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California State Parks Mission:
To provide for the health, inspiration and education of the people of California by helping
to preserve the state’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural
and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality outdoor recreation.

3.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This chapter provides a complete copy of the written comments received on the
Preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR for RLASP, and presents responses to
environmental issues raised in the comments, as required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15132. Comments pertaining to the content of the Preliminary General
Plan are also included and addressed. Each letter is reproduced in its entirety,
including attachments. The comment letters listed in Chapter 2 are included in
this chapter, and all comments are individually numbered. The Department’s
responses, which follow each comment letter, are labeled with corresponding
numbers.

Letter 1: Natural Resources Defense Council

1.1
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 1
Timothy Grabriel, Natural Resources Defense Council
April 21, 2005

1.1 The Department thanks the Natural Resources Defense Council for their
comments and support for the planning reflected in the General Plan.
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Letter 2: Leonard Pitt
Leonard Pitt, Ph.D.
3475 Stoner Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90066-2819
fax: 310-398-5801
phone: 310-397-3917
email: ldpitt@earthlink.net
______________________________________________________________________________________
25 April 2005
Dianna Martinez-Lilly, Project Manager
California State Parks and Recreation
Sacramento, California
Dear Dianna:
Thank you for sending me the two plans that you distributed: “Proposed Los Angeles State Historic Park
(Cornfield Site) Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental Report”; and, “Rio de Los Angeles
State Park General Plan & Draft Environmental Report.” I will say without hesitation that like what I see in
both draft documents.
Here are a few specific observations:
1.

Classifying the Cornfield site as a “State Historic Park” is without doubt the ideal solution and
naming it “Los Angeles State Historic Park,” is the very best possible designation---far
superior to any proposed name we heard at the public meetings.

2.

Establishing a broad “flow-of-history” as the thematic structure for the new Los Angeles State
Historic Park, instead of focusing on a single decade or so, is an inspired idea and should
work very well, provided that sufficient resources are devoted to the interpretive program (p.
70).

3.

I understand your reluctance to overload a general plan with specific details about a build-out,
but I can’t resist observing that the interpretive program for the “flow-of-history” will require
a number of dedicated spaces. You will probably need a museum, an auditorium, an outdoor
arena, an archives and library, administrative offices and other accommodations. If so, you
should strongly consider restoring part of the Zanja Madre, the round-house footprint, and the
depot and hotel, which was arguably the first lodging house in Los Angeles built specifically
for tourists. As we know from the old illustration, the hotel was a small, handsome Victorian
structure that will become an instant popular icon for the entire park.

4.

The historical information in both plans is excellent. I particularly like section “2.2 Cultural
Resources” of the Cornfield plan, although additional research into the U.S. Census and
newspapers, etc. will further enrich the picture. As you suggest, partnering with universities
will yield additional information over time. You also need to consult K-12 teachers and
curricular specialists regarding ways for the interpretive program to meet the curricular
demands of the California Social Studies Guidelines. But I’m sure you know all this.

5.

I applaud the mention of a potential “folk museum” on or off-site at Los Angeles State
Historic Park, but I believe the people who support this cultural activity prefer the term “folklife museum.”
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6.

As for Taylor Yard, the designation of a generic “State Park” is the very best designation, and
the name “Rio de Los Angeles State Park” fits the bill perfectly. The designation is short and
to the point---absolutely the best name I’ve heard.

2.2

7.

I am delighted to see that the plan for Rio de Los Angeles State Park provides for both
organized sports and enjoyment of the riparian environment. This will have the effect of
eliminating some of the pressures for soccer and for scientific interpretation at Los Angeles
SHP, and will help the latter fulfill its mission as an historic park.

2.3

Best of all, I feel confident that Los Angeles State Historic Park is on the right track toward becoming not
merely a fine neighborhood park but a “world-class park” for the enjoyment of all Californians.
In short, my congratulations to you and your colleagues for the quality of each separate general plan and for
the coordinated vision of both plans considered in unison. It was not an easy task.
I also want to thank you for the skilful way you handled the Advisory Committee meetings. Despite the
frequent disagreements, I found those gatherings very helpful in the planning process.
Cordially,
Leonard Pitt
Professor of History Emeritus
California State University, Northridge

2.4

Letter 2: Leonard Pitt

RESPONSE TO LETTER 2
Leonard Pitt, Ph.D., California State Parks’ Advisory Member
April 25, 2005

2.1

The Department thanks you for your comments on the Preliminary
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report for Los Angeles State
Historic Park and Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact for
RLASP. Comments 1 through 5 are addressed in the Final EIR for the
Los Angeles State Historic Park, issued by the Department on May 10,
2005 for the Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report
for Los Angeles State Historic Park (State Clearing House #2003031096).
Comments pertaining to the General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact for
RLASP are addressed below.

2.2

Thank you for your support in the Department’s choice of name and
classification for RLASP. The Department agrees the name, ‘Río 1 de Los
Angeles State Park’ encapsulates a connection between this area of open
space and the nearby Los Angeles River and communicates the vision to
restore parcels D and G-1 into a healthy, functioning natural ecosystem
with a vital role in the connection of other nearby habitat areas.
The PRC (5019.50) provides several classifications for State Park System
units. The two most appropriate options that were considered include
State Recreation Area and State Park. Due to the limited acreage and the
disconnection between the two parcels, which are severed by an active
railway line and multiple private properties, the State Park classification
does not apply. The Department is requesting RLASP be classified as a
State Recreation Area, however the name would be Río de Los Angeles
State Park.

2.3

1

In 2003, the Department leased 20 acres on Parcel D to the City of Los
Angeles to develop formalized sports related recreational facilities.
Together, the City and State Park facilities provide a wide range of
recreational uses, integrating a variety of facilities while avoiding
disjunctive management boundaries.
As indicated throughout the
Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR, this mix of recreation, educational

Spanish for “river”
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enrichment, and ecological enhancement will help to meet the strong
demand for both formalized sports and more passive recreational
opportunities.
2.4

The Department thanks the commenter for his comments in support of the
RLASP General Plan and EIR.

Letter 3: Metrolink

3.1

3.2
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 3
David Solow, Metrolink
April 22, 2005
3.1

The Notice of Availability for the release of the Preliminary General
Plan/Draft EIR for RLASP was sent to property owners adjacent to the
project site, both public and private. The document was also available at
local libraries and was provided online to facilitate access.
The
Department has added contact information for Metrolink to the list for any
future environmental review on RLASP development projects.

3.2

The Department has amended text on page 2-2 of the General Plan/EIR
to reflect the rail operators using these railroad tracks. Refer to Chapter 4
for specific changes to the text.

3.3

The Interim Public Use (IPU) Plan, Figure 5 (rather than Figure 2-4, as
stated in comment letter 3) indicates the location of the proposed traffic
signals adjacent to the park entrance. The plan shown in Figure 5 was
analyzed previously by the City of Los Angeles and the Department for the
Taylor Yard Sportsfield Development Project and the IPU on the
Department-operated portion of Parcel D. This analysis was completed in
a CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) which was circulated for
public review from February 27, 2004 through March 29, 2004. The
Legislature approved funding in 2001 for the design and installation of the
IPU facilities at Parcel D to allow for public access prior to the adoption of
the General Plan for the Park. The IPU is allowable for the Department
under PRC Section (5002.2(e). A traffic study was prepared for this
project, which evaluated the effects of the new signals on vehicle and
pedestrian access and circulation. Consequently, the IPU, including the
location of traffic signals and site-specific traffic and safety issues, is not
reviewed in the General Plan/EIR for RLASP.
The General Plan/EIR for RLASP serves as a first-tier Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), as defined in §15166 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and discussed in Chapter 5 of the
Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR . Consequently, as specific
projects for the State Park are proposed in the future, project-specific
CEQA analysis will be completed, with site-specific mitigation measures
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developed as appropriate. It is anticipated that this may include, (but not
be limited to) the effect of traffic volumes, pedestrian and bike traffic,
vehicular wait times, safety issues, and other baselines which will be
evaluated at that time.
3.4

The Department has amended text on page 2-43 of the General Plan/EIR
to reflect the railroad schedule for the tracks passing the park. Refer to
Chapter 4 for specific changes to the text.

3.5

Currently, access from Parcel D across the railroad tracks is restricted by
a 6-foot fence erected by the site’s former owner, Union Pacific Railroad.
A new 6-foot fence will be installed around the entire perimeter as
described in the General Plan; however, an 8-foot tubular steel fence, as
requested by CRRA, will be considered by the Department thorough site
specific or individual environmental project review process, per CEQA
guidelines. Furthermore, public safety, access and transportation are
addressed in Chapter 4, Park Plan in Section 4.4.11 Access and
Transportation and Section 4.4.10.4 Safety/Security. In these sections,
the Department outlines future efforts to coordinate with federal, state,
local, and railroad authorities to ensure that the Park and all its facilities
provide a safe environment for park users.

3.6

Access to the Park via public transportation is addressed in Section
4.4.11 Access and Transportation. Guidelines in this section encourage
multi-modal access and transportation to the Park optimizing regional
transportation systems. As indicated in Section 4.4.11, Access and
Transportation, Guideline 8 (page 4-49), the Department would work
with appropriate agencies to provide seamless connectivity between
existing public transportation nodes and the park.

3.7

The Department recognizes the need for rail safety and appreciates the
commenter raising the issue of the potential effect of landscaping on the
condition of adjacent railroad tracks. The Railroad Buffer Element is
included in the General Plan/EIR to separate railroad activities from
ecological values and recreational activities at the Park and is not
intended to extend beyond the boundaries of the Park. Furthermore, as
indicated in response 3.3 above, the General Plan/EIR is a Program EIR,
and future landscape enhancements would require a thorough sitespecific or individual environmental project review process, per CEQA
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guidelines. Safety Guideline 2 in Section 4.4.10.4 Safety/Security has
been amended to include consultation with adjacent land owners in the
design of future park facilities. Refer to Chapter 4 for specific changes to
the text.
This comment addresses concerns regarding the potential for stormwater
to flow onto the adjacent railroad property, and for the proposed wetland
to affect stability of the railroad embankments. Parcel D has been regraded under the MND for the Taylor Yard Park Development Project
finalized in May 2004. The drainage from the site is now directed into a
retention area on the park site to allow for percolation of storm water. The
plan was designed to retain all runoff onsite by utilizing onsite retention
and groundwater infiltration. The grading conforms to all applicable
engineering standards and no impacts to adjacent properties were
identified in the previous MND or in the General Plan and EIR for this
project.
3.8

As indicated in response 3.3, the environmental review for the Taylor Yard
Park development, including grading activities associated with the
Department’s IPU plan, has been completed in the MND described above.
Any future projects proposed at the site will require a thorough site specific
or individual environmental project review process, per CEQA guidelines.
In terms of the future park, Guideline 5 in Section 4.4.10.6, Geologic
and Seismic Hazards, requires that permanent BMPs be installed to
prevent excessive rainfall runoff and minimize erosion potential.
Furthermore, as indicated in Section 5.6.6, Water Quality and
Hydrology, the total area of impervious surface is anticipated to decrease
as a result of the park development. Combined with the proposed
vegetated and water feature areas, runoff would be expected to remain at
current levels or decrease as a result of implementation of the General
Plan/EIR.
Water Guidelines 3 and 4 in Section 4.4.2.2 Watershed and Water
Quality, allow for creation of wetlands, drainage basins, and other
features to prevent any increase in runoff from the site. These guidelines
encourage the inclusion of a wetland or similar water features in the final
design; however, the possible location would be determined and analyzed
in future project analysis.
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3.9

Guideline 2 in Section 4.4.10.4, Safety/Security, states that adjacent
landowners would be consulted during the design of future park
components.
The design phase includes discussions regarding
construction and maintenance, which would also be addressed in
environmental reviews for future park components. Consequently, should
access to the railroad right-of-way be required for park construction or
maintenance work, adjacent landowners, including SCRRA, would be
contacted and consulted prior to entry.

3.10

Guideline 2 in Section 4.4.11 Access and Transportation calls for
exploration of options which address the short- and long-term need to
provide access between both parcels. No at-grade crossings of the
railroad tracks are proposed in the General Plan as this would violate the
Safety/Security goal (page 4-38) of providing a safe environment for park
visitors and staff. Future projects to connect Parcels G-1 and D would be
subject to further CEQA review. As discussed in response 3.3 above, the
RLASP General Plan/EIR serves as a first-tier EIR, as defined in §15166
of the CEQA Guidelines. Individual and/or site-specific projects and
appropriate CEQA compliance will follow the General Plan/EIR. The
analysis of broad potential environmental impacts discussed in the
Chapter 5 of Volume 1 will provide the basis for future second-level
environmental review, which will generate and evaluate more detailed
information and analysis for site-specific developments and projects.
These projects include management plans and facility development
projects.
Planning and feasibility studies for park management,
recreation, and resource protection are ongoing and have occurred prior
to the General Plan approval.
Note that the General Plan/EIR contains language consistent with the
installation of grade-separated crossings per the following.
Section 3.1.2, Park Unit Connectivity and Cohesiveness: Ideas
such as, lowering the grade of the railroad tracks could help to visually
connect the parcels, and the possibility of undergrounding the train
tracks into a tunnel could allow for safe physical access between the
parcels via a vegetated covering over the tunnel (page 3-3).
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Cohesiveness Guideline 5 in Section 4.4.4, Cohesiveness/
Connectivity: Consider working with Union Pacific Railroad to lower
the grade of the tracks and allow for a vegetated covering over the
tunnel to provide visual, physical, and biological connectivity between
parcel D and G-1 (page 4-25).
3.11

See response to Comment 3-6, above.

3.12

The Department can find no verification that SCRRA, Metro and MTA
have a vested or alleged real property interest/easement(s) over the
Department’s property, nor, in speaking with the previous owner, Union
Pacific Railroad, is there any evidence that a "Right of Entry" permit was
ever issued or requested by SCRRA, Metro and MTA. The GP/EIR does
not acknowledge or provide for such access. If SCRRA wishes to obtain
access across State Park property, access must be formally requested
from the Department to consider your request.

3.13

See response to Comment 3-1, above.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 4
Greg Holmes, Department of Toxic Substances Control
April 26, 2005

4.1

The history of the park property is well documented throughout the
General Plan/EIR.
Soil and groundwater contamination levels are
discussed in Chapter 2 of the General Plan/EIR. Impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials are evaluated in Section 5.6.5,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and mitigation measures are
provided to address potential soil and groundwater impacts.

4.2

Pages 2-15 and 2-16 of the General Plan/EIR describe the hazards and
hazardous materials conditions onsite and in the vicinity of the proposed
park. Before Parcels G-1 and D were purchased, the Taylor Yard
complex was designated by DTSC as a Brownfield site after analysis of
soil samples, groundwater samples, and monitoring well results indicated
that soils were contaminated. As a result, DTSC undertook an extensive
analysis of the contaminated soils and developed an action plan for
remediation, the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). DTSC
supervised the toxic cleanup on the Sale Parcels (Parcels A, B, C, D, E, F)
in 1997. A number of remediation techniques were used, including soilvapor extraction and chemical fixation, to treat the contaminated soil (SCC
2002).
Following the DTSC site remediation, approval was given for partial site
closure of Parcel D while deed restrictions were under negotiation.
Environmental Resources Management (ERM) prepared a LEADSPREAD
model to evaluate the risk of lead exposure from the soil on Parcel D. On
September 16, 1998, DTSC granted partial closure for soil at Parcel D
(ERM 2003). Based on the evaluation, DTSC prepared the Explanation of
Significant Differences for Union Pacific Railroad Company Taylor Yard –
Sale Parcel Site, Hump Yard Area [Parcel D], dated January 30, 1998.
This report concluded that Parcel D has been cleared to be developed for
residential/park standards or unrestricted use. This report is attached to
this document as Attachment A.
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Parcel G also underwent the RI/FS process; however, during the process
Parcel G was subdivided into G-1 and G-2 to expedite the closure or
partial closure of soil issues on G-1 for the site’s future to the Department.
In February 2003, a DTSC draft work plan for Parcel G-1 was prepared by
ERM. When the Department purchased Parcel G-1 from UPRC, the site
was zoned industrial. Therefore, UPRC was required to remediate only to
industrial development standards. Before the Park can be developed,
State Parks is required by law to remediate the land to residential/park
standards.
In 2003, a hazardous materials database search was conducted for the
Park site (Appendix A of the General Plan/EIR). This database search,
conducted to American Society of Testing Materials (ASTM) standards,
reviewed available environmental records of hazardous or toxic sites at or
within a 1-mile radius of the Park. The database findings from the search
include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

National Priorities List (NPL) - 1 site
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS) - 2 sites
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) - 27 sites
Underground Storage Tank (UST) - 15 sites
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Large Quantity
Generator (LQG) - 10 sites
RCRA Small Quantity Generator (SQG) - 44 sites
California Hazardous Material Incident Report System (CHMIRS) - 17
sites
Cortese 2 - 43 sites

A number of hazardous materials generators and underground storage
tanks (USTs) were identified in the immediate vicinity of the Parcels D and
G-1; however, none of the sites identified in the database were located on
these parcels, with the exception of the NPL site. Sites listed on the NPL,
or Superfund, are critical and priority cleanup areas, designated by the
EPA. As noted in the Groundwater section above, the Park is underlain by
2

A Cortese site is defined as one of the following: public drinking water wells with detectable levels of
contamination; hazardous substance sites selected for remedial action, sites with known toxic material
identified through the abandoned site assessment program; sites with USTs having a reportable release; and all
solid waste disposal facilities from which there is known migration.
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a contaminated groundwater site known as Area 4 (Pollock) of the EPA’s
SFVGB. A more detailed description of the hazardous materials on and
near the Taylor Yard complex can be found in Appendix A of the General
Plan/EIR.
4.3

As discussed above, DTSC has been involved in past remedial activities
onsite. The General Plan/EIR states that "the potential for exposure to
hazardous materials will be considered when planning new structures,
roads, parking areas, multiple-use trails, or other facilities or
improvements requiring ground disturbance within the Park”. Potential
exposures could occur both from potentially hazardous materials used
during construction and from residual chemicals in soil and groundwater
resulting from previous site use.
One of the goals identified in the General Plan/EIR is to provide for public
and Park employee safety and prevent exposure to hazardous materials
from construction activities and from residual contaminated soil or
groundwater. Several guidelines are provided in the General Plan/EIR to
address these potential hazards. Guideline Hazmat 3 indicates that sitespecific investigations may be necessary in any areas where new
development is planned and where previous soil remediation was not
conducted. The investigations may consist of literature review of existing
soil, soil gas, and groundwater sampling, and possible additional soil, soil
gas, and groundwater sampling. Guideline Hazmat 4 states that DTSC
and/or the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) will be consulted before any ground disturbing activities
occur that may create an exposure pathway for contaminants in soil, soil
gas, or groundwater.
Implementation of the General Plan is not expected to result in significant
impacts on the environment, with the exception of potential impacts
related to soil and groundwater contamination. Mitigation measures are
provided in Section 5.6.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the
General Plan/EIR to address these potential impacts. Mitigation measure
HAZ-1 provides guidance for pre-construction coordination with DTSC
regarding grading plans for Parcel G-1, soil sampling on G-1 during
construction, and protocol to be followed in the event that hazards or
hazardous materials are encountered during construction on either parcel.
Mitigation measure HAZ-2 provides guidance in the event that
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groundwater or soil contamination is encountered during project grading or
construction.
4.4

Refer to response to comment 4.3 regarding hazardous materials cleanup
and disposal requirements during construction.

4.5

Soil contamination on Parcels D and G-1 is described in detail in the
General Plan/EIR as discussed above. Refer to response to comment 4.4
for a discussion of the General Plan goals and guidelines and the EIR
mitigation measures provided to address potential soil contamination
issues resulting from the proposed project.

4.6

Parcels D and G-1 are located adjacent to Parcel G-2, which contains
similar contaminants to those previously found on Parcels D and G-1.
DTSC’s comments regarding the future development of the site as it
relates to the "Border Zone of a Contaminated Property" will be taken into
consideration when a specific project is proposed for construction. As
discussed above, the Department will coordinate with DTSC before any
ground disturbing activities occur that could potentially create an exposure
pathway for contaminants in soil, soil gas, or groundwater.

4.7

See response to comments 4.2 and 4.3 above, which describes DTSC’s
role in previous site clean-up activities and the hazardous materials
investigations that have occurred onsite. In addition, response to
comment 4.3, discusses the goals, guidelines, and mitigation measures
that are provided in the General Plan/EIR to address potential soil
contamination issues.

4.8

Section 5.6.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the General
Plan/EIR evaluates the impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials that would result from the implementation of the General Plan.
The analysis considers the types of proposed uses at the Park and the
standard equipment and materials used in operating and managing the
Park in relation to proposed hazards that could affect Park visitors and
staff. The thresholds of significance used to evaluate the potential
impacts are based on the CEQA Appendix G checklist. Specifically,
implementation of the General Plan would have a significant impact
related to hazards and hazardous materials if it would:
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Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment.
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or
proposed school.
Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as
a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment.
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area.
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area.
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.

The same significance criteria would be used for evaluation when a
proposed project requires further review under CEQA.
4.9

See response to comment 4.3, which discusses the goals, guidelines, and
mitigation measures that address soil and groundwater contamination
issues. These components of the General Plan/EIR specifically address
DTSC’s comments regarding soil and groundwater contamination that
could potentially be encountered during construction.

4.10

DTSC’s role in previous site clean-up activities is described in response to
comment 4.2 above. Comment noted.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 5
Glenn Striegler, Los Angeles Unified School District
April 28, 2005

5.1

The General Plan/EIR for RLASP serves as a first-tier EIR, as defined in
§15166 of the CEQA Guidelines. Individual and/or site-specific projects
and appropriate CEQA compliance will follow the General Plan/EIR. The
analysis of broad potential environmental impacts discussed in Chapter 5
of Volume 1 of the General Plan/EIR will provide the basis for future
second-level environmental review for site-specific developments and
projects.
These projects include management plans and facility
development projects.
Planning and feasibility studies for park
management, recreation, and resource protection are ongoing and have
occurred prior to the General Plan approval. It is anticipated that future
analysis may include, (but not be limited to) potential effects on school
travel routes and operations.

5.2

The Taylor Yard Park Development Project MND, released for public
comment in February 2004, was completed by the Department and the
City of Los Angeles for the IPU plan and formalized sports fields on Parcel
D. A traffic study was prepared for the MND, which evaluated impacts at
four intersections for typical weekend peak hour conditions when park use
would be at its highest. No significant operational traffic impacts were
identified in the traffic study.
Section 5.6.8, Transportation and
Circulation, of the General Plan/EIR evaluates the traffic impacts
associated with long-term park operation and implementation of the
General Plan. As concluded in the MND, no significant impacts related to
transportation and circulation were identified for the General Plan project.
Section 4.4.11, Access and Transportation, identifies several guidelines
to promote safe and efficient access to and from the park.

5.3

Mitigation measures proposed by LAUSD are applicable at a project level
of documentation. Refer to response to comment 5.2 above.
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