analyzing impacts. Arbitrarily using different 
standards for different projects is inappropriate. The suggested use of policies that are not yet 
approved and that have themselves not yet been analyzed under CEQA is also inappropriate and is 
not consistent with CEQA. 

The PEIR is not an appropriate forum to discuss the need for changes in public policy, such as 
suggested by the comment. CEQA is an analysis process, not a policy-making process. 

Response to Comment G-4  
Requesting program-level review for road diets 

The comment asserts that there is insufficient review in the Draft PEIR to reach a conclusion that 
removing travel lanes would constitute a significant impact. The comment requests that the PEIR 
propose thresholds under which removing a travel lane would be considered a significant impact. 

The level of analysis requested, including looking at additions of left-turn lanes, is beyond the scope 
of the program-level analysis. Such analysis would require bikeway and roadway design that is not 
yet available. Mitigation in the program document requires analysis of the impacts of individual 
projects when design-level information is available, as appropriate under CEQA. The Draft PEIR 
identified the potential for significant impacts where travel lanes are removed, identified the 
additional analysis that would be required to determine where these impacts would be significant, 
and provided mitigation to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.    

The threshold for determining whether a bikeway, including those incorporating road diets, would 
be significant is the same as for any on-road project in Los Angeles County—the County threshold 
for LOS. As discussed above, CEQA does not allow arbitrary criteria for establishing the threshold 
for an impact. 

Response to Comment G-5  
Asserting that traffic mitigation measures would undermine plan implementation 

The comment claims that Mitigation Measure MM 2.6-2 (actually Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2 in 
the Draft PEIR) would threaten the effectiveness of the entire Bicycle Master Plan, saying that it is 
inappropriate to remove projects from the master plan as a mitigation measure. Actually, MM 3.6-2 
provides multiple remedies to avoid significant LOS impacts of projects that include road diets, with 
dropping an individual project as the last choice if other mitigation methods would not reduce LOS 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. The mitigation allows redesigning the project or including 
other measures in the project to maintain acceptable LOS. Even if an individual project is removed, 
this would not threaten the effectiveness of the entire Bicycle Master Plan because less than 9% of 
the total miles proposed in the Plan include road diets. (Note:  One of the bullets included in the 
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MM 3.6-2 in the Draft PEIR has been removed in the Final PEIR because making a statement of 
overriding considerations is not consistent with the finding that the impacts would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. See Chapter 1 of this Final PEIR.) 

Eliminating the ability to remove an individual project if it would result in unacceptable LOS would 
be contrary to Los Angeles County LOS standards. Also, CEQA requires the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation into the project, and removing an individual project is feasible mitigation. 

Response to Comment G-6  
Requesting more sophisticated discussion of parking impacts 

The comment requests that Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-3 be made applicable only when the 
parking removal would affect traffic conditions, and not in all cases, and that it be applicable only to 
projects with Class III bike routes with sharrows.   

MM 3.6-3 is designed to address more than one potential impact from the removal of parking. 
Parking studies would be required at the project level for all projects that would remove parking, 
including both Class II and Class III bikeways and bike boulevards. (Applying the mitigation only to 
Class III may result in significant, unmitigated impacts.) The site-specific parking studies will identify 
whether the removal of parking would result in significant impacts related to traffic or to adjacent 
land uses dependent on the parking. If either impact would occur at a significant level, a variety of 
methods for addressing the impact are available, including limiting the impacts, providing alternative 
parking, or substituting a Class III bike route for of a Class II bike lane. 

Response to Comment G-7  
Requesting more elaboration of the No Project Alternative 
The comment claims that the statement that some of the projects in the 1975/1976 Plan of Bikeways 
are no longer feasible or do not meet the needs of the biking public needs more support. The 
statement was provided parenthetically to explain why the No Project Alternative is defined as the 
County’s continued maintenance of the existing bikeway network and that no additional bikeway 
construction is proposed under the No Project Alternative. 

CEQA requires that all EIRs contain a no project or no build alternative but allows the lead agency 
flexibility in defining exactly what that alternative is. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no 
project alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed 
project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. It represents what is reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved.   

Because the County has not implemented some recommendations in the 36 years since the Plan of 
Bikeways was approved and does not intend to implement them, the No Project Alternative does not 
include construction of such projects and they would not be reasonably expected. Further 
explanation is not required by CEQA. 
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Response to Comment G-8  
Including comments provided on the Draft Bicycle Master Plan prior to the 
publication of the Draft PEIR 

This comment includes requests for changes to the Draft Bicycle Master Plan. This comment is 
outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision 
makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process.       
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2.3.8 Commenter H:  Southern California Association of 
Governments (Lieb)
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Response to Comment H-1  
Encouraging the use of the SCAG List of Mitigation Measures, extracted from the 
Regional Transportation Plan [RTP], to aid with demonstrating consistency with 
regional plans and policies 

Mitigation measures included in the Draft PEIR are consistent with the applicable mitigation 
measures in the RTP, including the following: 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.1-1 through MM 3.1-3 are consistent with RTP MM-AV.1 through 
MM-AV.10, as applicable. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.2-1 through MM 3.2-7 are consistent with RTP MM-BIO.1 through 
MM-BIO.45, as applicable. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.3-1 through MM 3.3-5 are consistent with RTP MM-W.1 through MM-W.36. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2 are consistent with RTP MM-CUL.1 through 
MM-CUL.17, as applicable. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.5-1 through MM 3.5-3 are consistent with RTP MM-HM.1 through 
MM-HM.6. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.6-1 through MM 3.6-3 are consistent with RTP MM-TR.1 through 
MM-TR.6. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.7-1 through MM 3.7-3 are consistent with RTP MM-AQ.1 through 
MM-AQ.18, as applicable. 

Response to Comment H-2  
Stating that SCAG staff could not determine whether the Draft PEIR population, 
household, and employment analyses were based on the 2008 RTP Regional 
Growth Forecasts 
During the Initial Study for the Bicycle Master Plan, the project was found to have less-than-
significant impacts related to population, housing, and employment. The Bicycle Master Plan would 
have minimal effects on population, housing, and employment. Therefore, the Draft PEIR did not 
cover these topics.       

Response to Comment H-3 
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with the 
RTP Goals 
The comment states that the project is only partially consistent with RTP G5 because the project 
construction has the potential to negatively impact air quality through the use of onsite construction 
equipment and emissions.   

During the Initial Study for the Bicycle Master Plan, it was determined that there was a potential for 
the project to result in cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants, including ozone 
precursors. In the Draft PEIR, the air quality analysis determined that construction-related daily 
emissions would not exceed the regional significance thresholds for either the South Coast Air 
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Quality Management District or the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (see Tables 
3.7-6 and 3.7-7 in the Draft PEIR). The analysis also showed that construction would result in less-
than-significant localized impacts using the most conservative estimates of onsite mass emissions 
(see Tables 3.7-6 and 3.7-7). For the potential to generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the 
analysis took a conservative approach in the absence of any County-adopted plans or programs 
requiring GHG emission reductions and found that the project’s limited emissions would represent 
potentially significant contributions to cumulative GHG emissions. Mitigation measures were 
included in the Draft PEIR to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Note that the long-term air quality and GHG emissions impacts (after construction) would be 
beneficial to the extent that people would be encouraged to use alternative, non-polluting 
transportation, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft PEIR, “Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions.” 

Response to Comment H-4  
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with 
Compass Growth Visioning [GV] Principle 1, “improve mobility for all residents” 

The comment states that the project is consistent with the applicable portions of the GV principles, 
but that SCAG staff cannot determine consistency with GV P1.3, “encourage transit-oriented 
development,” based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR.   

The Bicycle Master Plan is not a transit project or a development project. Nothing in the project 
either encourages or discourages transit-oriented development. Transit-oriented development is 
outside the scope of the Bicycle Master Plan but will be addressed in the General Plan Update 
currently being prepared by the County. The policy is therefore not applicable to the Bicycle Master 
Plan.  

Response to Comment H-5  
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with GV 
Principle 2, “foster livability in all communities” 

The comment states SCAG staff cannot determine consistency with GV P2.1, “promote infill 
development and redevelopment to revitalize existing communities,” or with GV P2.2, “promote 
development that provides a mix of uses,” based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR.   

The Bicycle Master Plan is not an infill, redevelopment, or mixed-use development project. It 
neither encourages nor discourages such development. The policy is therefore not applicable to the 
Bicycle Master Plan. 

Response to Comment H-6  
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with GV 
Principle 3, “enable prosperity for all people” 
The comment states that, based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR, SCAG staff cannot 
determine consistency with GV P3.3, “ensure environmental justice regardless of race, ethnicity, or 
income class”; GV P3.4, “support local and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growth”; or 
GV P3.5, “encourage civic engagement.”   
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Regarding environmental justice, the project does not favor or disfavor any race or ethnicity. 
However, by providing the opportunity for people to use a lower-cost form of transportation, it 
would have a beneficial effect on low-income populations.    

Regarding balanced growth, the project is not a development project. As stated in Chapter 6 of the 
Draft PEIR, “Growth Inducement,” approval of the Bicycle Master Plan would not result in 
significant inducement of economic or population growth. 

Regarding civic engagement, the planning efforts associated with the Bicycle Master Plan, as well as 
the scoping meetings and public hearing for the PEIR, provided opportunities for the citizens of 
Los Angeles County to engage in the planning and environmental process. 

Response to Comment H-7 
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with GV 
Principle 4, “promote sustainability for future generations” 

The comment states that, based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR, SCAG staff cannot 
determine consistency with GV P4.1, “preserve rural, agricultural, recreational, and environmentally 
sensitive areas.”   

During the Initial Study for the Bicycle Master Plan, it was determined that there would be less-than-
significant impacts to agriculture because the project would not affect agricultural uses. The Initial 
Study also determined that impacts to recreation would be either less than significant or beneficial, 
in that the project would provide additional recreational opportunities. 

In Section 3.2 of the Draft PEIR, “Biological Resources,” the potential for significant impacts to 
Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), SEA buffers, and coastal Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) was identified. Mitigation was included in the Draft PEIR to 
reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment H-8  
Requesting that all feasible measures to mitigate negative regional impacts 
associated with the project be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA, 
and encouraging the use of SCAG’s List of Mitigation Measures 

The Draft PEIR included mitigation measures to reduce all significant impacts to a less-than-
significant level. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for approval by 
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors prior to certification of the PEIR.   

See response to Comment H-1 regarding SCAG’s List of Mitigation Measures. 
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2.3.9 Commenter I:  Jon Nahhas
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Response to Comment I-1  
Requesting information about minimum widths of roadways allowed by the 
state/County 

This comment does not identify any environment impacts but asks a question apparently related to 
bikeway design. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need 
only respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA 
analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration 
during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment I-2 
Requesting information about minimum width requirements of Class I, II, and III 
bikeways 

This comment does not identify any environment impacts but asks a question apparently related to 
bikeway design. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need 
only respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA 
analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration 
during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Note that Draft Bicycle Master Plan included standard descriptions for Class I, II, and III bikeways, 
including widths. 

Response to Comment I-3 
Requesting information about the widths of the Via Marina in Marina del Rey 
This comment does not identify any environment impacts but asks a question apparently related to 
bikeway design. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need 
only respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA 
analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration 
during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment I-4  
Requesting information traffic analysis in the Marina del Rey area to 
accommodate safer bike paths 
As discussed in Section 3.6 of the Draft PEIR, “Traffic and Transportation,” site-specific traffic 
analyses will be conducted for individual projects as part of the project-level CEQA documents, 
once designs are available to allow this type of analysis. Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2 requires 
implementation of recommendations from such studies. 

Response to Comment I-5 
Requesting studies or analyses concerning tourism, including hotel vacancies 
In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064, economic and social changes resulting 
from a project are not subject to environmental analysis without evidence that they would lead to a 
change in the physical environment that would lead to significant environmental impacts. The 
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Bicycle Master Plan would not be expected to result in changes in tourism and/or hotel vacancies 
that would result in significant physical environmental changes. Therefore, this topic is not within 
the scope of the PEIR.  

This comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle 
Master Plan approval process. 
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2.3.10 Commenter J:  City of Pico Rivera (Aguilar) 
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Response to Comment J-1  
Requesting information about when the City can expect a response to their 
written comments 

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the County is required to provide a copy of 
response to any public agency comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final PEIR. 
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2.3.11 Commenter K:  Antelope Valley Air Quality 
Management District (Banks)
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Response to Comment K-1  
Requesting submission of Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan prior to start of 
project. 

As discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft PEIR, “Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” during 
construction the projects proposed under the Bicycle Masters Plan would comply with each air 
quality management district’s fugitive dust control rules. Therefore, impacts related to fugitive dust 
would be less than significant. (See Impact 3.7-3, Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standards [including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors].) 
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2.3.12 Commenter L:  Latham & Watkins LLP, Representing 
NBCUniversal (Howe)
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Response to Comment L-1  
Requesting coordination with the County to accommodate proposed bike path 
while providing continued studio access. 

The comment requests future coordination in the design of a project within the Bicycle Master Plan 
and notification of future environmental evaluations, but it does not address environmental issues in 
the Draft PEIR. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need 
only respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA 
analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration 
during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process.  
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2.3.13 Commenter M:  County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s 
Department Headquarters (Baca/Tse)
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Response to Comment M-1  
Stating that project is not expected to result in impacts on law enforcement 
resources or operations. 

The comment states that the Bicycle Master Plan is not expected to result in impacts on the County 
Sheriff’s Department law enforcement resources or operations and that the department has no other 
comments at this time. No response is required.   
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2.3.14 Commenter N:  Multiple Commenters (see letter)
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Response to Comment N-1  
Stating belief that the public was not provided adequate notice 

The comment states the belief that the public did not receive adequate notice from the County and 
City of Los Angeles of the November 16th Regional Planning Commission meeting and other 
meetings. The County has used its standard notification process for all meetings related to the 
Bicycle Master Plan and the PEIR. As it relates to the CEQA process, the notification was 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA, including publication in at least one newspaper of 
general circulation and posting in the office of the county clerk. (Note:  The City of Los Angeles is 
not involved in the PEIR, except as a responsible agency, and has no notification responsibilities for 
this process.) For more information of the public notification process of the PEIR, see Appendix A 
of the Draft PEIR, “Notice of Preparation and Initial Study”; Appendix B of the Draft PEIR, 
“Scoping Report”; Section 1.1.3 of this Final PEIR, “Process”; and Appendix A of this Final PEIR, 
“Record of Public Hearing.”      

Response to Comment N-2  
Requesting changes to bikeways in the Bicycle Master Plan 
This comment requests changes in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), specifically 
removal of a Class I bike path along the Sepulveda Channel between Palms Boulevard and Venice 
Boulevard. The reasons provided relate to the need for the facility, the adequacy of the right-of-way 
available, and lack of project-level design information. The comment does not address 
environmental impacts of the Draft PEIR. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is 
outside the scope of the CEQA analysis.  

Response to Comment N-3  
Stating that the Draft PEIR did not adequately address impacts to wildlife 

This comment states that the Draft PEIR did not adequately address impacts from daily public use 
of a Class I bike path along Sepulveda Channel between Palms Boulevard and Venice Boulevard on 
nesting ducks along the channel. The Draft PEIR addressed biological issues in Section 3.2, 
“Biological Resources,” and included mitigation for such resources, including MM 3.2-3, “Avoid 
impacts on nesting birds and raptors.” At the project level, additional analysis will be required for 
Bicycle Master Plan projects located along drainage courses, riparian habitats, and other sensitive 
habitat, and mitigation necessary to avoid significant impacts will be developed and incorporated 
into these projects, as discussed in the Draft PEIR. It should be noted that bikeway facilities are 
located along similar channels throughout southern California without significant impacts to the 
urban-adapted birds commonly nesting in such areas.   
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Public Agencies 



 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Julia Gonzales, Interim Director 
City of Pico Rivera 
Community and Economic Development Department 
6615 Passons Boulevard 
Pico Rivera, CA 90660 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Ms. Gonzales: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated September 12, 2011). On behalf of the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to 
your comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
City of Pico Rivera, Community and Economic Development Department Comment Letter and Response to 
Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment A-1  
Requesting additional bikeway be added to the Bicycle Master Plan 

This comment requests a change in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), but it does not 
identify any environment impacts that would be avoided by inclusion of this bikeway. In accordance 
with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond to relevant 
enxvironmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master 
Plan approval process.  



 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Dianne Walter, Planning Manager  
City of Glendora 
116 East Foothill Boulevard 
Glendora, CA 91741 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Ms. Walter: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated September 19, 2011). On behalf of the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to 
your comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

 
Attachment 
City of Glendora Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment B-1  
Expressing support for upgrading and expanding the bicycle network 

This comment expresses strong support for upgrading and expanding the bicycle network 
throughout the San Gabriel Valley and the County as a whole, but it does not address environmental 
issues. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only 
respond to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. 
However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the 
Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment B-2  
Requesting explanation of symbols and text in the Draft Bicycle Master Plan 

The comment provided addresses the Bicycle Master Plan, not the Draft PEIR. This comment is 
outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. Therefore, no response in the Final PEIR is necessary. 
However this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the 
Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment B-3  
Requesting additional bikeways or changes to bikeways in the Bicycle Master 
Plan 

This comment requests a change in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), but it does not 
identify any environment impacts that would be avoided by changes to the Plan. In accordance with 
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond to relevant 
environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master 
Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment B-4  
Requesting change in the Bicycle Master Plan 

This comment requests a change in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan) due to safety 
concerns, but it does not identify any environment impacts that would be avoided by changes to the 
Plan. In accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR need only respond 
to relevant environmental issues. This comment is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. 
However, this comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the 
Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Amanda Merlo, Planning and Building Assistant 
City of San Marino, Planning and Building Department  
2200 Huntington Drive 
San Marino, CA 91108-2639 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Ms. Merlo: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated September 6, 2011). On behalf of the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to your 
comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
City of San Marino, Planning and Building Department Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment C-1  
Requesting further information about traffic impacts in the West San Gabriel 
Valley area 

The comment states that the City of San Marino has no comments regarding the project at this time 
but requests additional information about potential traffic impacts when such information is 
available. As stated in Section 3.6 of the Draft PEIR, “Traffic and Transportation,” detailed analysis 
of traffic impacts will be required prior to implementation of individual Bicycle Master Plan projects 
as part of the project-level CEQA analysis. For any projects affecting traffic in the San Marino area, 
the City will be notified during the project-level analysis. 

 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Joan Rupert, Section Head 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Parks and Recreation  
Environmental and Regulatory Permitting Section 
510 South Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Ms. Rupert: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated September 21, 2011). On behalf of the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to 
your comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment D-1  
Stating previous comments were adequately addressed 

The comment states that the County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation’s 
previous comments have been adequately addressed. No response is necessary. 

 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 
Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Singleton: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated August 30, 2011). On behalf of the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to your 
comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

 
Attachment 
Native American Heritage Commission Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment E-1 
Requesting analysis of impacts to historical resources, including consultation 
with Native American tribes, and encouraging avoidance as the primary method 
for mitigation 

The Draft PEIR provided a program-level analysis of the potential for impacts to cultural resources 
in Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources.” The type of analysis requested in this comment is more 
appropriate at the project level, when further information about actual project footprints will be 
available.   

Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources,” states that site-specific analysis of impacts to archaeological 
resources and historical resources will be required prior to implementation of any Bicycle Master 
Plan project. These project-level analyses will include literature and record searches and field 
surveys, and will be carried out by qualified archaeologists, historians, and architectural historians, as 
appropriate. It is standard procedure to review the Native American Heritage Commissions Sacred 
Lands Files during these analyses, as well as to consult with Native American tribes. 

Mitigation Measures MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2 specifically list avoidance first as the preferred 
method of mitigating impacts.   

Response to Comment E-2 
Stating an opinion that the project requires compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
The comment does not state a reason why NEPA would be triggered by the project. This comment 
is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. However, this comment will be provided to the decision 
makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

Response to Comment E-3 
Requesting confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance” 

The comment does not address the Draft PEIR. The confidentiality requirements for historic 
properties of religious and cultural significance are a standard practice of professional archaeologists 
and historians and will be observed during project-level CEQA analyses. 
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Response to Comment E-4 
Requesting compliance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California 
Government code Section 27491, and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
related to accidental discoveries during construction) 
The comment does not address the Draft PEIR. Compliance with the cited codes is a standard 
practice for professional archaeologists and historians and will be included in the treatment plans at 
the project level. 

Response to Comment E-5  
Requesting consultation with Native American tribes 

See response to Comment E-1, above. At the project level, the CEQA process will include 
appropriate consultation with the affected Native American tribes. 

 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

John Ballas, City Engineer 
City of Industry 
P.O. Box 3366 
City of Industry 91744-0366 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Ballas: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated August 25, 2011). On behalf of the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to your 
comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

 
Attachment 
City of Industry Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment F-1  
Requesting changes to bikeways in the Bicycle Master Plan 

This comment requests changes in the project description (the Bicycle Master Plan), stating that the 
City of Industry is concerned about safety of bicyclists and preservation of the current level of 
service (LOS) on the roadways. The comment does not provide any evidence for LOS impacts. As 
discussed in Section 3.6 of the Draft PEIR, “Traffic and Transportation,” detailed analysis of traffic 
impacts will be required prior to implementation of any of the individual Bicycle Master Plan 
projects that would require closure of lanes, widening of existing roadways, or other changes to a 
roadway that would affect traffic. Mitigation Measure MM 3.6-2 requires implementation of traffic 
study recommendations and requires that LOS be maintained at acceptable levels.   

Response to Comment F-2  
Providing design recommendations for a project in the Bicycle Master Plan 
The comment includes specific design recommendations for the proposed San Jose Creek Bicycle 
Path. These detailed design recommendations are outside the scope of the PEIR but will be 
provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval 
process. 

Response to Comment F-3  
Requesting that the PEIR address land use impacts of widening roadways to 
accommodate bikeways 
The Draft PEIR did not address land use issues. During the Initial Study, it was determined that the 
Bicycle Master Plan would not have the potential to result in significant impacts to land use. No 
comments were received during the comment period on the Initial Study (scoping period) providing 
evidence that significant land use impacts may occur as a result of the Bicycle Master Plan. The 
comment also does not provide evidence that significant land use impacts would occur.  

Widening to accommodate bikeways would be minor and would not be expected to result in 
changes to land use on adjacent properties. 

Response to Comment F-4  
Requesting that the PEIR address safety of bicyclists in the City of Industry 
As stated in the response to Comment F-1, detailed analysis of traffic impacts (including safety) will 
be required prior to implementation of any of the individual Bicycle Master Plan projects. This 
analysis is only possible when the specific bikeway designs are available, at the project level. 
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Response to Comment F-5  
Requesting that the PEIR discuss methods for incorporating local preferences, 
alternative configurations, and flexible designs 

The PEIR is not the correct venue for incorporating local preferences, alternative configurations, or 
flexible designs, except as mitigation for significant impacts. Otherwise, these methods are part of 
the planning process for the Bicycle Master Plan. The Draft PEIR analyzed the impacts of the 
Bicycle Master Plan but is separate from the planning process for the Bicycle Master Plan. Because 
this comment does not identify any environmental issues, no response is necessary. The comment 
will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan 
approval process. 

Response to Comment F-6  
Providing a summary of earlier recommendations on bicycle path designs along 
the San Jose and Puente creeks and requesting consideration in the PEIR 
(previous letter to the East-West Technical Advisory Committee attached) 
The previous correspondence that is summarized in the comment was part of the planning process 
for the Bicycle Master Plan, and precedes the environmental process (dated March 17, 2011, with 
the Notice of Preparation for the PEIR filed April 4, 2011). The summary does not address 
environmental issues, but rather addresses design and funding issues. Because this comment does 
not identify any environmental issues, no response is necessary. The comment will be provided to 
the decision makers for their consideration during the Bicycle Master Plan approval process. 

 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Jacob Lieb, Manager 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Environmental and Assessment Services 
Pico Rivera, CA 90660 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated September 21, 2011). On behalf of the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to 
your comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 
 
Attachment 
Southern California Association of Governments Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment H-1  
Encouraging the use of the SCAG List of Mitigation Measures, extracted from the 
Regional Transportation Plan [RTP], to aid with demonstrating consistency with 
regional plans and policies 

Mitigation measures included in the Draft PEIR are consistent with the applicable mitigation 
measures in the RTP, including the following: 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.1-1 through MM 3.1-3 are consistent with RTP MM-AV.1 through 
MM-AV.10, as applicable. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.2-1 through MM 3.2-7 are consistent with RTP MM-BIO.1 through 
MM-BIO.45, as applicable. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.3-1 through MM 3.3-5 are consistent with RTP MM-W.1 through MM-W.36. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2 are consistent with RTP MM-CUL.1 through 
MM-CUL.17, as applicable. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.5-1 through MM 3.5-3 are consistent with RTP MM-HM.1 through 
MM-HM.6. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.6-1 through MM 3.6-3 are consistent with RTP MM-TR.1 through 
MM-TR.6. 

 Draft PEIR MM 3.7-1 through MM 3.7-3 are consistent with RTP MM-AQ.1 through 
MM-AQ.18, as applicable. 

Response to Comment H-2  
Stating that SCAG staff could not determine whether the Draft PEIR population, 
household, and employment analyses were based on the 2008 RTP Regional 
Growth Forecasts 

During the Initial Study for the Bicycle Master Plan, the project was found to have less-than-
significant impacts related to population, housing, and employment. The Bicycle Master Plan would 
have minimal effects on population, housing, and employment. Therefore, the Draft PEIR did not 
cover these topics.       

Response to Comment H-3 
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with the 
RTP Goals 

The comment states that the project is only partially consistent with RTP G5 because the project 
construction has the potential to negatively impact air quality through the use of onsite construction 
equipment and emissions.   

During the Initial Study for the Bicycle Master Plan, it was determined that there was a potential for 
the project to result in cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants, including ozone 
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precursors. In the Draft PEIR, the air quality analysis determined that construction-related daily 
emissions would not exceed the regional significance thresholds for either the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District or the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (see Tables 
3.7-6 and 3.7-7 in the Draft PEIR). The analysis also showed that construction would result in less-
than-significant localized impacts using the most conservative estimates of onsite mass emissions 
(see Tables 3.7-6 and 3.7-7). For the potential to generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the 
analysis took a conservative approach in the absence of any County-adopted plans or programs 
requiring GHG emission reductions and found that the project’s limited emissions would represent 
potentially significant contributions to cumulative GHG emissions. Mitigation measures were 
included in the Draft PEIR to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Note that the long-term air quality and GHG emissions impacts (after construction) would be 
beneficial to the extent that people would be encouraged to use alternative, non-polluting 
transportation, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft PEIR, “Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions.” 

Response to Comment H-4  
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with 
Compass Growth Visioning [GV] Principle 1, “improve mobility for all residents” 
The comment states that the project is consistent with the applicable portions of the GV principles, 
but that SCAG staff cannot determine consistency with GV P1.3, “encourage transit-oriented 
development,” based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR.   

The Bicycle Master Plan is not a transit project or a development project. Nothing in the project 
either encourages or discourages transit-oriented development. Transit-oriented development is 
outside the scope of the Bicycle Master Plan but will be addressed in the General Plan Update 
currently being prepared by the County. The policy is therefore not applicable to the Bicycle Master 
Plan.  

Response to Comment H-5  
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with GV 
Principle 2, “foster livability in all communities” 
The comment states SCAG staff cannot determine consistency with GV P2.1, “promote infill 
development and redevelopment to revitalize existing communities,” or with GV P2.2, “promote 
development that provides a mix of uses,” based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR.   

The Bicycle Master Plan is not an infill, redevelopment, or mixed-use development project. It 
neither encourages nor discourages such development. The policy is therefore not applicable to the 
Bicycle Master Plan. 
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Response to Comment H-6  
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with GV 
Principle 3, “enable prosperity for all people” 

The comment states that, based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR, SCAG staff cannot 
determine consistency with GV P3.3, “ensure environmental justice regardless of race, ethnicity, or 
income class”; GV P3.4, “support local and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growth”; or 
GV P3.5, “encourage civic engagement.”   

Regarding environmental justice, the project does not favor or disfavor any race or ethnicity. 
However, by providing the opportunity for people to use a lower-cost form of transportation, it 
would have a beneficial effect on low-income populations.    

Regarding balanced growth, the project is not a development project. As stated in Chapter 6 of the 
Draft PEIR, “Growth Inducement,” approval of the Bicycle Master Plan would not result in 
significant inducement of economic or population growth. 

Regarding civic engagement, the planning efforts associated with the Bicycle Master Plan, as well as 
the scoping meetings and public hearing for the PEIR, provided opportunities for the citizens of 
Los Angeles County to engage in the planning and environmental process. 

Response to Comment H-7 
Stating that SCAG staff finds the proposed project partially consistent with GV 
Principle 4, “promote sustainability for future generations” 
The comment states that, based on the information provided in the Draft PEIR, SCAG staff cannot 
determine consistency with GV P4.1, “preserve rural, agricultural, recreational, and environmentally 
sensitive areas.”   

During the Initial Study for the Bicycle Master Plan, it was determined that there would be less-than-
significant impacts to agriculture because the project would not affect agricultural uses. The Initial 
Study also determined that impacts to recreation would be either less than significant or beneficial, 
in that the project would provide additional recreational opportunities. 

In Section 3.2 of the Draft PEIR, “Biological Resources,” the potential for significant impacts to 
Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), SEA buffers, and coastal Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) was identified. Mitigation was included in the Draft PEIR to 
reduce these impacts to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment H-8  
Requesting that all feasible measures to mitigate negative regional impacts 
associated with the project be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA, 
and encouraging the use of SCAG’s List of Mitigation Measures 

The Draft PEIR included mitigation measures to reduce all significant impacts to a less-than-
significant level. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for approval by 
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors prior to certification of the PEIR.   

See response to Comment H-1 regarding SCAG’s List of Mitigation Measures. 

 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Guille Aguilar 
City of Pico Rivera 
6615 Passons Boulevard 
Pico Rivera, CA 90660 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Ms. Aguilar: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your comment card from the public meeting held on September 15, 
2011). On behalf of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency 
with written proposed responses to your comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
City of Pico Rivera Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment J-1  
Requesting information about when the City can expect a response to their 
written comments 
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the County is required to provide a copy of 
response to any public agency comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final PEIR. 

 



 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Bret Banks, Operations Manager 
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 
43301 Division Street, Suite 206 
Lancaster, CA 93535-4649 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Banks: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated October 17, 2011). On behalf of the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to your 
comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment K-1  
Requesting submission of Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan prior to start of 
project. 

As discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft PEIR, “Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” 
during construction the projects proposed under the Bicycle Masters Plan would comply 
with each air quality management district’s fugitive dust control rules. Therefore, impacts 
related to fugitive dust would be less than significant. (See Impact 3.7‐3, Result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non‐attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards 
[including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors].) 

 



 

 

December 16, 2011 

Leroy D. Baca, Sheriff 
Gary T. K. Tse, Director  
County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department Headquarters  
Facilities Planning Bureau 
Pico Rivera, CA 90660 

Subject: County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan  
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Baca and Mr. Tse: 

Thank you for your recent comments on the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (your letter dated November 1, 2011). On behalf of the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, ICF is providing your agency with written proposed responses to your 
comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the PEIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088(b)). Please find 
attached your comment letter and the proposed responses.   

The Regional Planning Commission for the County of Los Angeles is scheduled to take action on the 
adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, including a recommendation on the certification of the PEIR, at its 
regular meeting on January 12, 2012. The Bicycle Master Plan approval and EIR certification will then be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in March 2012. 

Thank you for your interest in the County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan PEIR. 

Sincerely, 

 
Donna McCormick, AICP 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department Headquarters Comment Letter and Response to Comments 

cc: Reyna Soriano, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comment M-1  
Stating that project is not expected to result in impacts on law enforcement 
resources or operations. 

The comment states that the Bicycle Master Plan is not expected to result in impacts on the County 
Sheriff’s Department law enforcement resources or operations and that the department has no other 
comments at this time. No response is required.   




