RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

MISSION CANYON PARK PROJECT
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2018081044)

Prepared for:

MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (MRCA)
Contact: Julien Buenaventura, Project Manager
570 West Avenue 26, Suite 100
Los Angeles, California 90065

Prepared by:

IEC Group (IECG)
Contact: Eimon R. Smith, CEQA Project Manager
Los Angeles, California

June 2022

This page was intentionally left blank.

MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

June 2022

Page ii

MISSSION CANYON PARK PROJECT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Table of Contents
Section
1.

INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................................... 1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4

2.

Page

INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................. 1
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ....................................................................................................... 1
DOCUMENT FORMAT ......................................................................................................... 3
CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES............................... 3

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ........................................................................................................ 6

MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

June 2022

Page iii

1. Introduction
1.1

INTRODUCTION

This document includes the public comments received on the Mission Canyon Park Project (Project)
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and supporting Initial Study (IS) along with responses to those
comments (collectively referred to herein as “Response to Comments”) from the Lead Agency
(Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority; MRCA).
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code,
Division 13, Sections 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines; California Code of Regulations, Title
14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq.), a lead agency has no affirmative duty to prepare
formal responses to comments on an MND. The lead agency, however, should have adequate
information on the record explaining why the comments do not affect the conclusion of the MND. In
the spirit of transparency, public disclosure, and engagement, MRCA - as the lead agency for the
proposed Project - has responded to all written comments submitted during the public review period.
Additionally, pursuant to Section 15073 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency shall provide an MND
and IS for review for at least 30 days; MRCA established a 45-day public review period for the IS/MND
for the proposed Project.

1.2

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15072 and
15073, MRCA determined that an MND would be required for this proposed Project and circulated
a Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The public review period
for this CEQA document was from January 20, 2022, to March 7, 2022. Public outreach for the MND
included the following methods.

Posting
•

Project site (the NOI was posted on the Project site)

•

State Clearinghouse (the NOI was posted on CEQAnet Web Portal:
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/)

•

Project website: https://www.missioncanyonpark.com/

•

Los Angeles County Clerk (the NOI was filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk)
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•

Los Angeles County Supervisor, District 3 Office (1645 Corinth Avenue, Suite 102, Los
Angeles, CA 90025)

U.S. Postal Mail
•

NOI was sent to addresses within 0.25 mile of project site (0.25 from the northern boundary
and 0.25 mile from the southern border; 381 addresses)

•

NOI was mailed to 6 Native American Tribes pursuant to AB 52 and representatives of 8
Native American Tribes

•

NOI was mailed to public agencies representing the State, County, and local jurisdictions

•

NOI was mailed to previous meeting attendees and interested parties

Electronic Mail
•

NOI emailed to more than 100 email addresses on file for the proposed Project

Document Availability
The NOI and MND were available for review at the following locations:
•

The Project website: https://www.missioncanyonpark.com/

•

California State Clearinghouse (CEQAnet Web Portal: https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/)

•

Brentwood Branch Library (11820 San Vicente Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90049)

•

Franklin Canyon Park (2600 Franklin Canyon Drive, Beverly Hills, CA 90210)

•

Los Angeles County Supervisor, District 3 Office (1645 Corinth Avenue, Suite 102, Los
Angeles, CA 90025)

Public Outreach
A virtual public meeting was held on February 17, 2022 at 6:30 PM via Zoom. The meeting provided
agencies and the public with an opportunity to comment on the proposed Project and the MND.
MRCA included the written comments that were received during the meeting in this Response to
Comments.
Public outreach provides opportunities for the community to learn about the Project, to comment on
the Project, and to provide information that will become a part of the public record that will be reviewed
by the decision-making body – the MRCA Board. Public outreach for this Project also entailed:
•

2018: Community outreach meetings and workshops regarding the Project scope.
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•

2018: CEQA public comment period, a community meeting, and community outreach for the
draft IS/MND.

•

2018-2021: Project scope update and redesigning activities and commissioning additional
traffic and feasibility analyses to evaluate an improved site entry (off Sepulveda Boulevard)
based on community input during additional community meetings and workshops.

•

2020: Community outreach workshops to gather feedback on the redesigned Project scope
and to present the findings of the feasibility and traffic studies.

•

2022: The IS/MND was recirculated for public review. A Notice of Intent to Adopt the IS/MND
(NOI) is posted (at the Project site as well as with the Los Angeles County Clerk and the State
Clearinghouse). The NOI has also been mailed (both electronically and as hard copies) to all
relevant agencies, stakeholders, and interested parties (i.e., previous meeting attendees,
adjacent property owners, etc. as identified). As previously noted, the IS/MND is available for
review for a period of 45-days. MRCA collected all written comments provided during this 45day period.

•

Board Hearing: Public comments regarding the Project will also be welcomed at the MRCA
Board hearing. MRCA Board hearings are held on the first Wednesday of each month. The
date and time of the hearing for the Project will be provided on the Project website
(https://www.missioncanyonpark.com/).

1.3

DOCUMENT FORMAT

This document is organized as follows:
Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this document.
Additionally, this section describes the public engagement and community outreach that was done
for the proposed Project.
Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of interested persons that commented
on the MND; comment letters received during the public review period; and individual responses to
written comments. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced
and assigned a letter. Individual comments in each letter are demarcated with letters and numbers,
and each letter is followed by responses, with reference to the corresponding comment number.

1.4

CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(b) outlines parameters for submitting comments on MNDs and
establishes that persons and public agencies focus their review and comment “on the proposed
finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” If the commenter believes
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that the project may have a significant effect, it should: (1) Identify the specific effect, (2) Explain why
they believe the effect would occur, and (3) Explain why they believe the effect would be significant.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) advises, that comments on the CEQA documents should be
substantive, specifically noting that reviewers “should explain the basis for their comments, and
should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert
opinion supported by facts in support of the comments.” Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
Section 15204(d) also states, “[e]ach responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its
comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section
15204(e) states, “[t]his section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the
general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as
recommended by this section.”
Finally, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study,
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. CEQA does not require the lead
agency to respond to comments on MNDs; however, MRCA has chosen to respond in writing to all
written comments. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to potentially
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers,
as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the environmental document.
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2. Response to Comments
The following section includes the written comments received on the recirculated draft IS/MND1 and
provides MRCA’s response to each comment.
MRCA received comments from two agencies: San Manuel Band of Mission Indian and California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The following is a list of agencies, persons, and
organizations that submitted comments on the IS/MND during the public review period.

Comment

Commenting Agency/Group/Person

Date of Comment

Page
Number

Public Agencies
A

San Manuel Band of Mission Indian

February 4, 2022

7

B

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

March 2, 2022

8

Local Interest Groups / Private Citizens

11

C

Mrs. Walter Weiss

February 2, 2022

20

D

Blair Tanner

February 8, 2022

21

E

Laurie Kelson

February 20, 2022

23

F

Tamara Dull & Jill Dyche

February 27, 2022

25

G

Bel Air Crest Homeowner Association (Fiona Cole)

March 3, 2022

28

H

Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners’ Association
(Lois Becker & Mark Stratton)

March 4, 2022

33

I

Bel Air-Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council

March 6, 2022

44

J

Patricia Bell Hearst

March 7, 2022

51

K

Elliott Brown

March 7, 2022

59

L

Deborah Kelson

March 7, 2022

61

M

Mountaingate Open Space Maintenance
Association

March 8, 2022 (Late)

62

N

Patric “Patty” Dobrowitsky

March 2022

70

O

Shahla Shafii Natan

March 2022

71

P

Webinar (Chat and Q&A)

February 17, 2022

72

“Draft IS/MND” is not a CEQA term. “IS/MND” and “draft IS/MND” are used interchangeably throughout.
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The comments and MRCA’s responses will be included as part of the administrative record for the
Project and will be made available to the MRCA Board (Lead Agency) for consideration and review
prior to a final decision being made on the Project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15088, MRCA has incorporated clarifications and revisions into the IS/MND, where appropriate.

COMMENT A – San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

A-1

A.

Response to comments from San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, submitted via email
February 4, 2022.
A-1

The commenter acknowledges receipt of notification regarding the proposed Project. The
commenter also notes that the Project site is located outside of the San Manuel Band of
Mission Indians (Serrano) ancestral territory and as such, the San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians will not be requesting a consultation or engaging in consultation regarding this
Project.
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COMMENT B – California Department of Fish and Wildlife

B-1
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B-2

MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

June 2022

Page 9

MISSSION CANYON PARK PROJECT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2. Response to Comments

B-2

B-3
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B-3
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B-3

B-4
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B-5

B-6
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B.

Response to comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, submitted via
email March 2, 2022.
B-1

MRCA acknowledges CDFW’s review of the IS/MND and the comments provided. MRCA
recognizes CDFW’s role as California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources as well
as its jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and habitats necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species.

B-2

The commenter’s summary of the proposed Project is acknowledged.

B-3

CDFW visited the Project site with MRCA on February 9, 2022. As stated by the commenter
and as noted in section IV. Biological Resources and Appendix B, Biological Technical Report
of the IS/MND, the Project is designed to support the improvement and restoration of the
natural environment at the Project site. One of the Project elements includes restoring the
riparian stream. As a result of the Project, the site would be subject to ongoing maintenance
which may further serve to improve the existing habitat that was observed on the site.
However, MRCA notes that during construction, project activities (e.g., minor trenching for
the installation of utilities or other ground disturbance) near the altered ephemeral stream
onsite has the potential to result in a temporary impact. This impact would be temporary
and would be less than significant. However, as a point of clarification, MRCA has elaborated
on its discussion of the ephemeral stream and added CDFW’s recommended measure to
further ensure that temporary impacts remain less than significant.
Specifically, the following underlined text has been added to section IV. Biological Resources
(a-b):
(a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project is unlikely to have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); including but not
limited to Fish and Game Code, § 1600 et seq., § 4800, § 1900 et seq, California
Endangered Species Act, Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Act,2 and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (as appropriate). The proposed Project’s infrastructure
development would be predominantly within existing disturbed areas, and the
intent of the proposed Project is to preserve open space in perpetuity.
(b) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As documented in Appendix B, no
riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities identified in City or
regional plans, policies, or regulations by the CDFW or USFWS would be affected

2

Pursuant to the Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Act, a small-scale voluntary habitat restoration project (meeting certain
requirements) will not be subject to additional permits like a Lakebed and Streambed Alteration (LSA) agreement or California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) permit.
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by the proposed Project. As outlined in Appendix B, the Project site contains an
altered ephemeral stream that no longer has its traditional downstream
connections. The Mission Canyon watershed includes several minor drainages
that contribute to the altered ephemeral stream. These features would be subject
to the jurisdiction of the US Army Corp of Engineers, Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and CDFW. As a result of the Project, the site would be subject to
ongoing maintenance which may serve to improve the existing habitat that was
observed on the site. However, during construction, project activities (e.g., minor
trenching for the installation of utilities or other ground disturbance) near the
altered ephemeral stream onsite has the potential to result in a temporary impact.
This temporary unanticipated impact would occur on less than 5 acres (with total
impacts to less than 0.10 acre; while preserving approximately 500 acres) and
would be less than significant since the proposed Project is designed to restore
the existing habitat. The Project’s restoration and ongoing maintenance is
designed to improve the condition of the biological resources on the site.
However, mitigation has been provided to ensure that MRCA remains in
coordination with CDFW throughout construction of the Project and to further
ensure that the potential for temporary impacts are avoided and minimized.
Impacts would be less than significant; however, a mitigation measure is provided
for the continued coordination with CDFW during construction.
… Based on the scope of the Project, it is anticipated that a Habitat Restoration
and Enhancement Act (HREA) approval may be applicable following the
coordination outlined in MM BIO-1. Pursuant to the HREA, a small-scale voluntary
habitat restoration project (meeting certain requirements) will not be subject to
additional permits. With implementation of MM-BIO-1, impacts to riparian habitat
would continue to be less than significant. No further study is required.
The following Mitigation Measure (MM) has been added to the IS/MND for the Project:
MM-BIO-1: Pursuant to Fish and Game Code 1602, the Mountains Recreation and
Conservation Authority (MRCA) shall notify the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife prior to implementing Project construction activities within 100 feet of the
altered ephemeral stream. Prior to this coordination, MRCA shall incorporate the
biological findings for the Project site (e.g., survey results related to flora, fauna, and
wildlife species) into a biological database (e.g., California Natural Diversity Database,
Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program, etc.) which may be used for
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations.

B-4 The commenter recommends that the IS/MND incorporate a discussion of the mountain
lion (Puma concolor). MRCA added the following underlined text to the Project Description:
MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
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The Project site is located in the Santa Monica Mountains and within the range of the
Southern California/Central Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit of mountain lion
(Puma concolor).
The following underlined text was added to section IV. Biological Resources:
A Biological Technical Report was prepared for the proposed Project, it is included as
Appendix B of this Initial Study. The Project site is located in the Santa Monica
Mountains and within the range of the Southern California/Central Coast Evolutionary
Significant Unit of mountain lion (Puma concolor). The mountain lion is a specially
protected mammal in California (Fish and Game Code, § 4800). In 2020, the
California Fish and Game Commission listed the mountain lion as threatened under
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). As a CESA candidate species, the
mountain lion is granted the full protection of a threatened species under CESA.
The following underlined text was added to section IV. Biological Resources (a):
The Project site is currently accessed infrequently by human and domesticated
animals and the southern portion of the site, including the existing parking lot, is
currently being used as a laydown yard for the Los Angeles Department of Public
Works. However, the Project site is currently off-limits to the public. The Project would
open the site to additional visitors as a public park. The introduction of additional
people could inadvertently result in increased human-wildlife interactions. However,
these potential interactions are not anticipated to result in “take” of the mountain lions
or to significantly alter the behavior of any potential mountain lions that may access
the site.
The Project by connecting trails and restoring the site would enhance the habitat for
mountain lion and mountain lion prey. Mountain lions are most active between dawn
and dusk when the park would be closed. The Project would improve the availability
of natural vegetation and habitat at the site so habitat for the mountain lion and other
species is expected to be increased, the availability of new migratory corridors would
be enhanced, and the diversity of species as well as the prevalence of species are
expected as the Project would provide quality natural areas. Additionally, designated
areas would be established for visitors to use and an MRCA Ranger would be onsite
to ensure that visitors remain within the designated areas. The improvements would
primarily follow existing trails, existing perimeter fences, and areas where there is
existing human activity at the site.

B-5 The commenter recommends that the information developed in the IS/MND be
incorporated into a database for use by subsequent and supplemental environmental
determinations. Please see MM-BIO-1 as outlined in Response F-3.
MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
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B-6

The commenter’s recommendation that the information provided in its letter be
incorporated; reference to the required filing fees, offer to coordinate; and attachment
containing the suggested mitigation measure and recommendations is acknowledged.
MRCA has incorporated the suggested mitigation measure and recommendations as
previously discussed in this response.
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COMMENT C – Mrs. Walter Weiss

C-1

C-2
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C.

Response to comments from Mrs. Walter Weiss, submitted via email February 2, 2022.
C-1

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed Project and concerns about fires and
unhoused populations are noted.
As outlined in the IS/MND, the proposed Project includes measures designed to improve
the fire safety and security of the site. The provisions of the MRCA Park Ordinance prohibit
camping and MRCA rangers provide enforcement of these provisions. The Project
Description describes the addition of an MRCA ranger’s residence, water tanks, security
fences, and a helipad as well of other site improvements that will provide access, support,
and resources to the site during fires or other emergencies. Additionally, as discussed in
section XIV. Public Services of the IS/MND, emergency preparedness and response planning
and coordination would be coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions and
would increase the number of emergency responders that are available to the site and area.
MRCA’s Fire Division provides fire prevention and protection at MRCA properties all year
long.
As further discussed in the Project Description and section XIV. Public Services, the park
would be open from sunrise to sunset. MRCA’s sworn peace officers that are dedicated to
the site would provide supplementary law enforcement services, including regular
patrolling, site access, and general support services to the Project site. The Project site
would also be fenced and locked during non-operational hours.

C-2

The commenter’s comments related to the Sepulveda Pass are noted.
As evaluated in section XVI. Transportation of the IS/MND and as analyzed in the
Transportation Assessment for the proposed Project, the proposed Project would
encourage the expansion and use of multimodal and alternative transportation options (i.e.,
walking, biking, and public transportation such as buses and trains). The proposed Project’s
improvements along Sepulveda Boulevard would increase the safety of vehicular access to
the site with the addition of a new signal and the alignment of that signal to the existing
park entry.
As further discussed in section XVI. Transportation of the IS/MND and in the Transportation
Assessment for the proposed Project, the Project site access design options were presented
to both LADOT and Caltrans staff during the planning phase. The agencies provided
recommendations to develop the preferred site access option that is presented as a part of
the Project. LADOT has the responsibility for reviewing and approving these elements of the
project. LADOT provided Project-specific reviews and recommendations that ensure that
the Project avoided potential site access deficiencies based on their criteria which include:
1) pedestrian activity at access points; 2) the design features/physical configurations that
affect the visibility; 3) utilization and type of bicycle facilities the project driveway(s) crosses;
4) the physical conditions of the site and surrounding area; 5) the project location, or
project-related changes to the public right-of-way; and 6) any other condition that would
substantially increase a transportation hazard. The site improvements as analyzed would
not substantially increase hazards or conflicts or create transportation related impacts.
MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
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COMMENT D – Blair Tanner

D-1

D.

Response to comments from Blair Tanner, submitted via email February 8, 2022.
D-1

The comments in support of the proposed Project are acknowledged.
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COMMENT E – Laurie Kelson

E-1

E-2
E-3
E-4
E-5

E.

Response to comments from Laurie Kelson, submitted via email February 20, 2022.
E-1

The commenter’s information regarding the weekday vehicular traffic volume on
Sepulveda Boulevard and recommendations for when construction on Sepulveda Boulevard
should be conducted are noted. As stated in the Project Description of the IS/MND, the
County Code prohibits construction on Sundays, holidays, and between the hours of 7:00
PM and 7:00 AM Monday through Friday. As further noted in Section XII, Noise of the Initial
Study, the City Code prohibits construction on Sundays and holidays and limits the hours of
construction to 7:00 AM and 9:00 PM Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on
Saturdays. As stated in the Project Description of the IS/MND, a Construction Traffic
Management Plan will be prepared for the Project, and to the extent possible, any
necessary lane closures will occur outside of the AM peak travel period when the
predominant flow of traffic is southbound.
It is noted that the commenter indicates a preference for providing signalized access to the
Project site at the southbound I-405 interchange rather than at the existing driveway
serving the site. As discussed in the IS/MND, a study of various site access options was
prepared during the project development process. The results of the study are summarized
in Appendix H of the IS/MND. The site access option proposed as part of the Project was
identified as the preferred design option because it was found during the design study to
result in superior traffic operations within the study area when compared to the other
options – including the options that is suggested by the commenter. The selected option
was preferred by both LADOT and Caltrans, and it is able to be more readily implemented.
As noted in the IS/MND, the final design of the intersection and the proposed traffic signal
is subject to refinement as it is reviewed and finalized with LADOT.

E-2

While this comment is not related to the scope of CEQA or the Draft IS/MND, the concern
regarding the use of taxpayer money is noted.
MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
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E-3

The comments regarding fire, native plants, and wildlife are noted.
As outlined in the IS/MND, the proposed Project is designed to ensure that fire threats are
limited and avoided and that native plant and wildlife conditions are maintained. The
Project Description describes the addition of an MRCA ranger’s residence, water tanks,
security fences, and a helipad as well of other site improvements that will provide access,
support, and resources to the site during fires or other emergencies. Additionally, as
discussed in section XIV. Public Services of the Initial Study, emergency preparedness and
response planning and coordination would be coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire
Divisions and would increase the number of emergency responders that are available to the
site and area. MRCA’s Fire Division provides fire prevention and protection at MRCA
properties all year long.
As discussed in the Project Description, landscaping at the site would include native plants
(and limited lighting fixtures that are designed to reduce glare, light trespass, and sky glow
lighting). These proposed improvements along with the restoration (i.e., vegetation
planting for natural riparian habitat) of a riparian stream that stream is located onsite, and
the improved trailhead and connector trail along the northwestern portion of the site
between the Project site and the Canyonback Road Trail would enhance the existing native
plant conditions, and improve the available habitat and connectivity for wildlife in the
surrounding area.

E-4

The commenter states that no access to the public should be provided after dark and
notes that there should be a ranger on duty at all times.
As discussed in the Project Description and section XIV. Public Services, the Project site and
the park would be open from sunrise to sunset. MRCA’s sworn peace officers that are
dedicated to the site would provide supplementary law enforcement services, including
regular patrolling, site access, and general support services to the Project site. The Project
site would also be fenced and locked during non-operational hours. Additionally, as
discussed in the Project Description, the Project would include a ranger residence for an
MRCA Ranger to be on site.

E-5

The comment in opposition of the proposed Project is acknowledged.
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COMMENT F – Tamara Dull & Jill Dyche

F-1

F-2

F-3

F-4

MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

June 2022

Page 25

MISSSION CANYON PARK PROJECT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2. Response to Comments
F.

Response to comments from Tamara Dull & Jill Dyche, submitted via email February 27, 2022.
F-1

The commenter notes a reference to a new parking area in the northern portion of the
site.
The reference to a new parking area in the northern portion of the site has been removed.
The Project Description provided in the IS/MND accurately describes the proposed Project
and does not include a reference to a new parking structure in the northern portion of the
site. The reference has been removed and the Initial Study has been reviewed to ensure
that there are no remaining references to a parking lot at the northern portion of the site.
This update does not change the findings and impacts associated with the proposed Project
would have a less than significant impact on Aesthetic resources as documented in the
IS/MND.

F-2

The comments related to the Project Description (site access off Sepulveda Boulevard,
additional security fencing, and signage) are noted.
As noted in the Project Description, no additional improvements or public access are
proposed off Mulholland Drive at the northern portion of the site. The existing fence will be
repaired and maintained as needed. Visitors to the site would access the site from the
improved entrance at Sepulveda Boulevard. In addition to signage, natural vegetation and
reinforced fencing would be provided along the site boundaries, as appropriate.
Additionally, and as discussed in the Project Description and section XIV. Public Services of
the IS/MND, the Project site and the park would be open from sunrise to sunset. MRCA’s
sworn peace officers that are dedicated to the site would provide supplementary law
enforcement services, including regular patrolling, site access, and general support services
to the Project site.

F-3

The commenter’s preference to allow current residents to access the Project site from the
northern portion of the site is noted. As discussed in the Project Description, public entrance
to the Project would be limited to the entrance off Sepulveda Boulevard. Mulholland Drive
would be exclusively limited to authorized and emergency vehicles.

F-4

The commenter’s request for information related to years 2018 through 2021 for the
Landfill Gas Management at Mission Canyon Landfill Memorandum is noted and the
information for year 2018 through 2021 have been added to Appendix G of the IS/MND.
The updates are shown in the following table.
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G-1

G-2

G-3

G-4
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G-4

G.

Response to comments from Bel Air Crest, submitted via email March 7, 2022.
G-1

The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter.

G-2

The commenter’s statement that Bel Air Crest residents depend completely on Sepulveda
Boulevard for ingress and egress and expressed concern regarding the addition of another
traffic signal light is noted. As proposed, the new traffic signal that would be associated with
the Project would not create new or substantial traffic-related impacts and as analyzed for
the non-CEQA analysis in Appendix E, Transportation Assessment, would not worsen the
level of service (LOS), the maximum queue lengths, or approach LOS for the vehicular
movements at the study intersections. In fact, minor decreases in delay are anticipated
during certain time periods at some of the study locations as a result of installing a new
traffic signal on the Sepulveda Boulevard at the project driveway because the signal timing
along Sepulveda Boulevard would be reoptimized (Appendix E, Transportation
Assessment).

G-3

The commenter notes that Bel Air Crest residents, pedestrians, and visitors wishing to
access the Project site via public transportation along Sepulveda Boulevard would traverse
natural (unpaved conditions) to access to the park. The Project as analyzed does not include
off-site improvements beyond the addition of a traffic signal. The referenced improvements
would be under the jurisdictions of Metro and the City of Los Angeles.
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G-4

It is noted that the commenter indicates a preference for providing signalized access to the
Project site at the southbound I-405 interchange rather than at the existing driveway
serving the site. As described in the IS/MND, and as previously noted in the response to E1, a study of various site access options was prepared during the project development
process. The results of the study are summarized in Appendix H of the IS/MND. The site
access option proposed as part of the Project was identified as the preferred design option
because it was found during the design study to result in superior traffic operations within
the study area when compared to the other options – including the options that is
suggested by the commenter. The selected option was preferred by both LADOT and
Caltrans, and it is able to be more readily implemented.
As noted in the IS/MND, the “new signal would be connected with the adjacent signal at
Sepulveda Boulevard & Mountaingate Drive; the two would be operated in conjunction with
each other. Due to their proximity to the improved site access, it is anticipated that the
signal timing plans for the intersections of Sepulveda Boulevard & Mountaingate Drive and
Sepulveda & I-405 southbound ramps would be reviewed and optimized as part of the
Project. The final design is subject to refinement as the design is finalized with LADOT.
It is noted that the commenter requests that bus stop improvements be made and that a
sidewalk be constructed between Mountaingate drive and Bel Air Crest Road. The proposed
Project does not include these off-site improvements. As stated in the response to
Comment G-3, the referenced improvements would be under the jurisdictions of Metro and
the City of Los Angeles.
As discussed in the IS/MND, a Construction Traffic Management Plan would be developed
for the Project to off-set potential construction-related traffic congestion.
The remaining comments in G-4 have been addressed and answered throughout previous
responses. However, responses to these statements are also summarized below:
Air/Water/Land: As evaluated in the IS/MND the proposed Project would not have the
potential to result in significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. The temporary
and limited construction related to the site improvements described in the IS/MND would
primarily be located onsite. As noted throughout the IS/MND and specifically in sections III.
Air Quality (see Tables 2-6 – which was intentionally conservative in the analysis and
resulted in emission levels that are in all instances lower than the established thresholds);
IX. Hydrology and Water Quality; and X. Land Use and Planning, impacts related to these
resource areas would be less than significant and do not require mitigating. Additionally,
construction emissions evaluated for the Project would not exceed the established
thresholds for air emissions. Construction of the proposed Project would adhere to the
established standards for maintaining air quality, water quality, and waste disposal.
As a former landfill, the Project site is subject to SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 that requires landfill
owners and operators to measure and monitor methane levels to ensure that the levels are
below the regulatory threshold limits. The Project would not introduce significant new
sources of operational emission. Maintenance activities would be consistent with the
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current ongoing maintenance at the site, although visitor access and certain activities (e.g.,
restroom/trash maintenance) would be anticipated to increase following construction of
the Project. Neither construction or operational emissions evaluated for the Project would
not exceed the established thresholds.
Since the Project would utilize existing storm and wastewater drainages and would not
require substantial changes to the existing infrastructure on or offsite, and no new or
facilities would be required, the Project would be expected to result in a significant impact.
Additionally, because as discussed in the IS/MND, construction is limited to improvements
onsite and improved signalization offsite, the Project would not require substantial offsite
improvements or construction that would have the potential to significantly impact
pipelines along Sepulveda Boulevard. The proposed improved signalization and limited site
improvements would not be anticipated to adversely impact any existing pipelines located
offsite.
Fire/Emergency Evacuation: As outlined throughout the IS/MND MRCA provides
operations, fire prevention and protection services to improve its parks. As further outlined
in the IS/MND, the proposed Project includes measures designed to improve the fire safety
and security of the site. The provisions of the MRCA Park Ordinance prohibit camping and
MRCA rangers provide enforcement of these provisions. The Project Description describes
the addition of an MRCA ranger’s residence, water tanks, security fences, and a helipad as
well of other site improvements that will provide access, support, and resources to the site
during fires or other emergencies. Additionally, as discussed in section XIV. Public Services
of the IS/MND, emergency preparedness and response planning and coordination would be
coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions and would increase the number of
emergency responders that are available to the site and area. MRCA’s Fire Division provides
fire prevention and protection at MRCA properties all year long.
As evaluated in section VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the IS/MND, the Los
Angeles County Operational Area Emergency Response Plan (ERP) approved by the County
Board of Supervisors in 2012 is the emergency response plan in effect at the Project site.
Emergency preparedness and response planning and coordination would further be
coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions and would increase the available
responders and resources. As such, the proposed Project would not interfere with any other
existing emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans.
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COMMENT H – Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners’ Association

H-1

H-2
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H-2

H-3
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H-3
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H-4

H-5

H-6
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H-7
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H-8
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H-8
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H.

Response to comments from the Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners’ Association submitted via
email and mail March 7, 2022.
H-1

The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter, acknowledges MRCA’s
Project improvements, and notes that the Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners’ Association has
remaining concerns regarding the Project.

H-2

Fire Safety: As outlined in section XIX. Wildfire of the IS/MND, MRCA’s fire prevention
services would include the proactive measures outlined in the MRCA Fire Prevention
Measure HH 2020 which include but are not limited to the following measures:
• Improving local fire prevention services, including new year-round dry brush
clearance in uncleared areas along the Mulholland right of way;
• Deploying additional park ranger patrols on high fire-risk days;
• Improving fire safety around Mulholland Overlooks with additional irrigation and
green space;
• Protecting and expanding wildlife corridors to ensure animals and wildlife can survive;
• Acquiring and protect additional open space; and
• Improving local water quality in streams and reservoirs.
As outlined in the Initial Study, the proposed Project includes measures designed to improve
the fire safety and security of the site. The provisions of the MRCA Park Ordinance prohibit
camping and MRCA rangers provide enforcement of these provisions. The Project
Description describes the addition of an MRCA ranger’s residence, water tanks, security
fences, and a helipad as well of other site improvements that will provide access, support,
and resources to the site during fires or other emergencies. Additionally, as discussed in
section XIV. Public Services of the Initial Study, emergency preparedness and response
planning and coordination would be coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions
and would increase the number of emergency responders that are available to the site and
area. MRCA’s Fire Division provides fire prevention and protection at MRCA properties all
year long.

H-3

Security: As noted in the IS/MND, the Project may expand and supplement the existing
fencing to cover additional areas along the perimeter of the site that are currently unfenced.
While fencing would be consistent with what is currently provided at other MRCA sites.
Fencing off Mulholland Drive would be Tubular Steel fencing and create a more secure
barrier to the current chain link. MRCA will be adding additional fencing at Sepulveda Blvd
as well to define the property’s perimeter, so that if can be secured during non-operating
hours. Please refer to Appendix H, Mission Canyon Park Community Presentation of the
IS/MND for photos depicting comparable fencing, gates, and signage at existing MRCA sites,
these images have also been shared at several public meetings for the Project. The resident
ranger will live onsite and roaming rangers and MRCA maintenance staff will also frequent
the site. MRCA signage would also be posted throughout the site to display important
information, including the provisions of the MRCA Park Ordinance which state that no
person shall walk, hike, bike, ride, or otherwise travel off of authorized trails or outside of
areas designated for public access in any parkland where an official trail map is posted at
mapped trailheads, unless permitted to do so by the Executive Officer or the Executive
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Officer’s designee. The signage would also display important information, such as, hours of
operation and emergency contact information.
H-4

Pedestrian Safety: As outlined in the IS/MND, MRCA signage would also be posted
throughout the site to display important information, including the provisions of the MRCA
Park Ordinance which state that no person shall walk, hike, bike, ride, or otherwise travel
off of authorized trails or outside of areas designated for public access in any parkland
where an official trail map is posted at mapped trailheads, unless permitted to do so by the
Executive Officer or the Executive Officer’s designee. Consistent with MRCA practices and
the MRCA Park Ordinance, the site would be monitored by rangers and violations would be
subject to citation or other penalties including fines and imprisonment.

H-5

Methane Safety: As noted in the IS/MND, methane is regularly monitored by the Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County. As discussed in the Project Description, fences and signage
would be installed to limit access to the remaining utilities and monitoring equipment in
order to protect the integrity of the on-going monitoring of environmental controls and
utilities at the Project site. As further noted in the Project Description, standard MRCA
signage would also be posted throughout the site to display important information, such
as, hours of operation, the provisions of the MRCA Park Ordinance, and emergency contact
information.
Appendix G, Landfill Gas Management at Mission Canyon Landfill Memorandum of the
Initial Study provides the safety measures that were provided by the Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County for landfill methane monitoring. The safety measures that are
referenced refer to compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule
1150.1 which requires: gas control, capture, and disposal; monitoring methane levels; and
maintaining methane levels below the regulatory threshold limits. As outlined in Appendix
G, methane levels at the Project site have been less than half of the 25 parts per million
methane compliance limit for more than 20 years. As depicted in Appendix G, the amounts
of methane produced at the Project site are comparable to the levels produced at the South
Coast Botanic Garden and have remained consistently lower than the 25 (parts per million)
requirement established in Rule 1150.1.
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H-6

Wildlife: Please see the responses provided the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(Comment B) regarding mountain lions in responses B-3 through B-5. Please also note that
the IS/MND (including all technical appendices) were available for public review during the
public review period. Please also note that the IS/MND (including all appendices,
references, notices) as well as this Response to Comments and all other documents that
were prepared in support of the environmental analysis for this Project constitute the public
record.

H-7

MRCA appreciates the commenter’s letter and review of the draft IS/MND. The comments
provided would not result in new or substantially altered findings, or significant impacts
requiring substantive changes to the findings provided in the IS/MND.

H-8

MRCA appreciates the commenter’s thorough read of the draft IS/MND. The following
clarifications and corrections have been incorporated throughout the IS/MND. The
revisions would not result in new or substantially altered findings, or significant impacts
requiring substantive changes to the findings provided in the IS/MND.
1) While it is the location rather than the name of the sensitive receptor that is of
relevance to the environmental analysis, the following updates were made in relation
to the names of the sensitive land uses where referenced in the IS/MND.
• Wise School; 15500 Stephen S. Wise Drive - Also formerly known as
Stephen S. Wise High School (formerly located at 15500 Mulholland Drive);
the former high school may now be connected to the Milken Community
Schools.
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•
•

Saperstein Middle School - May also be connected to the Milken
Community High School and known as Milken Community Schools.
Milken Community High School

2) The Miriam School enrollment reference was updated to note that the (actual
enrollment may be 430 students). Please note that a more conservative (higher) impact
numbers can provide a more conservative analyses of potential environmental
impacts.
3) Please note that all of the projects listed in Table 11 Cumulative Project List are
assumed to be in the planning phase.
4) While the captions referring to the existing northern parking area are accurate, and
while two of the figures explicitly note that the area is “for authorized use”; all of the
captions have been updated to state that the areas is for authorized and emergency
vehicles only.
5) The reference to a new parking area in the northern portion of the site has been
removed.
6) All references to parking areas and/or lots have been clarified or replaced with the
singular parking area and/or lot.
7) See the previous response to #6.
8) See the previous response to #6.
9) See the previous response to #6.
10) See the previous response to #6.
11) Through 22) Please note that the appendices were determined to provide a more
conservative estimate of the Project (in its larger iteration). Since the Project
improvements would reduce the area of impact, it was determined that the previous
analyses provided in the appendices still adequately demonstrated that the Project
would not be anticipated to result in significant impacts. However, a statement of
clarification (and updates where appropriate) have been added to the appendices to
specify that the proposed Project does not include parking improvements at the
northern portion of the site (off Mulholland).
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COMMENT I – Bel Air-Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council

I-1

I-2
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I-2

I-3

I-4

I-5

I-6

I-7
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I-7

I-8

I-9

I-10

I-11
I-12
I-13

I-14
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I-15

I.

Response to comments from the Bel Air-Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council, submitted via
email March 7, 2022.
I-1

The commenter provides an overview of the area represented by the Bel Air-Beverly Crest
Neighborhood Council and mentions the Council’s interest in the Project site.

I-2

The comment states that Sepulveda Boulevard is a secondary highway. As a point of
clarification, upon adoption of Mobility Plan 2035 in 2016, Sepulveda Boulevard’s functional
classification was changed to Boulevard II. As described in the draft IS/MND, consultation
was conducted with LADOT and Caltrans during the project design process. LADOT advised
that a traffic signal would be required to allow all turning movements into and out of the
project site and that a southbound right-turn lane would also be required.
Analysis of traffic operations for various access options, as summarized in Appendix H of
the draft IS/MND, showed that signalizing the existing site driveway would result in
improved or “superior” traffic operations (superior) adjacent to the Project site as
compared to the option of locating a new site driveway - opposite of the nearby southbound
I-405 interchange. In addition, widening Sepulveda Boulevard to construct a southbound
right-turn lane at the southbound I-405 interchange would require modifying a large
retaining wall, which would result in higher Project costs and a longer period when
construction would affect traffic in the area, and potential impacts. For these reasons, the
MRCA chose to include improving and signalizing the existing site driveway as part of the
Project.
The conceptual plan for the signalized intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Mission
Canyon Road is shown in the IS/MND. The proposed southbound right-turn lane on
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Sepulveda Boulevard would be approximately 150 feet long. The results of queuing analysis
conducted for this location as provided in the IS/MND show that this would be sufficient to
store queued vehicles approaching the entry to the Project site.

I-3

The conceptual plan for the proposed northbound left-turn lane from Sepulveda Boulevard
into Mission Canyon Park, shown in Figure 5 of the draft IS/MND would be approximately
100 feet long. The results of a queuing analysis conducted for this location, also provided
in the draft IS/MND demonstrate that this would be sufficient to store queued vehicles
approaching the entry to the project site.

I-4

The commenter notes that pedestrians and visitors wishing to access the Project site via
public transportation along Sepulveda Boulevard would traverse natural (unpaved
conditions) to access to the park. The commenter describes several existing conditions. The
Project as analyzed does not include off-site improvements. The referenced improvements
would be under the jurisdictions of Metro and the City of Los Angeles.

I-5

The proposed Project improvements were designed in coordination with the LADOT and
Caltrans. As outlined in Appendix E, Transportation Assessment, several alternative models
were analyzed in conjunction with these agencies and were presented to the public prior to
selection of the proposed approach. The Project without the proposed traffic signal and
driveway improvements would not be anticipated to result in significant impacts to CEQA.
The proposed Project improvements would enhance the configuration of the driveway and
traffic flow to and from the site which would further ensure that impacts are avoided.

I-6

The commenter notes concerns based on the existing conditions. As described in the draft
IS/MND, the proposed Project includes site access improvements. The existing site access
road would be widened and realigned as shown in the IS/MND and a traffic signal
constructed to provide full access. As proposed, this signal would include an eastbound
phase to serve vehicles exiting the site, a protected northbound left-turn phase to serve
vehicles entering the site and a phase for through traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard.

I-7

The commenter expresses concern about vehicles exiting the Project site, traveling south
to Bel Air Crest Road and making U-turns to avoid turning left across Sepulveda Boulevard.
As stated in the response to Comment I-6, the proposed Project includes signalization of
the site access road, which would provide an eastbound phase during which vehicles would
be able to make left-turns out of the site. Thus, there would be no reason for drivers leaving
the Project site to travel south and make a U-turn in order to travel north on Sepulveda
Boulevard. The analysis in Appendix E, Transportation Assessment, included a review of the
improved ingress/egress and potential safety hazards. As a point of clarification, the
commenter refers to Metro but in fact the lead agency for the proposed Project is the
MRCA.

I-8

As discussed in section XIV. Public Services for the Proposed Project, emergency fire services
at the Project site are provided by the County and City of Los Angeles Fire Departments.
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Following completion of the Project, MRCA would provide dedicated fire protection services
at the Project site via its Fire Division. MRCA’s wildland fire fighters are specifically trained
to address fires located within MRCA properties and work with local, State, federal
agencies, and the public to prevent and protect MRCA sites against fire threats. MRCA’s
additional services would increase the fire protection in the Project area. As described in
the Project Description, a helipad will be onsite. The helipad may be used to access the site
if the vehicular access is unavailable. The Project as analyzed does not currently include the
installation of cameras.
I-9

There will be one resident ranger assigned to the Project site. The Project was
conservatively analyzed assuming a daily employee count of approximately 11 staff (see
Appendix E, Transportation Assessment). While this number is higher than the anticipated
daily need for the site, the actual staffing need may vary depending on the season and site
needs (e.g., multiple floating maintenance or fire staff may be required during fire season,
etc.). MRCA assumes the primary responsibility for the safety and management of its sites
and as such, it does not have an agreement with the City or County to be compensated for
these services. The provisions of the MRCA Park Ordinance prohibit camping and MRCA
rangers provide enforcement of these provisions. MRCA officers are sworn peace officers
that are responsible for keeping the public safe in the 75,000 acres of MRCA-managed
public parkland. These officers act on behalf of the safety of the public. Cameras are not
currently a part of the Project scope as analyzed in the IS/MND.

I-10 The Construction Traffic Management Plan along with all Project documents would be
available for review by contacting MRCA.
I-11 The fencing, gates, and signage that would be provided at the Project site would be
consistent with the fencing, gates, and signage that is provided throughout existing MRCA
facilities. Please refer to Appendix H, Mission Canyon Park Community Presentation of the
IS/MND for photos depicting comparable fencing, gates, and signage at existing MRCA sites.
Fencing is proposed to further secure site access from main access points.
I-12 Dogs are welcome at MRCA parks and would be permitted at the Project site. Pursuant to
the MRCA Park Ordinance and generally speaking, within all Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy, Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA), and most
National Park Service parkland in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area,
dogs are permitted on leash under owner’s immediate control. “Immediate control” means
that degree of control that would prevent any uninvited contact between the dog and any
person.
I-13 MRCA will coordinate construction related traffic for the Project with Metro, LADOT, and
Caltrans (as appropriate). Plans related to the installation of a monorail are beyond the
scope of this Project.
I-14 Neither MRCA or the County of Los Angeles have entered into agreements with any
neighboring communities. The City of Los Angeles is not a responsible agency for this
Project.
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I-15 The commenter notes Bel Air-Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council’s support of the Project
if its stated concerns are considered and summarizes the Council’s approval of the of the
comment letter.
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COMMENT J – Patricia Bell Hearst

J-1

J-2
J-3
J-4
J-5
J-6
J-7
J-8
J-9
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J-10

J-11

J-12

J-13
J-14
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J-15

J-16

J-17
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J-18

J.

Response to comments from Patricia Bell Hearst, dated March 3, 2022, submitted via email
March 7, 2022.
J-1

The commenter’s provides an introductory statement and references several outreach
efforts that MRCA has completed for the Project.

J-2

Please note that while parking is not issue areas that were required for the CEQA analysis,
this issue was considered by MRCA during the planning phase. The Project is designed to
provide sufficient parking to accommodate a flow of anticipated regular visitors to the site
during park hours. The Project would include approximately 105 parking spots. Based on
the current visitor activity (i.e., average daily visitors, use patterns, and distances) at parks
managed by MRCA this is sufficient parking for the anticipated number of visitors to the
Project site. No overflow parking would be directed to the existing neighborhoods (i.e.
Mountaingate Road).

J-3

The existing I-405 SB on/off ramps at Sepulveda Boulevard are included in the non-CEQA
analyses that is included in Appendix E, Transportation Assessment of the IS/MND.

J-4

The Los Angeles County Fire Department would have discretionary use of the helipad at the
Project site.
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J-5

It is not clear what the commenter means by ‘listed as an integral to this project’. However,
the surrounding property owners, residents, community members, and their respective
groups (i.e., associations, councils, etc.) as well as previous meeting attendees, and
interested parties were included in outreach regarding the Project. Comments regarding
the Project were welcome from any public group, interested party, or agency.

J-6

As outlined in section XIX. Wildfire MRCA’s fire prevention services would include the
proactive measures outlined in the MRCA Fire Prevention Measure HH 2020 which include
but are not limited to the following measures:
• Improving local fire prevention services, including new year-round dry brush
clearance in uncleared areas along the Mulholland right of way;
• Deploying additional park ranger patrols on high fire-risk days;
• Improving fire safety around Mulholland Overlooks with additional irrigation and
green space;
• Protecting and expanding wildlife corridors to ensure animals and wildlife can survive;
• Acquiring and protecting additional open space; and
• Improving local water quality in streams and reservoirs.

J-7

As a public agency, MRCA’s maintenance and service funds come from a variety of funding
sources (i.e., local, regional, State, federal, private, etc.) that have been established or
designated for the maintenance and improvement of public open spaces.

J-8

As discussed in section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the IS/MND, the Los
Angeles County Operational Area Emergency Response Plan (ERP) is the emergency
response plan in effect at the Project site. As a result of the Project, Emergency
preparedness and response planning and coordination would also be coordinated through
MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions which would increase the available responders and
resources at the Project site.

J-9

MRCA will monitor the Project site for potential safety hazards.

J-10 As stated in section XVI. Transportation and further discussed in Appendix E of the IS/MND,
the improved traffic signal and the proposed driveway improvements would be designed to
comply with LADOT standards regarding its width and geometry. As a result, the Project
would not substantially increase hazards or conflicts. The proposed improvements would
not require the removal or relocation of existing passenger transit stops. The existing
driveway would be widened and realigned. A southbound right-turn lane and a northbound
left-turn lane would be constructed to facilitate vehicle entry to the park this feature would
enhance site access and safety. Additionally, the traffic signal would provide full access to
the site. The signalized and improved driveway intersection would be interconnected with
the existing signal at Sepulveda Boulevard & Mountaingate Drive and the two would be
operated in conjunction with each other. The Project would increase site access and
configurations, help regulate speeds along Sepulveda Boulevard, and improve the function
of the existing signals within the immediate area in coordination with LADOT and Caltrans
staff.
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J-11 As of March 6, 2022, the proposed Project has not been approved. No portion of the Project
is under construction or has been completed.
J-12 Appendix E, Transportation Assessment was prepared in accordance with the established
traffic engineering techniques which include but are not limited to the guidelines provided
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The information that was required for
analyzing potential environmental impacts per CEQA are provided in Appendix E. The
additional information that is requested by the commenter is either provided in Appendix
E or not necessary for the CEQA analysis as it would not establish a potential transportation
related impact. Please review the CEQA and non-CEQA analyses (including maps,
discussions, and models) that were provided in Appendix E.
J-13 Cameras are not included in the scope of the Project as analyzed in the IS/MND. However,
if they are deemed necessary, they may be added to the site at a later time. The location of
the security cameras would be determined at that time. MRCA has added security cameras
to other parks where necessary. However, security cameras are not required or
recommended in the current project scope to avoid or reduce a potential environmental
impact.
J-14 Appendix G, Landfill Gas Management at Mission Canyon Landfill Memorandum of the
Initial Study provides the safety measures that were provided by the Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County for landfill methane monitoring. The safety measure that are referenced
refer to compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 1150.1
which requires: gas control, capture, and disposal; monitoring methane levels; and
maintaining methane levels below the regulatory threshold limits. As outlined in Appendix
G and in the previous response to comment H-5, methane levels at the Project site have
been less than half of the 25 parts per million methane compliance limits for more than 20
years. As depicted in Appendix G, the amounts of methane produced at the Project site are
comparable to the levels produced at the South Coast Botanic Garden.
J-15 The Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) will incorporate the location(s) and times of the
flagmen, signage, as well as other measures, if they are required for the Project. WTCPs are
prepared during the pre-construction phase of a project, following approval of the project.
Prior to implementation of the WTCP, the WTCP is submitted to the LADOT for review and
comment.
J-16 Please refer to Appendix E, Transportation Assessment of the IS/MND for the specific traffic
tripos, counts, related projects, baseline conditions, and understandings that were
established in coordination with the responsible traffic agencies (LADOT and Caltrans) in
support of the traffic assessment for the Project.
J-17 The commenter notes concerns regarding fire safety at the Project site. As discussed in
section XIX. Wildfire of the IS/MND, the Project would implement features that would
reduce or limit the potential fire hazard at the site (including but not limited to: the addition
of water tanks, irrigation, regular monitoring, a resident ranger, a helipad, enhanced site
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access for emergency routes/emergency response). The Project would also incorporate the
proactive measures outlined in the MRCA Fire Prevention Measure HH 2020. Additionally,
MRCA provides fire maintenance, prevention, and response teams and a ranger would live
onsite and be available and stationed at the site to provide immediate emergency support.
These improvements would enhance the fire prevention and response at the site.
As noted in the IS/MND (section XIX. Wildfire), the Project may present an inadvertent risk
for increased fire risk. As further outlined in section XIX. Wildfire of the IS/MND and as
discussed above, the Project improvements along with MM-HAZ-1 would ensure that
impacts related to wildfires/fire risks are less than significant. As outlined, the Project
improvements would enhance the response time, accesses, and fire prevention resources
and responses at the site when compared to the current conditions.
J-18 The commenter notes that an Environmental Impact Report would provide additional
information, however, the proposed Project, as analyzed in the IS, does not meet the
criteria to warrant the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064). Specifically, there is no substantial evidence that the Project may cause a
significant effect on the environment. Additionally, in early and ongoing consultation with
responsible agencies (including but not limited to: the County of Los Angeles, Sanitations
Districts of Los Angeles County, CDFW, Caltrans, and LADOT), the community, and
interested parties, MRCA has made improvements to the Project scope to ensure that
Project impacts would be less than significant (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15060).
The analysis provided in the IS for the Project confirmed that an MND was the appropriate
document for the Project. Consistent with Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, the
purposes of an Initial Study are amongst other things to:
•
•
•
•
•

Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether
to prepare an EIR or a Mitigated/Negative Declaration;
Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts
before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a
Mitigated/Negative Declaration;
Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project;
Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Mitigated/Negative
Declaration that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment; and
Eliminate unnecessary EIRs.

The IS prepared for the Project has been used to support the aforementioned purposes.
Additionally, while MRCA was not required by CEQA to do so, MRCA prepared the IS/MND
in a process that in many respects mirrors the EIR Process as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §
15080 TO 15097). Specifically, MRCA’s process for this Project:
•

Included early outreach and public consultation (via meetings/workshops, emails,
letters, a Project designated website, telephone calls, as well as other forms of
direct correspondence) to agencies, the public, and to interested parties regarding
the scope of the Project.
MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

June 2022

Page 57

MISSSION CANYON PARK PROJECT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2. Response to Comments
•

Several alternative iterations of the Project were analyzed during the planning
phase and during were presented to the agencies, public, and interested parties
during the early outreach and public consultation. The least impactful version of
the Project was selected in consultation with these groups.

•

Following early input and comments regarding the Project. MRCA modified the
Project design and recirculated the IS/MND for a 45-day public review period
(comparable to the Draft EIR public review process). The analysis provided in the IS
for the improved Project again confirmed that the Project as proposed would not
have the potential to result in a significant environmental impact on the
environment.

•

The Project notice (Notice of Intent) was posted and made available in various
manners: they were posted onsite and offsite at the offices of several public
agencies and libraries, directly mailed (as hardcopies and electronically), and
available online. The MND was available at multiple of these locations.

•

MRCA has evaluated the comments on environmental issues (as well as those not
pertaining to environmental issues) received from persons who provided written
comments during the public review period and MRCA provided a written response
to each.

•

MRCA will finalize the IS/MND, incorporating the relevant clarifications, revisions,
and corrections and will make the final IS/MND and this Response to Comments
document available to all commenters and to the public for review at least 10-days
prior to adoption of the MND. The decision-making body will be provided with a
complete record of the information contained in the IS/MND, including this
Response to Comments.

Further, MRCA has not received substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the
Project as proposed may have a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Statute, Public
Resources Code, Division 13, § 21100, 21151 and 21082.2).
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COMMENT K – Elliott Brown

K-1

K-2
K-3
K-4

K.

Response to comments from Elliott Brown, submitted via email March 7, 2022.
K-1

The comments in support of public parks and in support of the proposed Project are
noted. The comments stating the need for undeveloped public park space in the vicinity
are also acknowledged.
As documented in XVI. Transportation of the IS/MND and Appendix E, Transportation
Assessment, based on studies that collected and analyzed data on users of open space in
the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, it was determined that the Project
site is located in an area of “moderate” need for increased access to parks. In the regional
context, the proposed park is located between the largest areas which were identified as
having a “high” or “very high” need for increased access to parks.

K-2

As documented in the IS/MND and the Transportation Assessment (Appendix E), the
proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts on VMT and the proposed
Project would not cause or substantially contribute to unacceptable LOS queuing at
nearby signalized intersections. It was determined that the Project would result in less
than significant impacts related to transportation and no mitigation measures or further
study were required. Further, it was determined that the Project would improve
transportation safety related conditions at the Project site.

K-3

The name recommendation is noted.
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K-4

The recommendation to enhance connections from the Project site to existing trails is
noted. As outlined the Project Description, the Project would establish at least one
connection at the northwestern portion of the site between the Project site and the
Canyonback Road Trail. Advanced or secondary trails would also be constructed alongside
the existing loop trail based upon the topography.
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COMMENT L – Deborah Kelson

L-1

L.

Response to comments from Deborah Kelson, submitted via email March 7, 2022.
L-1

The comments related to the need for public parks and in support of public parks and the
proposed Project are acknowledged. The comments expressing a need for parks and green
space in the vicinity is also noted.
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COMMENT M – Mountaingate Open Space Maintenance Association

M-1

M-2

M-3

M-4
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M-4

M-5

M-6
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M-6
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M-6
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M-6
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M-6
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M-6

M.

Response to comments from the Mountaingate Open Space Maintenance Association,
submitted via email March 8, 2022.
M-1 The comment regarding the proximity of the Mountaingate community to the Project site
and the stated representation of Mountaingate Open Space Maintenance Association is
noted.
M-2 The comment regarding the general support of the Project is noted. It is further noted that
the commenter has concerns regarding the Project. The commenter’s reference to two
other comment letters is noted. MRCA received the letters and commented on them in this
Response to Comments (see responses to Comments G and I).
M-3 The commenter’s concern regarding fire danger is noted. As previously discussed, and as
outlined in section XIX. Wildfire of the IS/MND, the Project would implement features that
would reduce or limit the potential fire hazard at the site (including but not limited to: the
addition of water tanks, irrigation, regular monitoring, a resident ranger, a helipad,
enhanced site access for emergency routes/emergency response). The Project would also
incorporate the proactive measures outlined in the MRCA Fire Prevention Measure HH
2020. Additionally, MRCA provides fire maintenance, prevention, and response teams and
a ranger would live onsite and be available and stationed at the site to provide immediate
emergency support. These improvements would enhance the fire prevention and response
at the site.
As noted in the IS/MND (section XIX. Wildfire), the Project may present an inadvertent risk
for increased fire risk. As further outlined in section XIX. Wildfire of the IS/MND and as
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discussed above, the Project improvements along with MM-HAZ-1 would ensure that
impacts related to wildfires/ fire risks are less than significant.
M-4

The commenter’s concerns regarding increased congestion within the immediate vicinity of
the Project site are noted. As previously discussed in response to Comment D, while CEQA
no longer considers congestion analyses when determining transportation related impacts,
Appendix E, Transportation Assessment of the Initial Study, included LOS modeling and an
evaluation of the results for the proposed Project. As documented in the Transportation
Assessment (Appendix E), the proposed Project would not cause or substantially contribute
to unacceptable LOS queuing at nearby signalized intersections or on key movements
accessing the Project driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard. Further, it was determined that the
Project would improve transportation safety related conditions at the Project site.
As previously noted, the location of the proposed traffic signal was evaluated along with
several other options by the traffic consultant during the planning phase of the Project.
These options were evaluated by the traffic consultant and reviewed by Caltrans and
LADOT. Based on this analysis which included input from the two noted transportation
agencies with jurisdiction in this area, the proposed location of the traffic signal was
determined to be the best option and it was determined that the Project would not result
in a significant impact related to transportation.

M-5 Please note that while parking and pedestrian safety are not issue areas that were required
for the CEQA analysis, both these issues were considered by MRCA during the planning
phase. The Project is designed to provide sufficient parking to accommodate a flow of
anticipated regular visitors to the site during park hours. This design (and approach) is
consistent with MRCA’s design and approach for the more than 75,000 acres of public
parkland and open space that it currently manages. The location of the parking facilities
onsite and the location of the existing bus stop would provide visitors and pedestrians direct
access to the site. Please note that as previously discussed, it was determined that the
Project would improve transportation conditions including safety related conditions at the
Project site (see Appendix E).
M-6 The commenter’s summary statement is acknowledged. The commenter attached copies of
the two other comment letters. Please see responses to Comments G and I.
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COMMENT N – Patrice Dobrowitsky

This is a high fire area and one of the last wild places. There are fires there every year. The comment
period has passed. There was NO PUBLIC REPORTING ON THIS PARK. No one knows about it and it's a
terrible idea. Leave the area to the animals, otherwise, homeless people will move in for the facilities
and set fire to entire west side.
N.

N-1

Response to comments from Patrice Dobrowitsky, submitted via the Project website March
2022.
N-1 The commenter’s concerns about fires, public reporting, animals, unhoused populations,
and general opposition of the Project are noted.
As outlined in the IS/MND, the proposed Project includes measures designed to improve
the fire safety and security of the site. The Project Description describes the addition of an
MRCA ranger’s residence, water tanks, security fences, and a helipad as well of other site
improvements that will provide access, support, and resources to the site during fires or
other emergencies. Additionally, as discussed in section XIV. Public Services of the Initial
Study, emergency preparedness and response planning and coordination would be
coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions and would increase the number of
emergency responders that are available to the site and area. MRCA’s Fire Division provides
fire prevention and protection at MRCA properties all year long.
As discussed in the Project Description and section IV. Biological Resources, the Project is
designed to restore and enhance the habitat, native species, and wildlife conditions onsite;
and as further discussed in the Project Description and section XIV. Public Services, the park
would be open from sunrise to sunset. MRCA’s sworn peace officers that are dedicated to
the site would provide supplementary law enforcement services, including regular
patrolling, site access, and general support services to the Project site. The Project site
would also be fenced and locked during non-operational hours.
Please also see Section 1.2, Public Engagement of this Response to Comments. This section
outlines MRCAs years and methods for completing public outreach for this Project.
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COMMENT O – Shahla Shafii Natan
Now we have lot od dry tree and they are keep telling us they will take care of it now since this park
coming do you think now fire dept will take care of the problems we have with our gardner and cleaning O-1
this area and clean all those dry trees also this park will be public now can we have our gate front of
canyonback for our scuerity

O.

Response to comments from Shahla Shafii Natan, submitted via the Project website March
2022.
O-1 The commenter’s concerns about fires and site maintenance are noted. As stated in the
previous response and as outlined in the IS/MND, the proposed Project includes measures
designed to improve the fire safety and security of the site. The Project Description
describes the addition of an MRCA ranger’s residence, water tanks, security fences, and a
helipad as well of other site improvements that will provide access, support, and resources
to the site during fires or other emergencies. Additionally, as discussed in section XIV. Public
Services of the Initial Study, emergency preparedness and response planning and
coordination would be coordinated through MRCA’s Ranger and Fire Divisions and would
increase the number of emergency responders that are available to the site and area.
MRCA’s Fire Division provides fire prevention and protection at MRCA properties all year
long.
As outlined in section XIX. Wildfire MRCA’s fire prevention services would include the
proactive measures outlined in the MRCA Fire Prevention Measure HH 2020 which include
but are not limited to the following measures:
• Improving local fire prevention services, including new year-round dry brush
clearance in uncleared areas along the Mulholland right of way;
• Deploying additional park ranger patrols on high fire-risk days;
• Improving fire safety around Mulholland Overlooks with additional irrigation and
green space;
• Protecting and expanding wildlife corridors to ensure animals and wildlife can survive;
• Acquiring and protect additional open space; and
• Improving local water quality in streams and reservoirs.
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COMMENT P – Webinar (Chat and Q&A)
The Chat and Q&A comments are provided following the response.
P.

Response to comments from the public meeting (Webinar), submitted via Chat and Q&A on
February 17, 2022.

The following transcripts were collected on February 17, 2022, during the virtual public meeting (webinar)
for the Project. All questions and comments were addressed live during the webinar. A number of
commenters made similar (or parallel) comments to those that were previously asked and responded to
in Comments A through O. Responses have been provided to the individual comment letters that address
these topical comments. To limit unnecessary repetition, responses to Comments A through O should be
referenced in responses to the individual comments that are raised in Comment P.
Topical responses provided in Comments A through O address the following topics:
• Unhoused Populations (Non-CEQA)
• Fire/Wildfire Safety (CEQA)
• Transportation, Driveway Improvements and the New Traffic Signal (CEQA)
• Congestion and Parking (Non-CEQA)
• Wildlife/Connections to Existing Trails (CEQA)
• Site Security (i.e., cameras, monitoring visitors, etc.; Non-CEQA)
(Chat Transcript)
18:28:58
From Peter Samuelson : where is the mute button?
18:29:48
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations : The mute button is n the lower
left-hand corner
18:30:02
From stuart to Hosts and panelists : No audio
18:34:54
From Saman Saedi - BASPOA President to Hosts and panelists : You are muted
18:35:46
From Saman Saedi - BASPOA President to Hosts and panelists : Thank you
18:35:49
From Rick Benfield : The meeting code in the calendar invite is the wrong one!
18:36:13
From Melissa Vega, MRCA : Mute/Unmute *6
18:36:40
From Gabriella Golik, MRCA : Webinar ID: 834 3546 5318
Passcode: 774553
18:41:37
From Saryl Hirsch : I can see only 2 people. does anyone see more?
18:43:09
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations to Melissa Vega, MRCA(Direct
Message) : You need to be on the spanish channel
18:43:20
From Eugenia Hicks to Hosts and panelists : I can see three people.
18:44:38
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations to Melissa Vega, MRCA(Direct
Message) : Very important to let people know to stay on the channel of the language choice.
18:44:40
From Melissa Vega, MRCA to Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations(Direct
Message) : will you please add the instructions in the chat?
18:44:47
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations to Melissa Vega, MRCA(Direct
Message) : sure
18:45:36
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations to Melissa Vega, MRCA(Direct
Message) : ENGLISH: Good evening everyone. We are providing live simultaneous interpretation

P
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to SPANISH during this meeting. In order to access this feature, please click on the globe icon at
the bottom of your computer screen. Welcome to the meeting.
SPANISH: Buenas tardes a todos. Estamos proporcionando interpretación simultánea en vivo al
ESPAÑOL en esta reunión. Para poder utilizar esta función, favor de hacer un clic en el icono en
forma de mundo en la parte inferior de su pantalla. Bienvenidos a la reunión.
18:45:54
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations : Instructions to access the Spanish
interpretation
1. Locate the “Interpretation Icon” at the bottom right of your screen.
2. Select language preference (English or Spanish)
3. Select “Mute Original Audio” to avoid hearing feedback or both languages.
Instrucciones para tener acceso a la interpretación en español
1. Localice el “Icono de Interpretación” en la parte inferior derecha de la pantalla.
2. Seleccione su preferencia de idioma (inglés o español)
3. Seleccione “Modo Silencio audio original” para evitar escuchar ambos idiomas.
18:46:04
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations : ENGLISH: Good evening everyone.
We are providing live simultaneous interpretation to SPANISH during this meeting. In order to
access this feature, please click on the globe icon at the bottom of your computer screen.
Welcome to the meeting.

P

SPANISH: Buenas tardes a todos. Estamos proporcionando interpretación simultánea en vivo al
ESPAÑOL en esta reunión. Para poder utilizar esta función, favor de hacer un clic en el icono en
forma de mundo en la parte inferior de su pantalla. Bienvenidos a la reunión.
18:49:00
From Melissa Vega, MRCA to Saryl Hirsch and all panelists : To mute/unmute
press star 6 on your phone.
18:49:12
From JUDY KERBER to Hosts and panelists : I am a teacher at westland school,
your neighboring school. Our school has a strong commitment to native habitat restoration and
would like to have our students get involved and partner meaningfully.
19:07:16
From Ellen Doeren to Hosts and panelists : What is going on up there now if
proposed construction doesn’t begin until 2024?
19:09:18
From JUDY KERBER to Hosts and panelists : What about for the schools?
19:10:39
From JUDY KERBER to Hosts and panelists : To be specific, will the schools get
access off mulholland
19:13:11
From Farhad Natan : is there going to be any entrance or an exit off of
Canyonback Rd to the Park.
19:14:11
From Peter Samuelson : Farhad, yes the document states a pedestrian entry
to/from Upper Canyonback.
19:16:29
From ray sweet to Hosts and panelists : I can’t make out Lois. Its coming in
garbled
19:17:49
From ray sweet to Hosts and panelists : Better now
19:18:08
From Farhad Natan : So, that is going to make the risk of burglary a lot higher
and we already have good rate of burglary without having a secondary Trail in to the Canyonback.
19:19:14
From Eric Edmunds to Hosts and panelists : Dogs are allowed, correct? Might
this become a park overrun by dogs, like Runyon Canyon?
19:24:25
From JUDY KERBER : It should definitely be public
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19:24:45

From JUDY KERBER : Preservation for sure!

19:28:47
From Shirin Ershadi to Hosts and panelists : Will people be able to park on Canyonback Rd
and walk to the
park from the entry on upper Canyonback?
19:33:55
From Peter Samuelson : Are people going to be allowed to stage parties,
weddings, kids events etc. up there... could it be a mecca for large events, using the 100 parking
spaces. Thinking of more fire risk.
19:35:33
From JUDY KERBER to Hosts and panelists : I am very grateful this space will
be cared for and made public. Can someone please reach out to us to see how our school can get
meaningfully involved? I would really like to know if our students can learn more about the land
and park this year. 310-804-2147
19:39:33
From Farhad Natan : Do we have any voice to be against this project and to even
put an end to it? or at least stop them from connecting the Park to the Canyonback Rd. and even
install gates where the park meets Canyonback Rd, to feel safe?
19:40:05
From ray sweet to Hosts and panelists : Agreed. We should try.
19:40:53
From Saryl Hirsch : I hope we aren't going to spend $1,000,000 to stop this
project!
19:41:12
From Irene Sandler : Is the accounting for monies that have been invested and
will be invested by MRCA be available to the public? From where else are funds coming (as this is
a partnership).
19:42:39
From Farhad Natan : LOL, not at this time
19:42:56
From Georgia Alkov : Thank you
19:45:21
From Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations to Melissa Vega, MRCA(Direct
Message) : Melissa... Is the meeting over?
19:45:34
From Melissa Vega, MRCA to Flor Dimassi-GlobalSpeak Translations(Direct
Message) : yes

P
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(Q&A Transcript)
Question
Report
Report
Generated:

3/2/2022 10:12

Topic
Webinar ID
Mission
Canyon
Park
Project CEQA/MND
Comment
Meeting
834 3546 5318
Question
Details

Actual Start Time

#

Asker Name
Saryl Hirsch

1
2

3

4

Question
how do I mute my
microphone on my phone?
Will steps be taken to
prevent the unhoused from
using the park as a living
space?
Will the Mountaingate and
the new traffic signals be
synchronised as they are so
close?
Did the EIR or equivalent
study the impact on area fire
risk?

Actual
Duration
(minutes) # Question

2/17/2022 17:37

richardmorganstern

129

Asker
Email

28
P
Answer
live
answered
live
answered

Peter Samuelson

live
answered

Peter Samuelson

The
SMMC/MRCA
has authority
to remove
the unhorsed
from
parklands
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4 Did the EIR or equivalent
study the impact on area fire
risk?

Peter Samuelson

5 Is there the possibility at the
linkage of Upper Canyonback
with the new Park for
emergency fire or
earthquake egree from
Mountaingate and/or the
Golf Club?
6 Sorry, egress, not egree.

Peter Samuelson

7 Regarding fire risk, is the
Park posted No Smoking, and
are there Barebeque pits?
8 What mechanism is there to
prevent them from using it
now, wil these same
mechanisms still be in place?
9 What is the process of
keeping track of people
going in and leaving at
closing times?
10 Will you install security
cameras that can operate
efficiently in day light and at
night? If so, where would
they be located?
11 I have a question about
MND/wildlife
and about mountain bikes.
Mark Stratton
12 What will be done to address
the issue of several adjacent
homeowners who have
extended their properties

Peter Samuelson

Peter Samuelson

Yes, please
see the
Public
Services
section of the
MND
(Mitigated
Negative
Declaration).
It includes a
discussion of
fire safety.
live
answered

live
answered
live
answered

Graham Green

live
answered

Anonymous
Attendee

live
answered

Irene Sandler

live
answered

Lois Becker/Mark
Stratton

live
answered

Bill Vanderberg

live
answered
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into the park by building
patios and basketball courts?

13 '-« What is the point of
turning the territory into a
public park? What is the
purpose?
14 What traffic study has been
undertaken to evaluate
congestion at the new
intersection which is very
near Mountaingate?
15 Will overflow parking be
allowed on Mountaingate
Drive?
16 It sounds like the street
where the main entrance is
set to be located is being
changed from Mission Dump
Road to Mission Canyon
Road, is that correct?
17 will the Upper Canyonback
trail be locked down at
sunset. we are concerned
about increasing burglaries
at Crown community.
18 My hand his been up for
quite a while - I have a
couple of questions regardint
the traffic light
19 You can ask these questions
for me: 1) If construction
begins in 2024 when would it
be complete? 2) How is this
project being coordinated
with METRO's related
projects for the expresslanes
and potential monorail or
subway through the
Sepulveda pass?
20 Has the park considered
landscaping and maintaining
the area along the east side
of Sepulveda close to the

Nickie Miner

live
answered

Patrick Kelly

live
answered

Anonymous
Attendee

live
answered

Isabelle Rothbard

live
answered

ray sweet

live
answered

Stephen Drimmer

live
answered

Rick Benfield

live
answered

Eugenia Hicks

live
answered
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entrance of the proposed
park and Mountaingate?

21 Security cameras in the park
are definitely important as
we’ve already had increased
crime in Mountaingate
recently
22 what is the timeline for each
stage and the planned
opening?
23 WILL THERE BE POPULATION
LIMITS FOR THE PARK SO
THAT WHEN EXCEEDED,
ENTRY WILL NOT BE
PERMITTED?
24 Since people will be able to
access Upper Canyonback
Trail from the park, will the
current entrance to the trail
from Canyonback Road be
then closed?
25 1.75 million people live in
the Valley. Over 40,000 cars
use Sepilveda Blvd. The
hours of construction should
be from 10 AM to 3:30 PM.
to avoid the heavy commute
hours. Will you agree to
these conditions.?
26 Are people going to be
allowed, with or without a
reservation, to stage events
like birthday parties,
weddings, etc... causing
enhanced fire risk, using the
100 parking spaces
provided...
27 Curious about partnering
with schools on mulholland incredible educational
opportunities for students

Anonymous
Attendee

live
answered

ray sweet

live
answered

Stephen Drimmer

live
answered

Anonymous
Attendee

live
answered

Laurie Kelson

live
answered

Peter Samuelson

live
answered

JUDY KERBER

live
answered
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28 Since people will be able to
access Upper Canyonback
Trail from the park, will the
current entrance to the trail
from Canyonback Road then
be closed to the public? If
not, it seems like people will
see the entrance on
Canyonback Road as just a
secondary entrance to the
park

Isabelle Rothbard

live
answered
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