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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Draft EIR for the Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center project was circulated for public review 

on February 5, 2015. The public review period, which ended on March 23, 2015, afforded public agencies, 

organizations, and the public in general the opportunity to review the Draft EIR and submit written 

comments regarding the Draft EIR and the proposed project in accordance with Section 15073 of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

A total of three agencies, three organizations, and 167 individuals provided comments and/or letters 

during the circulation period for the Draft EIR. In addition, 17 individuals provided oral comments at a 

public hearing held before the City Planning Commission on March 2, 2015. This section includes copies 

of the letters and/or comments received, with the responses to the comments raised immediately 

following each letter. 

Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date 

A Public Agencies 

A-1 California Department of Transportation, 
District 7 – Office of Regional Planning Dianna Watson 3/23/2015 

A-2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department  Kevin T. Johnson 2/24/2015 

A-3 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  Scott Morgan 3/25/2015 

B Organizations 
B-1a Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth Patt Healy 3/23/2015 
B-1b Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth Patt Healy 3/23/2015 
B-1c Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth Patt Healy 3/23/2015 
B-1d Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth Patt Healy 3/23/2015 
B-1e Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth Patt Healy 3/23/2015 
B-2 Poison Free Malibu Joel Schulman 3/22/2015 
B-3 Serra Canyon Property Owners Association  Jeff Follert 3/2/2015 

 
Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

C Private Citizens/Individuals 
C-1 Anonymous [My Beach] 3/19/2015  
C-2 Anonymous [alamhere] 3/20/2015  
C-3 Joan and Paul Almond  3/17/2015  
C-4 Tom Anderson  3/12/2015  
C-5 Vicky Arnold  3/13/2015  
C-6 Deirdre Battarra  3/23/2015  
C-7 Bernie Beldner  3/19/2015  
C-8a Karen Blackmore and Joe Gareri  3/19/2015  
C-8b Karen Blackmore and Joe Gareri  3/19/2015  
C-8c Karen Blackmore and Joe Gareri  3/19/2015  
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Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

C-9 Sharleen Bright  3/19/2015  
C-10a Candace Brown  3/20/2015  
C-10b Candace Brown  3/20/2015  
C-10c Candace Brown  3/20/2015  
C-11 John and Sarah Burke  3/23/2015  
C-12 Chris and Barbara Catlin  3/18/2015  
C-13 Camille Cerio  3/19/2015  
C-14a Dana Christiaansen  3/16/2015  
C-14b Dana Christiaansen  3/23/2015  
C-15 Brian Clark  3/20/2015  
C-16 Marshall Coben  3/19/2015  
C-17 Leon Cooper  3/23/2015  
C-18 Mariana Costa-Schechter  3/14/2015  
C-19 Stacie Cox  3/20/2015  
C-20 Cecilia Dan  3/18/2015  
C-21 D. Day  3/10/2015  
C-22 Judi Devin  3/19/2015  
C-23 Claudia Divito  3/12/2015  
C-24 Joshua Donen  3/15/2015  
C-25 Nicolette Donen 3/15/2015  
C-26 Laura Doughty  3/12/2015  
C-27a Wendi Dunn  3/17/2015  
C-27b Wendi Dunn  3/22/2015  
C-27c Wendi Dunn  3/23/2015  
C-28 Kathy Eldon  3/13/2015  
C-29 Carol Elkind  3/12/2015  
C-30 Lisa Marie Elwes 3/23/2015  
C-31 R.L. Embree  3/23/2015   
C-32 Dawn Navarro Ericson  3/13/2015  
C-33 Linda Euler  3/19/2015  
C-34 John Evans  3/12/2015  
C-35 Steve Fink  3/19/2015  
C-36 Jae Flora-Katz  3/19/2015  
C-37 Jack and Jo Foley  3/19/2015  
C-38 R. Jeffrey Follert  3/23/2015  
C-39 Lili Foster  3/23/2015  
C-40 Deborah Frankel  3/12/2015  
C-41 Ben Franklin  3/22/2015  
C-42 Jane and M.B. Franz  3/18/2015  
C-43a Judith Stein Friedman  3/10/2015  
C-43b Judith Stein Friedman  3/19/2015  
C-44 Charlotte M. Frieze  3/17/2015  
C-45 Carol Gable  3/14/2015  
C-46 Elizabeth Gabler  3/19/2015  
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Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

C-47 Lisa Garrett  3/18/2015  
C-48 Patricia Gartland  3/19/2015  
C-49 Sara Gepp 2/12/2015  
C-50 Linda Gibbs  3/13/2015  
C-51 Jo Giese  3/14/2015  
C-52 Errol Ginsberg  3/23/2015  
C-53 Georgia Goldfarb and Walter Zelman  3/12/2015  
C-54 Charles Gondell  3/12/2015  
C-55 Victor and Deirdre Grenner  3/13/2015  
C-56 Azel Griswold  3/12/2015  
C-57 Carol Hahn  3/12/2015  
C-58a Patt Healy  3/19/2015  
C-58b Patt Healy  3/19/2015  
C-58c Patt Healy  3/19/2015  
C-58d Patt Healy  3/23/2015  
C-59 Anna Belle Heiss  3/23/2015  
C-60a Kathy Heshmatpour  3/14/2015  
C-60b Kathy Heshmatpour  3/14/2015  
C-61 Tiffany Holman  3/12/2015  
C-62 Judi Hutchinson and Robert Hutchinson 3/13/2015  
C-63 Nanci and John Iannone  3/20/2015  
C-64 Judith Israel  3/13/2015  
C-65 Ron Jenny  3/23/2015  
C-66 Peter C. Jones  3/17/2015  
C-67 Beatrice Jordan  3/17/2015  
C-68 Lori E. Kantor  3/19/2015  
C-69 Anne Karam  3/14/2015  
C-70 Jae and Jeff Katz  3/10/2015  
C-71 Nancy A. Kearson  3/12/2015  
C-72 Cynthia Kesselman  3/14/2015  
C-73 John Kingsbury  3/19/2015  
C-74 Hans and Anneliese Knur  3/22/2015  
C-75 Mrs. A. Kochounian  3/12/2015  
C-76 Kristin Kohn  3/12/2015  
C-77 Cyndy Kuipers and Charles Kuipers  3/19/2015  
C-78 Jason LaBerg  3/20/2015  
C-79 Hans Laetz, J.D. 3/23/2015  
C-80 Margo Lane  3/23/2015  
C-81 D. Larsen  3/16/2015  
C-82 Barbara and Richard Lawrence  3/12/2015  
C-83 John LePrevost  3/13/2015  
C-84 Joel Levinson  3/13/2015  
C-85 Alan Long  3/19/2015  
C-86 Cori Lowe  3/15/2015  
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Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

C-87 Maile Mason  3/19/2015  
C-88 John Mazza, Planning Commissioner  3/2/2015  
C-89 Robby Mazza  3/18/2015  
C-90 Alisa McCarter  3/23/2015  
C-91 Dennis and Kim McCarthy  3/23/2015  
C-92a Carla and Leigh McCloskey  3/12/2015  
C-92b Carla and Leigh McCloskey  3/20/2015  
C-93a Patty McEnroe  3/17/2015  
C-93b Patty McEnroe  3/17/2015  
C-94 Bobby Milstein  3/19/2015  
C-95 V.P.A. Mitchell-Clyde  3/13/2015  
C-96 Daniel Moder  3/19/2015  
C-97 Carol Moss  3/17/2015  
C-98 Diane Moss 3/12/2015  
C-99 Dominique Navarro  3/21/2015  
C-100 Ken Nilsen  3/23/2015  
C-101 Lynn Norton  3/22/2015  
C-102 Kate Novotny  3/13/2015  
C-103a Richard Thomas Nuttall  3/19/2015  
C-103b Richard Thomas Nuttall  3/19/2015  
C-103c Richard Thomas Nuttall  3/19/2015  
C-104 Bruce Parker, D.C. 3/23/2015  
C-105 George Parra 3/19/2015  
C-106 Sabrina Parra 3/19/2015  
C-107 Anne Payne  3/23/2015  
C-108 Chris Penny  3/12/2015  
C-109 Monica S. Peters and Randy Peters  3/12/2015  
C-110a Jennifer Waterhouse Pietro  3/12/2015  
C-110b Jennifer Waterhouse Pietro  3/19/2015  
C-111a Victoria Principal  3/19/2015  
C-111b Victoria Principal  3/19/2015  
C-112 Martha Quinn  3/22/2015  
C-113 Andrea Rader  3/12/2015  
C-114 Olivia Raine  3/18/2015  
C-115 Cynthia Randall 2/13/2015  
C-116 Rheta and Bernie Resnick  3/19/2015  
C-117 Stephanie Rocco  3/17/2015  
C-118 Mary Anne Roelke  3/13/2015  
C-119 Kimberly Roth  3/19/2015  
C-120 Steve Rucker  3/23/2015  
C-121 Ann Ryan  3/12/2015  
C-122 MalibuBill and Rosemary Sampson  3/12/2015  
C-123 Nancy Sanders  3/23/2015  
C-124 James Sarantinos  3/12/2015  
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Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

C-125 Diane Sherman  3/17/2015  
C-126 Francesca Silva  3/18/2015  
C-127 Carol Simpson  3/12/2015  
C-128 Kevin Singer  3/12/2015  
C-129 Anna Rose Sislyan  3/23/2015  
C-130a Alexander and Elena Sitkovetsky  3/12/2015  
C-130b Alexander and Elena Sitkovetsky  3/23/2015  
C-131 Karen Smythe  3/23/2015  
C-132a Cecilia Soto-Loftus, MPH 3/23/2015  
C-132b Cecilia Soto-Loftus, MPH 3/23/2015  
C-132c Cecilia Soto-Loftus, MPH 3/23/2015  
C-133 Louis and Eugenie Spirito  3/11/2015  
C-134 Frankie Blue Sposato  3/13/2015  
C-135 Susan Stiffelman  3/10/2015  
C-136 Michael Stoller  3/12/2015  
C-137 William B. Strange  3/12/2015  
C-138 Mary Streeter  3/19/2015  
C-139 Sharon A. Talovic, Ph.D. 3/20/2015  
C-140 Jordan Tarlow  3/22/2015  
C-141 Susan Tellem  3/13/2015  
C-142a Janet Tholen  3/12/2015  
C-142b Janet Tholen  3/12/2015  
C-143 Marshall Thompson  3/12/2015  
C-144 Dru Tolmachoff-Lynch  3/12/2015  
C-145 Jackie Tomlinson  3/17/2015  
C-146 Beth Treweek  3/15/2015  
C-147 Randy Turrow and Carlene Moore  3/12/2015  
C-148a Steve Uhring  3/19/2015  
C-148b Steve Uhring  3/23/2015  
C-149 Ron Underwood  3/18/2015  
C-150a Thomas Urban  3/19/2015  
C-150b Thomas Urban  3/19/2015  
C-150c Thomas Urban  3/19/2015  
C-151 Jason Ventress  3/19/2015  
C-152a Joanne Verbon  3/12/2015  
C-152b Joanne Verbon  3/19/2015  
C-152c Joanne Verbon  3/23/2015  
C-152d Joanne Verbon  3/23/2015  
C-153 Judy Villablanca  3/23/2015  
C-154a Peri Vincent  3/23/2015  
C-154b Peri Vincent  3/23/2015  
C-155 Ronald Weiner  3/12/2015  
C-156 Palomba Weingarten  3/19/2015  
C-157 Debbie Weiss and Adrian Lorimer  3/23/2015  
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Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

C-158 Lou Westphal  3/19/2015  
C-159 Cami Winikoff and Scott Greco  3/13/2015  
C-160 Kathy Wittenberg  3/12/2015  
C-161a Justin Wixsom  3/20/2015  
C-161b Justin Wixsom  3/20/2015  
C-161c Justin Wixsom  3/20/2015  
C-162 Peg Yorkin  3/19/2015  
C-163 David Zielski  3/12/2015  
C-164 Beatrix Zilinskas 3/23/2015  
C-165a Gene and Dagmar Zilinskas 3/14/2015  
C-165b Gene and Dagmar Zilinskas 3/16/2015  
C-165c Dagmar Zilinskas 3/20/2015  
C-166 Henry Zinman  3/12/2015  
C-167 Katina Zinner  3/23/2015  

 
 
Comment 
Number Commenter Date  

D Oral Comments 
D-1 Brad Thornton 3/2/2015  
D-2 Chuck Trout 3/2/2015  
D-3 Jeff Follert 3/2/2015  
D-4 Linda Ellrod 3/2/2015  
D-5 Justine Petretti 3/2/2015  
D-6 Mariane Schector 3/2/2015  
D-7 Anne Payne 3/2/2015  
D-8 Norm Haynie 3/2/2015  
D-9 Jo Giese 3/2/2015  
D-10 Michelle Kahen 3/2/2015  
D-11 Howard Schector 3/2/2015  
D-12 Amy Cohen 3/2/2015  
D-13 Steve Uhring 3/2/2015  
D-14 Bob Perkins 3/2/2015  
D-15 Paul Grisanti 3/2/2015  
D-16 Charlotte Jones 3/2/2015  
D-17 Commissioner John Mazza 3/2/2015  
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TOPICAL RESPONSES 

A number of similar issues were raised by multiple commenters. This section provides topical responses 

to each of those issues. 

Topical Response 1 – Traffic 

Several comments on the Draft EIR expressed concerns regarding the adequacy of the analysis of traffic 
impacts included in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic. This topical response provides 
additional clarifying information, which would serve to address concerns regarding the City’s Traffic 
Impact Analysis Guidelines, the adequacy of traffic counts obtained for the project, and the metrics used 
to assess traffic impacts in the EIR. 

Summary of Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines 

The City of Malibu prepared the Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines in order to streamline the Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA) preparation process and to provide a standardized framework for applicants to 
follow during the preparation of TIAs. The purpose of the TIA is to evaluate potential traffic impacts 
from a quantitative and qualitative standpoint. The TIA also considers the study area’s traffic conditions 
in a variety of circumstances: both with and without a project, in present and future timeframes, and with 
and without the impacts of other expected/foreseeable projects (“cumulative” impacts). The Traffic 
Impact Analysis Guidelines require the use of traffic count data, a comprehensive evaluation of project 
specific and cumulative vehicle trips, a comprehensive evaluation of any intersection and roadway 
segments, and a comprehensive evaluation of driveways/circulation routes. The results of each TIA 
prepared in the City of Malibu must be compared to the City’s significance criteria, which are based upon 
a sliding scale to determine the significance of a project’s traffic impacts. In basic terms, this sliding scale 
of significance means that the worse traffic conditions are, the smaller the threshold is for creating a 
significant impact.  

For the signalized intersections and roadway segments, the TIA measured project specific and cumulative 
traffic impacts quantitatively using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method to calculate 
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios and qualitatively using levels of service (LOS). For the two unsignalized 
intersections within the study area, the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) delay method was used to 
calculate LOS. The Level of Service methodology used to determine the significance of a traffic impact is a 
national standardized method and is therefore recommended for use in the City of Malibu Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines. Essentially, the procedure to quantify traffic impacts involves the calculation of a 
V/C ratio within the peak hour necessary to accommodate all the traffic moving through the intersection 
as shown in the traffic count data. In addition, the calculation of LOS was used to qualitatively describe 
operational conditions within a traffic stream or at an intersection in terms of speed and travel time, 
freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience. In rating intersection 
operations, LOS A through F are used, where LOS A indicates free flow operations and LOS F indicates 
congested operations. The City generally considers LOS C as the minimum acceptable operating standard 
for signalized and unsignalized intersections in the City during peak hour traffic. LOS C is defined in the 
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City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines as generally “good” traffic flow, where drivers may 
occasionally have to wait for more than one red light and backups may develop behind turning vehicles. 
For a more detailed explanation of the City’s traffic impact significance thresholds, please refer to Draft 
EIR in Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic, Tables 3.13-3 and 3.13-4 on page 3.13-17.  

Summary of Traffic Impact Analysis  

The TIA prepared for the Project (included as Appendix 3.13 in the Draft EIR) by the applicant’s traffic 
engineer was independently reviewed by City Staff to ensure compliance with the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines. As required in the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, the significance of 
traffic impacts was based primarily on the increase in the amount of Project traffic as well as cumulative 
Project traffic at intersections and roadway segments under Existing Conditions (2012), Existing Plus 
Project Conditions (2012), Future Plus Project Conditions (2017), and Future Plus Project Conditions 
(2030). The TIA evaluated the Project’s potential to create traffic impacts at ten key intersections 
encompassing a study area that extends from Kanan-Dume Road to the west and Las Flores Canyon 
Road to the east. The TIA also included analysis of roadway segment impacts, analysis of mitigation 
measure effectiveness, analysis of the future driveway capacity, analysis of Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) intersections, traffic signal warrant analysis, and analysis of parking demand.  

As discussed in Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 
have potentially significant traffic impacts at the intersection of Cross Creek Road and Pacific Coast 
Highway (PCH) under Existing Plus Project Conditions; and potentially significant impacts at the 
intersections of Cross Creek Road and PCH; Webb Way and PCH; and Malibu Canyon Road and PCH 
during either the weekday afternoon peak hour or the Saturday mid-day peak hour under Future Plus 
Project Conditions (2017 and 2030). Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 require the Project 
applicant to contribute its proportional share of funding for intersection improvements at Cross Creek 
Road and PCH, Webb Way and PCH, and Malibu Canyon Road and PCH. The intersection 
improvements generally include the construction of an additional eastbound right-turn lane at Cross 
Creek Road and PCH, the construction of dual eastbound left turn lanes at Webb Way and PCH, and 
intersection restriping and signal timing adjustments at Malibu Canyon Road and PCH. These mitigation 
measures will increase traffic flow for the most critical vehicle movements at each intersection, thereby 
reducing delay. After implementation of the required mitigation measures, impacts were considered less 
than significant.  

Adequacy of Traffic Counts 

Several comment letters expressed concerns that the traffic counts utilized for the TIA were inadequate in 
so far as they underestimated baseline traffic counts by 25 percent or more when compared to traffic 
conditions described in previously prepared TIAs and compared to Caltrans traffic count data. In 
addition, several comment letters suggested that the traffic counts collected for the Project were 
inadequate because they show an overall trend of decreasing traffic in the City of Malibu. As a result, a 
number of comment letters requested the collection of new traffic counts in order to “achieve a more 
realistic assessment of impacts on Malibu roads.” 
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The traffic counts used for the Project’s TIA were collected by the City of Malibu in July of 2012 in 
accordance with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Two separate traffic counts were collected 
during the summer period (July 2012), one count on a Thursday and another count on a Saturday. The 
City decided to collect summer traffic counts after reviewing comments received during the Draft EIR 
Scoping Meeting (refer to Draft EIR Appendix 1.0) and after reviewing traffic count data previously 
collected in the City of Malibu traffic over a period of 16 years (1996 to 2012). These counts indicated that 
summer period traffic volumes and PM peak hour traffic volumes were generally higher than non-
summer traffic volumes and AM traffic volumes. 

Summer weekday traffic counts at each intersection within the Project’s TIA study area were completed 
during the AM and PM peak hour and summer weekend traffic counts were completed during the mid-
day peak hour. In addition, two 24-hour roadway segment counts were completed along PCH (east of 
Cross Creek Road and west of Malibu Canyon Road). The appropriate peak hours for the intersection 
traffic counts were determined after reviewing the City’s 24-hour roadway segment counts, which 
indicated that the weekday AM peak hour typically occurs between 7:00 and 9:00 AM, the weekday PM 
peak hour typically occurs between 5:00 and 7:00 PM, and that the weekend peak hour typically occurs 
between 11:00 AM and 1:00 PM.  

Provided below in Tables 1(a–c) and Tables 2(a–c) is a summary of historic traffic count data acquired by 
the City of Malibu for the intersections of PCH/Cross Creek Road and the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. 
The traffic counts from these two intersections have been used because they convey some of the largest 
traffic volumes in the City. This data was collected during the AM, PM and weekend peak periods and 
key statistics have been summarized below each table for the purposes of responding to the comments 
which state that the Project TIA underestimates traffic by 25 percent or more.  

Table 1(a) - Cross Creek Road/PCH - Weekday AM Peak Hour Counts  
Project Name Date AM Peak Hour Volume 

City Traffic Counts (Whole Foods) Thurs., 7/12/2012 3011 
La Paz Traffic Counts  Wed., 7/11/2012 3015 
City CMP Traffic Counts  Thurs., 3/15/2012 3335 
Pepperdine Traffic Counts  Tues., 3/25/2008 3278 
Papa Jack's Commercial Traffic Counts Tues., 5/8/2007 3584 
La Paz Traffic Counts  4/2003* 3532 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  7/2001* 3200 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  Non-Summer 1997* 3201 
Rancho Malibu Traffic Counts  Wed., 8/21/1996 3162 
*Note: The exact traffic count dates were unavailable.  

Table 1(a), above, shows that the highest recent (2007 or later) weekday AM peak hour counts occur 
during the non-summer months. Traffic volumes fluctuate between summer and non-summer periods by 
up to 19 percent (3011 vs. 3584). This fluctuation in traffic volume was likely due in large part to the lack 
of school traffic in the summer months. The overall difference between 1996 and 2012 weekday AM peak 
hour traffic counts is approximately 5 percent (3162 vs. 3011). This relatively small amount of variation in 
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overall intersection traffic count volumes is common. These traffic count volumes were reviewed by City 
Staff and were considered to be within a reasonable range of tolerance and thus they provide a 
reasonably accurate representation of baseline traffic conditions.  

Table 1(b) - Cross Creek Road/PCH – Weekday PM Peak Hour Counts  
Project Name Date PM Peak Hour Volume 

City Traffic Counts (Whole Foods) Thurs., 7/12/2012 3985 
La Paz Traffic Counts  Wed., 7/11/2012 3712 
City CMP Traffic Counts  Thurs., 3/15/2012 3594 
Whole Foods Traffic Counts  Wed., 5/19/2010 3712 
Papa Jack's Commercial Traffic Counts Tues., 5/8/2007 4078 
La Paz Traffic Counts  4/2003* 4226 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  7/2001* 4020 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  Non-Summer 1997* 4060 
Rancho Malibu Traffic Counts  Wed., 8/21/1996 4033 
*Note: The exact traffic count dates were unavailable.  

Table 1(b), above, shows that the recent (2007 or later) weekday PM peak hour traffic counts fluctuate 
between summer and non-summer periods by approximately 10 percent (3712 vs. 4078). This fluctuation 
in traffic volume was likely due in large part to the lack of school traffic in the summer months. The 
overall difference between 1996 and 2012 weekday PM peak hour traffic counts is approximately 1 
percent (4033 vs. 3985). This relatively small amount of variation in overall intersection traffic count 
volumes is common. These traffic count volumes were reviewed by City Staff and were considered to be 
within a reasonable range of tolerance and thus they provide a reasonably accurate representation of 
baseline traffic conditions. Summer weekday PM peak hour traffic counts are approximately 32 percent 
greater than summer weekday AM peak hour traffic counts (3985 vs. 3011).  

Table 1(c) - Cross Creek Road/PCH - Weekend PM Peak Hour Counts  
Project Name Date PM Peak Hour Volume 

City Traffic Counts (Whole Foods) Sat., 7/14/2012 3867 
La Paz Traffic Counts  Sat., 7/7/2012 3657 
Whole Foods Traffic Counts  Sat., 5/22/2010 4210 
Papa Jack's Commercial Traffic Counts Sat., 8/4/2007 4242 
La Paz Traffic Counts  4/2003* 4021 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  7/2001* 3890 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  Summer 1997 3453 
Rancho Malibu Traffic Counts  Sat., 8/17/1996 3406 
*Note: The exact traffic count dates were unavailable. 

Table 1(c), above, shows that the recent (2007 or later) weekend mid-day peak hour traffic counts 
fluctuate between summer and non-summer periods by approximately 9 percent (3867 vs. 4210). The 
weekend PM peak hour traffic counts completed between 1996 and 2012 have increased by 13.5 percent 
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(3406 vs. 3867). The summer weekend PM peak hour traffic counts are approximately 28 percent greater 
than summer weekday AM peak hour traffic counts (3867 vs. 3011).  

Table 2(a) - Malibu Canyon Road /PCH – Weekday AM Peak Hour Counts  
Project Name Date AM Peak Hour Volume 

City Traffic Counts (Whole Foods) Thurs., 7/12/2012 3009 
La Paz Traffic Counts  Tues., 7/10/2012 3119 
City CMP Traffic Counts Tues., 3/17/2009 3281 
City CMP Traffic Counts Tues., 3/10/2009 3208 
Pepperdine Traffic Counts  Fri., 3/28/2008 3170 
City CMP Traffic Counts Wed., 3/14/2007 3320 
Papa Jack's Commercial Traffic Counts Tues., 3/13/2007 3448 
City CMP Traffic Counts Wed., 4/9/2003 3346 
City CMP Traffic Counts Tues., 4/8/2003 3256 
Hajian Office Bldg. Traffic Counts  4/2003* 2406 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts 7/2001* 3145 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts Non-summer 1997* 3508 
Rancho Malibu Traffic Counts Wed., 8/21/1996 3057 
*Note: The exact traffic count dates were unavailable.  

Table 2(a), above, shows that the recent (2007 or later) weekday AM peak hour counts fluctuate between 
summer and non-summer periods by approximately 15 percent (3009 vs. 3448). This fluctuation in traffic 
volume was likely due in large part to the lack of school traffic in the summer months. The overall 
difference in weekday AM peak hour traffic counts completed between 1996 and 2012 is approximately 
1.5 percent (3057 vs. 3009). This relatively small amount of variation in overall intersection traffic count 
volumes is common. These traffic count volumes were reviewed by City Staff and were considered to be 
within a reasonable range of tolerance and thus they provide a reasonably accurate representation of 
baseline traffic conditions.  
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Table 2(b) - Malibu Canyon Road /PCH -Weekday PM Peak Hour Counts  
Project Name Date PM Peak Hour Volume 
City Traffic Counts (Whole Foods) Thurs., 7/12/2012 3518 
La Paz Traffic Counts  Tues., 7/10/2012 3597 
City CMP Traffic Counts Tues., 3/10/2009 3438 
Pepperdine Traffic Counts  Fri., 3/28/2008 3469 
City CMP Traffic Counts Wed., 3/14/2007 3712 
Papa Jack's Commercial Traffic Counts Tues., 3/13/2007 3644 
City CMP Traffic Counts Wed., 4/9/2003 3589 
City CMP Traffic Counts Tues., 4/8/2003 3780 
Hajian Office Bldg. Traffic Counts  4/2003* 3931 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  7/2001* 3370 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  non-summer 1997 * 3411 
Rancho Malibu Traffic Counts  Wed., 8/21/1996 3402 
*Note: The exact traffic count dates were unavailable. 

Table 2(b), above, shows that the recent (2007 or later) weekday PM peak hour traffic counts fluctuate 
between summer and non-summer periods by approximately 5 percent (3518 vs. 3644). This fluctuation 
in traffic volume was likely due in large part to the lack of school traffic in the summer months. The 
overall difference in weekday PM peak hour trip counts completed between 1996 and 2012 is 
approximately 3.4 percent (3402 vs. 3518). This relatively small amount of variation in overall intersection 
traffic count volumes is common. These traffic count volumes were reviewed by City Staff and were 
considered to be within a reasonable range of tolerance and thus they provide a reasonably accurate 
representation of baseline traffic conditions. The summer weekday PM peak hour traffic counts are 
approximately 17 percent greater than summer weekday AM peak hour traffic counts (3518 vs. 3009).  

Table 2(c) - Malibu Canyon Road /PCH -Weekend PM Peak Hour Counts  

Project Name Date 
PM Peak Hour 

Volume 
City Traffic Counts (Whole Foods) Sat., 07/14/12 3838 
La Paz Traffic Counts  Sat., 06/30/12 3981 
Papa Jack's Commercial Traffic Counts Sat., 08/04/07 3870 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  07/2001* 4005 
Malibu Bay Company Traffic Counts  Summer 1997* 3972 
Rancho Malibu Traffic Counts  Sat., 08/17/96 3918 
*Note: The exact traffic count dates were unavailable. 

Table 2(c), above, shows that the weekend PM peak hour traffic counts completed between 1996 and 2012 
fluctuate by approximately 1 percent (3918 vs. 3938). This relatively small amount of variation in overall 
intersection traffic count volumes is common. These traffic count volumes were reviewed by City Staff 
and were considered to be within a reasonable range of tolerance and thus they provide a reasonably 
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accurate representation of baseline traffic conditions. The summer weekend PM peak hour traffic counts 
are approximately 28 percent greater than summer weekday AM peak hour traffic counts (3838 vs. 3009).  

In summary, the tables above underscore the fact that traffic counts collected during the weekday PM 
peak hour and during the weekend peak hour are higher than AM traffic counts (both summer and non-
summer) at both intersections. This is consistent with the traffic impact calculations contained in the Draft 
EIR, Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic, which identify all significant impacts occurring during 
either the PM peak hour or during the weekend peak hour under Existing Plus Project (2012) conditions. 
The tables above also show that traffic count volumes at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek Road 
have increased over the period of 1996 to 2012 by approximately 13.5 percent during the summer 
weekend peak hour. This is consistent with the impact calculations contained in Draft EIR, Section 3.13, 
Transportation Traffic, which show a significant impact at this intersection under Existing Plus Project 
(2012) conditions during the weekend peak hour. The traffic count volumes at the intersection of PCH 
and Malibu Canyon Road have remained relatively constant over the period of 1996 to 2012. This is 
consistent with the impact calculations contained in Draft EIR, Section 3.13, Transportation Traffic, which 
show a less than significant impact at this intersection under Existing Plus Project (2012) conditions.  

Several comment letters also expressed concerns that the 2012 traffic counts obtained for the Project were 
between 17 percent and 35 percent lower than Caltrans traffic count estimates (2013) obtained along PCH 
at its intersection with Cross Creek Road and Malibu Canyon Road, respectively. The commenter’s claim 
of significantly reduced traffic volumes in 2012 was based upon stated traffic volumes of 2,357 at 
PCH/Malibu Canyon and 3,314 at PCH/Cross Creek Road. These stated 2012 traffic count volumes are 
inaccurate because they only include the “straight through” movements and not the turning movements 
collected during the PCH and Malibu Canyon Road and PCH and Cross Creek Road intersection traffic 
counts. This omission results in the underestimation of the actual 2012 intersection traffic counts by 33 
percent and 13 percent, respectively. The Caltrans data referenced by the commenter for comparison 
were traffic volume “estimates” only and were derived from counts taken at the intersection of PCH and 
Ocean Avenue and PCH at Ventura County Line, respectively approximately 18 miles and 10 miles from 
the Civic Center Area of Malibu. For a more accurate comparison of 2012 traffic count data and the 
Caltrans traffic count estimates, please refer to Table 3.13-11 ”Arterial Street Segment Traffic Impact 
Analysis” from the Whole Foods Traffic Study, page 61 (included in the Draft EIR in Section 3.13, 
Transportation and Traffic as Table 3.13-11 on page 3.13-51), which reports a PM weekday peak hour 
traffic volume of 3,721 on PCH (east of Cross Creek Road) compared to the estimated Caltrans PM peak 
hour volume of 4,000 trips. The difference between the actual traffic count volume and the estimated 
Caltrans PM peak hour volume is approximately 7 percent, rather than 35 percent as stated by a number 
of commenters. This relatively small amount of variation when comparing actual traffic count volumes 
and traffic volume estimates (which incorporate conservative cumulative growth factors) was reviewed 
by City Staff and was considered a reasonably accurate representation of baseline traffic conditions. 

Why use V/C Ratio vs. Delay to Measure Traffic Impacts?  

Using V/C ratios for planning level studies is a standard industry practice used by the City of Malibu, 
Caltrans, and numerous other state and local agencies. Several adjacent jurisdictions as well as Los 
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Angeles County follow similar TIA guidelines and measure the LOS at intersection based upon V/C 
ratios. This is because V/C ratios provide an opportunity to understand any 'over' capacity issues and 
help identify mitigation measures such as physical improvements. Metrics such as 'delay' could easily be 
mitigated by optimizing signal timing, such as providing additional green time to certain movements, 
which may not be the best approach when it is applied to future estimated volumes. For example, such an 
approach could suggest that providing better signal timing in the year 2020 would mitigate a congestion 
problem. Therefore, the V/C ratios provide an appropriate means for quantifying intersection operating 
characteristics and for quantifying the effectiveness of traffic mitigation measures.  

Topical Response 2—Wildland Fire and Public Safety Concerns 

Several comments on the Draft EIR expressed concerns regarding emergency vehicle staging and access, 

and resident evacuation, particularly during a wildland fire, to and from the surrounding neighborhood 

due to traffic conditions in the project site area, as well as available water supply for fire suppression. 

Potential impacts due to wildland fire during construction and operation of the Project were analyzed in 

Section 3.7, Hazards, and Section 3.11.1, Public Services - Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR. This topical 

response summarizes potential impacts due to wildland fire during construction and operation of the 

Project as discussed throughout the Draft EIR, and provides additional clarifying information regarding 

local coordination of emergency services planning, which would serve to address concerns regarding 

emergency vehicle access, resident evacuation, and available water supply. 

It should be noted that as fully discussed in Section 3.7, Hazards, and Section 3.11.1, Public Services - Fire 

Protection, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes multiple measures to address wildfire hazards, 

including use of fire resistant building materials, vegetation clearance and management, and a 26-foot-

wide rear driveway off of Cross Creek Road that would provide secondary vehicle access to the project 

site and Civic Center Way in the event of an emergency. As noted by Inspector Nancy Rodeheffer, Los 

Angeles County Fire Department Land Development Unit, Fire Preventions Division, in the incorporated 

Conditions of Approval documentation dated November 22, 2011, the proposed project will meet all 

applicable code and ordinance requirements including, but not limited to, building construction, all 

weather access fire lanes, number of fire hydrants and spacing, brush clearance, and fuel modification 

plans. 

The applicant has agreed to fund the design and construction of approximately 5,000 feet of a 12-inch 

water main, pump station upgrades, a regulating station, and an approximately 800,000 gallon water 

tank.1 These infrastructure improvements would be dedicated to County of Los Angeles Water Works 

District 29 (WWD 29) after construction is complete and would be used to supply water to the project site. 

                                                           
1 Los Angeles County Waterworks District 29 Participation Agreement Letter 
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Following the installation of these upgrades, there would be adequate water flow for fire protection 

services.2 

As discussed in Section 3.7, Hazards, and Section 3.11.1, Public Services - Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, 

the Santa Monica Mountains are considered particularly susceptible to wildfires due to several factors 

including; climate patterns and weather conditions, fire adaptation of vegetation types, slope steepness, 

and frequency of fires caused by human activity. 

Numerous federal, state, and local regulatory and code requirements exist to manage and reduce the 

risks of wildland fires. 

Federal Regulations 

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (DREAA) provides the basis for 

federal assistance to state and local governments impacted by disaster and outlines the requirements for 

mitigation planning. Hazard mitigation is considered the first step in preparing for emergencies (rather 

than placing a reliance on recovery after an event). The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

requires state and local governments to develop a Hazard Mitigation Plan and update it every five years 

in order to be eligible of FEMA mitigation programs, including eligibility for public assistance funding 

following a disaster. 

Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 

The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000), Section 322 (a-d), requires that local governments 

maintain mitigation plans that describe the process for identifying hazards, risks and vulnerabilities, 

identifies and prioritizes mitigation actions, encourages development of local mitigation and provides 

technical support for those efforts as a condition of receiving federal disaster mitigation funds. 

State Regulations 

Fire and Resource Assessment Program 

Government Code 51175-89 directs the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 

to identify areas of very high fire hazard severity zones (VHFHSZs) in local responsibility areas (LRAs). 

                                                           
2 County of Los Angeles Water Works District 29, Fire Flow Availability form dated October 25, 2011. 
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Mapping of the areas, referred to as VHFHSZ, is based on data and models of potential fuels over a 30- to 

50-year time horizon and their associated expected fire behavior, and expected burn probabilities to 

quantify the likelihood and nature of vegetation fire exposure (including firebrands) to buildings. 

CAL FIRE is also charged under state law (PRC 4789) with the development and maintenance of a Fire 

and Resources Assessment Program (FRAP).3 The FRAP assesses the amount and extent of California’s 

forests and rangelands, analyses their condition and identifies alternative management and policy 

guidelines, including wildfire threats to ecosystem health and community safety. 

Local Regulations 

Los Angeles County Fire Department Fire Code 

The LACFD’s Fire Code establishes standards for the distribution, design, construction, and location of 

fire protection facilities, including systems incorporated into private development projects. These 

standards specify fire-flow criteria, minimum distances to fire stations, public and private specifications, 

and the location criteria and access provisions for fire-fighting vehicles and personnel. 

City of Malibu Fire Code 

The City of Malibu has adopted the Los Angeles County Fire Code, contained in Title 32 of the Los 

Angeles County Code. The City of Malibu Fire Code includes regulations that require the identification of 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones and regulations for vegetation management and fuel modification. Fire Code 

Section 1117.2.1 requires that a fuel modification plan, a landscape plan, and an irrigation plan be 

prepared prior to any subdivision of land or new construction in a VHFHSZ. All land in the City is 

designated a VHFHSZ. 

Ordinance No. 299 of the City of Malibu 

Ordinance No. 299 of the City of Malibu required the Los Angeles County Fire Chief to designate all land 

in the City as VHFHSZ, a zone defined by a more destructive behavior of fire and a greater probability of 

flames and embers threatening buildings. Properties in VHFHSZ are subject to more stringent Building 

Code requirements. In summary, these code provisions address roofing and siding materials, window 

glazing, exterior doors, the protection of openings and unenclosed underfloor areas, and accessory 

structures. 

                                                           
3 Further information regarding the FRAP is available on-line: http://frap.fire.ca.gov/ 
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City of Malibu General Plan 

The safety and health element of the City of Malibu General Plan includes goals and policies intended to 

minimize risks due to fire hazards. Safety Implementation Measure 4 is intended to “establish programs 

and guidelines for fire-safe landscaping including buffers comprised of fire resistant vegetation between 

residential areas and open space areas and encourage use of fire-safe landscaping principles which 

emphasize plant species with low fuel volumes.” Other implementation measures include coordination 

between the City and Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) and measures regarding emergency 

response. 

City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

General policies 4.45 through 4.54 of the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan are 

intended to minimize risks due to fire hazards. They include siting and design guidelines and 

requirements for developments adjacent to parkland. This also requires adequate access and water 

supply for fire protection personnel and specific brush clearance methods. The LCP Land Use Plan also 

requires submittal of a fuel modification plan prior to approval for any project that requires fuel 

modification. 

City of Malibu LCP Local Implementation Plan 

Chapter 9 of the City of Malibu LCP Local Implementation Plan contains provisions intended to ensure 

that new development minimizes risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 

hazard. Development standards, permit and application requirements, and other measures are provided 

to implement the LCP Local Implementation Plan. 

Local Agency Disaster Preparation and Coordination 

A robust system of plans and procedures has been put in place to provide the groundwork for planning 

and training to facilitate optimum performance in response to a major emergency or disaster situation in 

and around the City of Malibu. 

Las Virgenes-Malibu Council of Governments Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The City of Malibu, together with the cities of Agoura Hills, Calabasas, Hidden Hills, and Westlake, has 

joined to form the Las Virgenes-Malibu Council of Governments (LVMCOG). The LVMCOG was formed 

to provide a vehicle for members to engage in regional and cooperative planning and coordination of 

government services and responsibilities. The five cities of the LVMCOG contract for essential law 

enforcement services with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD) and for firefighting 
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resources through the LACFD. In order to comply with the provisions of DREAA and DMA 2000, the 

LVMCOG has developed a Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) in order to manage public 

education, preparedness, mitigation and coordinated emergency response efforts.4 The HMP was 

approved by the Malibu City Council on May 29, 2012 through the adoption of City Council Resolution 

No. 12-18. 

City of Malibu Standardized Emergency Management System 

The City of Malibu has developed a Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS)/National 

Incident Management System (NIMS) Emergency Operations Plan (EOP).5 The EOP addresses the City of 

Malibu’s planned response to extraordinary emergency/disaster situations associated with natural 

disasters, technological incidents, and national security emergencies. The EOP does not address normal 

day-to-day emergencies. Instead, the operational concepts reflected in the EOP focus on potential large-

scale disasters that can generate unique situations requiring unusual and rapid responses. The EOP is 

reviewed annually to ensure that plan elements are valid and current. 

The mission of the EOP is to: 

 Prevent the loss of life, reduce property damage or environmental impacts, 

 Reassure and care for the public and provide for the rapid resumption of impacted businesses and 
community services, 

 Provide recovery for the residents and businesses of the City, and provide accurate documentation 
and records required for cost recovery efforts. 

This mission is accomplished through the process of mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. Briefly, 

mitigation is the application of means to avert or reduce the impact of a threat or hazardous event, 

preparedness is the education and training to deal with anticipated threats, response is the action taken 

during and immediately following the event and recovery is action taken to restore conditions to normal. 

The Special Operations Bureau of the LACFD provides highly technical operational functions to local 

communities, including emergency medical services, urban search and rescue, hazardous materials 

recovery, fire camps, air operations and heavy equipment for wildland firefighting, and central dispatch 

coordination. 

                                                           
4 A copy of the LVMCOG Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan is available on-line: http://ca-

malibu.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/4655 
5 A copy of the City of Malibu SEMS/NIMS Emergency Operations Plan is available on-line: 

https://www.malibucity.org/DocumentCenter/View/68 
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The City of Malibu is served by the LACSD Malibu/Lost Hills Station which maintains comprehensive 

Fire, Flood, and Earthquake Operation Plans. These plans identify locations for evacuation shelters, 

secondary evacuation shelters, command post sites, and multi-purpose staging areas, as well as 

alternative evacuation traffic routes. 

As a member of the LVMCOG, the City of Malibu participates in the Connect-CTY™ service which allows 

authorized civic leaders to create and rapidly disseminate time-sensitive messages to every telephone 

number stored in the notification database. The Connect-CTY™ service allows for authorized users to 

notify local residents and businesses of emergencies or critical situations and provide information 

regarding necessary actions such as evacuations within minutes. All regular and unlisted phone numbers 

in Malibu are automatically entered into the Connect-CTY™ database; residents and businesses may also 

register additional phone numbers outside of the City’s jurisdiction, including cell phones, fax numbers, 

and other devices. 

In addition, the City of Malibu maintains a telephone hotline (310-456-9982) which provides information 

regarding traffic hazard advisories, incident updates and evacuation instructions. Additionally, City TV 

Channel 3 provides reports and information about incidents and special events. The City also maintains a 

10 watt AM radio station to supplement the hotline and Channel 3. The radio station transmits 

(on 1620 AM) 24 hours a day and is remotely programmable, meaning announcements may be made to 

subscribers via telephone or radio. 

When a wildfire occurs, the primary protection for life, property, and the environment comes from 

passive protection measures such as defensible space, fire resistive landscaping, and fire-resistive 

construction. The sum effect of passive protection measures substantially increases the effectiveness of 

fire suppression activities. Fire suppression generally includes a combined resource attack, which is a 

coordinated suppression effort including ground assets, aviation assets, passive fire protection measures, 

and command elements. 

As previously noted, numerous agencies are involved in managing the wildland fires, including state, 

federal, and county jurisdictions. The combination of forces applied will depend upon the severity of the 

fire, other fires in progress and the availability of resources. Suppression efforts can involve local fire 

equipment, heavy construction type equipment, aircraft and hand crews. In addition to LACFD 

resources, under the fire services mutual aid system, CAL FIRE and the United States Forest Service, Fire 

and Aviation Management Division (US Forest Service), may respond to a wildland fire. 
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Depending upon the severity of a given situation, a Local Emergency may be proclaimed, and a local 

Emergency Operations Center (EOC) may be activated. The City has extensive plans for the exchange of 

information with the LACFD and LACSD to support the activities of the EOC. 

Wildland fires can require evacuation of portions of the population, revised traffic controls to 

accommodate emergency vehicles and evacuation passage, and restrictions on water usage during the 

period of the emergency. Emergency evacuation in the City of Malibu is coordinated by the LACSD and 

the California Highway Patrol (CHP). 

Specific information in Emergency Response Plans concerning staging areas and evacuation routes are 

now restricted by the City and the LACFD due to the sensitive nature of the information. Further, EOC 

locations, staging areas and evacuation routes are highly incident dependent. The LACFD has no 

requirements that any given site or property be maintained in a vacant condition to allow for emergency 

staging. Development of the project site would not preclude its use for emergency response vehicle 

staging during an emergency situation, and in fact may increase the utility of the site with the provision 

of the proposed additional fire suppression infrastructure.6 

The project would not change the existing configuration of the surrounding streets nor install barriers 

that would impede emergency vehicle access or citizen evacuation routes in the vicinity of the project site. 

The drivers of emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using 

sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of opposing traffic. Further, The LACSD and the 

CHP have the authority to revise and restrict traffic flow to accommodate emergency vehicles and 

evacuation passage. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not impair emergency 

providers from responding to emergencies at the project site or the surrounding neighborhood nor 

impede evacuation from the surrounding neighborhood. 

As previously discussed, following the installation of the planned water supply infrastructure upgrades 

there would be adequate water flow for fire protection services to the proposed project site. Further, 

water for fire suppression purposes during a wildfire could be supplied by the utilization of alternative 

water sources, including, but not limited to, the nearby Pacific Ocean.7 Therefore, there would be 

adequate water supply to fight both a building fire and a nearby wildfire should the need arise. 

                                                           
6 Personal communication, Captain Michael McCormick, LACFD, Fire Prevention Engineering, April 14, 2015. 
7 Personal communication, Captain Michael McCormick, LACFD, Fire Prevention Engineering, April 14, 2015. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSES 

The following pages provide the written comment letters and the City’s responses to these comments. 
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Letter No. A-1: California Department of Transportation 

California Department of Transportation 
District 7 – Office of Regional Planning 
100 S. Main Street, MS 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Dianna Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

Response A-1-1 

The commenter restates the general project description for the proposed project and mitigation measure. 

The commenter further states that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is aware of the 

proposed improvements and will continue to work with the City to implement them in a timely manner. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response A-1-2 

Caltrans recommends signalization of the Civic Center and Webb Way intersection noting that traffic 

volumes justify a new signal at this intersection. The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed 

project and included as Appendix 3.13 of the Draft EIR concludes the signal warrants were met at the 

Civic Center Way/Webb Way intersection as a result of cumulative growth forecast during 2017 and 2030. 

Mitigation Measure K-2 of the La Paz Final EIR requires that the La Paz developer install a new traffic 

signal and widen Webb Way to a six-lane cross section south of the intersection of Civic Center Way. The 

northbound approach and the eastbound approach would each be re-striped to include one left-turn lane, 

one through lane, and one right-turn lane. The southbound approach would be widened to provide one 

left-turn lane and one shared through/right lane. 
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Letter No. A-2: County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294 
Kevin T. Johnson, Acting Chief, Forestry Division 

Response A-2-1 

The commenter notes receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) and states that the 

documents has been reviewed by Planning Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division, and 

Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department and that their 

comments are provided below. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response A-2-2 

The commenter requests that certain corrections and updates be made to the text. These changes have 

been made; refer to Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response A-2-3 

The project has been designed to include and meet all County Fire Department requirements, codes, and 

ordinances; please refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, Figure 2.0-16, Fire Department Access Plan 

which includes information regarding required clearances and hydrant locations. 

The project has been designed to take into account all County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

requirements and conditions for fire and life safety. Prior to obtaining grading or building permits for the 

project, the City will obtain all required building and fire plan check approval from the County of Los 

Angeles Fire Department. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Response A-2-4 

The comment restates the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department's 

Forestry Division, but does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, no further 

response is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response A-2-5 

One groundwater monitoring well cover was observed by The Reynolds Group (TRG) at the south-center 

of the project site on parcel 4458-22-001, approximately 40 feet north of Civic Center Way during site 

reconnaissance on October 20, 2011. On October 21, 2011, TRG contacted Mr. Robert Schwartz of Cross 

Creek Ventures, LLC, the property owner from approximately 2006 to 2009. According to Mr. Schwartz, 

the well was installed in 2007 to measure depth and quality of groundwater related to potential 

development of a Whole Foods Market at the project site and to provide data for the design of a suitable 

on-site wastewater treatment system to be provided by Brown and Caldwell, an engineering and 

consulting firm. 

A file review request was made to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) by TRG on October 21, 2011, in an effort to obtain 

information about the monitoring well on the Civic Center Way parcel. The LARWQCB responded by 

email stating that no files exist for project site. 

A Report of Hydrogeologic Investigation, dated June 4, 2008 (Hydrogeologic Report, included as Appendix 

3.7 of the Draft EIR), indicated that three monitoring wells were installed on the project site; one 

relatively deep pump test well (to a depth of approximately 110 feet) and two shallow monitoring wells 

(to a depth of approximately 20 feet) in the southeast portion of the site (well numbers TWl, TW2, and 

TW3). Two other wells, designated MWl and MW2, already existed on-site. As previously discussed, only 

one well (MW1) was observed by TRG during physical inspection of the project site in October 2011. 

Laboratory analytical results in the Hydrogeologic Report showed volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

below laboratory detection limits in a groundwater sample collected from an on-site well on April 25, 

2008, and metals concentrations, where present, were within normal background ranges. Further, no 

other research conducted during the most recent Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (Phase 1 ESA, 

dated January 11, 2012 and included in Appendix 3.7 of the Draft EIR) suggests that groundwater 

beneath the project site is impacted. As such, the existing wells on the project site are not considered to be 

an issue of environmental concern. Further, it is the stated opinion of TRG that no further environmental 

investigation at the project site is warranted. 
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As requested by the LACFD, the remaining, locatable monitoring well (MW1) will be abandoned in 

accordance with the California Department of Water Resources, Division of Planning and Local 

Assistance “Monitoring Well Standards (Bulletin 74-90),” Section 19, “Requirements for Destroying 

Monitoring Wells and Exploration Holes,” State Water code, Division 7. Water Quality, Chapter 10, 

Water Wells, Cathodic Protection Wells, Monitoring Wells, and Geothermal Heat Exchange Wells, 

Sections 13700 through 13806, and State Health and Safety Code Division 104, Part 9.5, Section 115700, 

Abandoned Excavations, prior to initiation of construction activities on the project site. 

Response A-2-6 

TRG has been involved with providing environmental investigations at the project site since 1996. 

Summaries of previous environmental investigations performed at the project site were provided in 

TRG's Phase I ESA dated January 11, 2012, included as Appendix 3.7 to the Draft EIR. 

The results of the 2012 Phase I ESA showed no negative impacts from chemicals and considered the 

following previous environmental investigations at the project site: 

1. July 1995 Phase I ESA by ERM-West: In July 1995 a complete Phase I ESA was performed by ERM-

West Inc. The eastern portion of the project site off Cross Creek Road was, at the time of this Phase I 

ESA, leased to Coast Club Services, a towing company. Potentially hazardous materials observed on 

the project site during the investigation included small amounts of gasoline in sealed containers, 

motor oil, several automotive batteries sitting on the asphalt and small amounts of solvents and 

cleaners. Oil stains, some covered with absorbent sand, were noted. The northwest portion of project 

site Parcel 4458-22-022 was also included in the July 1995 Phase I ESA. No issues of environmental 

concern were noted on the northwest/undeveloped portion. 

2. August 1996 Subsurface Investigation by TRG: Based on findings of the July 1995 Phase I ESA and in an 

abundance of caution, TRG performed a subsurface investigation in July 1996 that included trenching 

with a backhoe to conduct soil matrix and soil vapor sampling at the project site. All eight soil matrix 

samples and 16 soil vapor samples were "non-detect" for gasoline and volatile organic compounds 

(VOCs). 

3. April 1997 UST Removal by Environmental Resolutions: On April 1, 1997, Environmental Resolutions 

removed one 500 gallon gasoline underground storage tank (UST) that was discovered during the 

aforementioned 1996 subsurface investigation near the northwest comer of the project site. The 

removal was performed showing ownership by GTE/Verizon according to Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works (LADPW) records. Soil samples collected during the removal were 
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"non-detect" for all analytes tested and the UST case was issued closure in a letter from the LADPW 

dated February 13, 2003. 

4. September 2006 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: TRG performed a complete Phase I ESA which 

included both the Civic Center Way parcel and the Cross Creek Road parcel in September 2006. No 

recognized environmental conditions (RECs) were identified on either parcel or in the vicinity of the 

project site. 

5. January 2010 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: TRG performed a complete Phase I ESA which 

included both the Civic Center Way parcel and the Cross Creek Road parcel in January 2010. No 

RECs were identified at either parcel or in the vicinity of the project site. 

6. January 11, 2012 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, (Phase I ESA): In October and December 2011, a 

complete Phase I ESA, was performed by TRG at the project site. Based on historical research, the site 

reconnaissance, and interviews performed during the investigation, TRG stated that no further 

environmental investigation was warranted at the project site at that time. 

Based on the foregoing information, the City does not feel that any further soils testing is necessary. 
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Letter No. A-3: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
1400 Tenth Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 

Response A-3-1 

This comment acknowledges the receipt of the Draft EIR by the State of California Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, and compliance with State Clearinghouse 

review requirements for draft environmental documents, in accordance with CEQA. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. B-1a: Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth 

Response B-1a-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. It 

presents no specific environmental issues within the meaning of CEQA and no specific response is 

provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response B-1a-2 

The commenter states that coast horned lizards can be found less than 100 yards from the site and have 

been reported on-site in the past, but provides no specific evidence or reference to support the statement. 

The substrate on the project site is highly compacted and not typical of the loose sandy soils preferred by 

coast horned lizard (refer to Table 3.3-1, Summary of Special Status Wildlife Species Reported as 

Occurring in the Vicinity of the Whole Foods and the Park Site), and this species was not observed on the 

project site during site visits performed by qualified biologists in January 2010 and June 2014. 

Response B-1a-3 

The commenter states that yellow-breasted chat and the yellow warbler been observed in the project 

vicinity, but provides no specific evidence or reference to support the statement. 

These species are dependent on dense riparian habitats which do not occur on-site. Neither of these 

species has been reported on the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) as occurring in the 

vicinity.8 

Response B-1a-4 

The commenter states that Mexican (Brazilian) free-tailed bats have been observed foraging on and in the 

project vicinity, but provides no specific evidence or reference to support the statement. 

Mexican (Brazilian) free-tailed bats are not on the CDFW’s March 2015 Special Animal list and are 

afforded no level of protection. This common wide-ranging species may travel over 30 miles from its 

                                                           
8 California Natural Diversity Database Query for 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle maps including in the project 

vicinity: Malibu Beach; Topanga; Canoga Park; Calabasas; Thousand Oaks; Point Dume. June 2014. Commercial 
edition updated June 2014. 
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roost, and thus may forage over the site. No impact to the bat’s ability to forage in the vicinity would 

occur as a result of project development and no further analysis is provided. 

Response B-1a-5 

The commenter states that the sycamores on the property have been a preferred roosting site for the 

white-tailed kite, but provides no specific evidence or reference to support the statement. 

The occurrence of white-tailed kites on-site has not been reported in the literature or to CNDDB. There 

was no evidence found of kites roosting during site visits performed by qualified biologists in January 

2010 and June 2014. In addition to direct sighting, such evidence would include an accumulation of prey 

remains and/or droppings under the trees. 

Response B-1a-6 

The Draft EIR properly reports findings related to special status wildlife species in the literature, 

including the CNDDB, refer to Table 3.3-1, Summary of Special Status Wildlife Species Reported as 

Occurring in the Vicinity of the Whole Foods and the Park Site. 

Response B-1a-7 

The EIR does not state that the species noted could potentially occur on the site; please refer to Table 3.3-

1, Summary of Special Status Wildlife Species Reported as Occurring in the Vicinity of the Whole Foods 

and the Park Site. 

The site is in not located within a designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) mapped by 

the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP). A biological inventory was prepared for the project site in January 

2010 by Rachel Tierney; refer to Appendix 3.3, Biological Resources Documentation, of the Draft EIR. No 

rare or sensitive plants or animals were found onsite during site visits performed by qualified biologists 

in January 2010 and June 2014. 

Response B-1a-8 

Refer to Response to Comment B-1a-2 

Response B-1a-9 

Refer to Response to Comment B-1a-3 
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Response B-1a-10 

Refer to Response to Comment B-1a-4 

Response B-1a-11 

Refer to Response to Comment B-1a-5 

Response B-1a-12 

Refer to Response to Comment B-1a-6 

Response B-1a-13 

Refer to Response to Comment B-1a-7 
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Letter No. B-1b: Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth 

Response B-1b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response B-1b-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 
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Letter No. B-1c: Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth 

Response B-1c-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks summarizing the City’s landscaping requirements and opinions 

regarding the purpose of these landscaping requirements. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Response B-1c-2 

The term Landscaped Area is not defined in the LCP. The definition of Landscaped Area in the City’s 

Landscape Water Conservation Ordinance (9.22.020 Definitions) however does include walls and fences 

which are part of the landscape design features of the project per (Section 9.22.090 (A)(12.) The Specific 

Plan prepared for the proposed project establishes the on-site landscaping requirements and identifies the 

permitted functional landscape elements that can be used to comply with the requirements. The 

functional landscaping elements which could be included in the landscaped area calculations include 

ground cover, tree canopies, and green walls. Under these proposed landscaped standards, the project 

would provide greater Landscaped Area than required. 

Response B-1c-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1c-2. 

Response B-1c-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1c-2. 

Response B-1c-5 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1c-2. 
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Response B-1c-6 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of a proposed project that attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project in a feasible manner, but avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project. 

The legal standard for the discussion of alternatives states that:  

The discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the 
discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of reasonableness. The statute does 
not demand what is not realistically possible given the limitation of time, energy, and 
funds. [P] Absolute perfection is not required; what is required is the production of 
information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
environmental aspects are concerned. It is only required that the officials and agencies 
make an objective, good-faith effort to comply. 

The Draft EIR complies with the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines as it provided full analysis of 

three alternatives (Alternative 1: No Project/No Development Alternative, Alternative 2: Code Complying 

Alternative and Alternative 3: Two-story Building Alternative,) in addition to providing brief narratives 

for four other alternatives (Alternative Site, Reduced Supermarket Square Footage, Subterranean Parking 

Lot and Alternative Uses) that were considered but not evaluated in detail as they were all deemed to be 

infeasible. 
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Letter No. B-1d: Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth 

Response B-1d-1 

This comment is a general request and a reiteration of previously submitted scoping comments. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response B-1d-2 

No significant impacts to agricultural resources were identified in the Draft EIR as a result of 

implementation of the proposed project. This conclusion of no significant impact is discussed in the Draft 

EIR in Section 6.0, Effects Found not to be Significant, page 6.0-1. 

Response B-1d-3 

Public Services, including Fire Protection and Sheriff Protection Services are discussed in the Draft EIR in 

Sections 3.11.1 and 3.11.2, respectively. The EIR concluded that potential impacts to emergency response 

times and police/fire protection infrastructure would be less than significant. Potential impacts to Traffic 

as a result of implementation of the proposed project are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.13. After 

mitigation, impacts to traffic and circulation were considered less than significant. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. Topical Response 1 provides a detailed 

summary of the City’s Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines and a summary of traffic and circulation 

data compiled for the City of Malibu over more than a decade. Topical Response 2 summarizes the City’s 

emergency response protocols and the relevant local, state, and federal guidance documents. 

Response B-1d-4 

As described in Section 3.14.3, Water Supply, the applicant has agreed to design and construct all water 

related property specific improvements including a 12-inch water main approximately 5,000 feet long, 

pump station upgrades, a regulating station, and an approximately 800,000 gallon water tank. These 

infrastructure improvements would be dedicated to County of Los Angeles Water Works District 29 

(WWD 29) after construction is complete. These improvements are necessary in order for WWD 29 to 

provide the customary level of water service required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department and 

the commercial uses associated with the proposed project.9 

                                                           
9 Los Angeles County Waterworks Districts, District 29, written communication with Ramy Gindi April 9, 2014 
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Potential impacts to Water Supply as a result of implementation of the proposed project are more fully 

discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.14.3, Water Supply. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 2. Topical Response 2 summarizes the City’s emergency response 

protocols and the relevant local, state, and federal guidance documents. 

Response B-1d-5 

Cumulative impacts to Water Supply as a result of implementation of the proposed and related projects 

are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.14.3, Water Supply. Less than significant cumulative impacts 

on water supply were identified. 

Response B-1d-6 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions regarding the configuration and condition of 

roadways in the City of Malibu and their potential to limit development. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

The proposed project is in the Civic Center area of the City, served by an adequate network of roadways. 

The projects impacts on these roadways would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Response B-1d-7 

Geotechnical issues, including fault lines and seismicity, are discussed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, 

in the Draft EIR. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Response B-1d-8 

A discussion of existing hydrologic conditions on the project site and in its vicinity and an analysis of the 

potential for development of the proposed project to affect water quality, groundwater supplies, 

groundwater recharge, site drainage, and flooding are provided in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the Draft EIR. The project site is located in area prone to flooding. As a result, the project 

proposes to construct building pads raised to meet FEMA and MMC Floodplain Management Ordinance 

requirements. Therefore, impacts were considered less than significant. 
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Response B-1d-9 

As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic section in the Draft EIR examines 

both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects associated with cumulative 

development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) of the 39 related projects 

considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, pages 

3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 

Response B-1d-10 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions regarding alternative designs for the proposed 

project. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and 

therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Response to Comments B-1c-2 and B-1c-6. 

Response B-1d-11 

A lighting plan is presented in Section 2.0, Project Description, refer to Figure 2.0-15, Site Lighting Plan. 

Potential impacts from nighttime lighting at the project site are described and analyzed in Section 3.1, 

Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. The project’s designed features include shielded pedestrian walkway and 

parking lot lighting, dense landscaping, and all other lighting design recommendations included in the 

Malibu Municipal Code. 

Response B-1d-12 

The landscape plans, that incorporate the plants species of both Malibu’s and the Santa Monica 

Mountain’s native coastal plant community are presented in Section 2.0, Project Description, Figures 

2.0-10 through 2.0-14, which includes plans showing the proposed project’s “green wall” locations and 

elevations. 

Response B-1d-13 

Potential visual impacts as a result of implementation of the proposed project are described and analyzed 

in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. 

Response B-1d-14 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 
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Response B-1d-15 

Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR describes the transportation and traffic based on 

the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Overland Traffic Consultants, Inc., (OTC) for the 

proposed project. OTC’s analysis was subject to several rounds of peer review by both the City Public 

Works Department staff and the City of Malibu’s consulting traffic engineer. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response B-1d-16 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1d-15. 

Response B-1d-17 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1d-4. 

Response B-1d-18 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response B-1d-19 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1d-4. 

Response B-1d-20 

Potential impacts to the local wastewater system as a result of implementation of the proposed project are 

described and analyzed in Section 3.14.4, Wastewater, of the Draft EIR. 

Response B-1d-21 

Please refer to Responses to Comments B-1d-7 and B-1d-8. 

Response B-1d-22 

Economic impacts were considered for the proposed project as part of the Coastal Development Permit 

applications. In addition, the City of Malibu’s 2008 study of economic impacts resulting from commercial 

development was also considered and the City’s 2014 study of fiscal impacts resulting from the 

implementation of the Formula Retail ordinance were considered by City Staff during the preliminary 

stages of EIR preparation. These studies concluded that demand for commercial retail uses in the City of 
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Malibu remains strong and thus it was concluded that the proposed project would not result in the 

physical decline of the existing businesses within the Civic Center area of Malibu or in other existing 

commercial shopping centers in reasonably close proximity to the proposed project. The discussion of 

economic effects will be included as part of the Staff Report prepared for the requested entitlement 

applications, which would allow the City of Malibu to consider economic factors prior to making a 

decision on the proposed project. 

Response B-1d-23 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1d-7. 

Response B-1d-24 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1d-8. 

Response B-1d-25 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1c-6. 
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Letter No. B-1e: Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth 

Response B-1e-1 

An alternative to the proposed project was considered that would preserve the eight sycamore trees, i.e., 

the Code Complying Alternative; refer to Section 4.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-25 in the Draft EIR requires mitigation for the removal of the eight sycamore 

trees. With mitigation, impacts would be less than significant. The applicant will be planting 80 

sycamores on-site to replace the eight to be removed under the proposed project, which complies with 

requirements under City’s LCP and Local Implementation Plan (LIP). 

The eight sycamore trees on site have not been documented as monarch butterfly over-wintering sites. 

This insect typically uses eucalyptus or cypress trees arranged in clusters that protect the roosting areas 

from winds and long-term direct sunlight, often near open fresh water; because of the existing 

arrangement of trees, there would be no impact to overwintering monarch butterflies. 
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Letter No. B-2 Poison Free Malibu 

Response B-2-1 

This comment includes a summary of recent standards adopted by the County of Los Angeles and a 

summary of preliminary discussions that have occurred in recent Malibu City Council and California 

Coastal Commission public hearings regarding the use of insecticides, herbicides, anti-coagulant 

rodenticides or other toxic chemicals with the potential to degrade biological resources in coastal 

environments. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and 

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

However, the applicant team, construction contractors, and future tenants of the project have expressed a 

commitment to use and handle all pesticides at the project site in compliance with applicable local, state, 

and federal standards and regulations, including the pending City ban on the use of anticoagulant 

rodenticides. 

The applicant is committed to using an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approach at the project site. 

IPM is a managed pest management system that: 

 eliminates or mitigates economic and health damage caused by pests; 

 minimizes the use of pesticides and the risk to human health and the environment associated with 
pesticide applications; and, 

 uses integrated methods, site or pest inspections, pest population monitoring, an evaluation of the 
need for pest control, and one or more pest control methods, including sanitation, targeted exclusion 
techniques, mechanical and living biological controls, other non-chemical methods, and, if nontoxic 
options are unreasonable and have been exhausted, the use of least toxic pesticides. 

  

2.0-61



2.0-62



2.0-63



2.0-64



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. B-3 Serra Canyon Property Owners Association 

Response B-3-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Response B-3-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response B-3-3 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimate 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 

Response B-3-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 
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Response B-3-5 

Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, identified the intersection of Cross Creek Road and Civic 

Center Way as a four way intersection. Please refer to Figures 3.13-2 through 3.14-4, Figures 3.13-8 

through 3.13-16, and Figures 3.13-20 through 3.13-25. The anticipated volume of vehicle trips utilizing the 

“driveway cut” proposed on the private section of Cross Creek Road during the AM/PM peak hour 

periods was analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response B-3-6 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1d-9. 

Response B-3-7 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided.  

Please also refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 
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Letter No. C-1 Anonymous [My Beach] 

Response C-1-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection, were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project, and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-2 Anonymous [alamhere] 

Response C-2-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-3 Joan and Paul Almond 

Response C-3-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-72



2.0-73



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-4 Tom Anderson 

Response C-4-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-5 Vicky Arnold 

Response C-5-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-6 Deirdre Battarra 

Response C-6-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-7 Bernie Beldner 

Response C-7-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-8a Karen Blackmore and Joe Gareri 

Response C-8a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-8b Karen Blackmore and Joe Gareri 

Response C-8b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-8c Karen Blackmore and Joe Gareri 

Response C-8c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-9 Sharleen Bright 

Response C-9-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-10a Candace Brown 

Response C-10a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-10b Candace Brown 

Response C-10b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-10c Candace Brown 

Response C-10c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-94



2.0-95



2.0-96



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-11 John and Sarah Burke 

Response C-11-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks expressing opposition to the proposed project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-11-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-11-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-11-4 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimated 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 
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Response C-11-5 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 

Response C-11-6 

Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, identified the intersection of Cross Creek Road and Civic 

Center Way as a four way intersection. Please refer to Figures 3.13-2 through 3.14-4, Figures 3.13-8 

through 3.13-16, and Figures 3.13-20 through 3.13-25. The anticipated volume of vehicle trips utilizing the 

“driveway cut” proposed on the private section of Cross Creek Road during the AM/PM peak hour 

periods was analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response C-11-7 

As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic section in the Draft EIR examines 

both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects associated with cumulative 

development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) of the 39 related projects 

considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, pages 

3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1 and Response to Comment B-1d-9. 
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Letter No. C-12 Chris and Barbara Catlin 

Response C-12-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-13 Camille Cerio 

Response C-13-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-14a Dana Christiaansen 

Response C-14a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 
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Letter No. C-14b Dana Christiaansen 

Response C-14b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-15 Brian Clark 

Response C-15-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-16 Marshall Coben 

Response C-16-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-17 Leon Cooper 

Response C-17-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and a statement in opposition to the project. The comment does 

not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response 

is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-18 Mariana Costa-Schechter 

Response C-18-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-19 Stacie Cox 

Response C-19-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-20 Cecilia Dan 

Response C-20-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-21 D. Day 

Response C-21-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 
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Letter No. C-22 Judi Devin 

Response C-22-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-23 Claudia Divito 

Response C-23-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-24 Joshua Donen 

Response C-24-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-25 Nicolette Donen 

Response C-25-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-26 Laura Doughty 

Response C-26-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-26-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-26-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-27a Wendi Dunn 

Response C-27a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-27b Wendi Dunn 

Response C-27b-1 

This comment includes a summary of recent standards adopted by the County of Los Angeles and a 

summary of preliminary discussions that have occurred in recent Malibu City Council and California 

Coastal Commission public hearings regarding the use of insecticides, herbicides, anti-coagulant 

rodenticides or other toxic chemicals with the potential to degrade biological resources in coastal 

environments. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and 

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

However, the applicant team, construction contractors and future tenants of the project have expressed a 

commitment to use and handle all pesticides at the project site in compliance with applicable local, state, 

and federal standards and regulations, including the pending City ban on the use of anticoagulant 

rodenticides. 

The applicant is committed to using an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approach at the project site 

and the use of IPM will be required as a condition of approval. IPM is a managed pest management 

system that: 

 eliminates or mitigates economic and health damage caused by pests; 

 minimizes the use of pesticides and the risk to human health and the environment associated with 
pesticide applications; and, 

 uses integrated methods, site or pest inspections, pest population monitoring, an evaluation of the 
need for pest control, and one or more pest control methods, including sanitation, targeted exclusion 
techniques, mechanical and living biological controls, other non-chemical methods, and, if nontoxic 
options are unreasonable and have been exhausted, the use of least toxic pesticides. 
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Letter No. C-27c Wendi Dunn 

Response C-27c-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment C-27b-1. 

  

2.0-137



2.0-138



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-28 Kathy Eldon 

Response C-28-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 for a detailed discussion of traffic counts taken to support the Draft 

EIR’s conclusions with respect to traffic impacts. 

As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic section in the Draft EIR examines 

both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects associated with cumulative 

development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) of the 39 related projects 

considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, pages 

3.0-3 through 3.0-5. These 39 related projects include pending and/or proposed development within the 

vacant parcels located along Civic Center Way. 
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Letter No. C-29 Carol Elkind 

Response C-29-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-30 Lisa Marie Elwes 

Response C-30-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-31 R.L. Embree 

Response C-31-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-31-2 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimate 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 

Response C-31-3 

Section 3.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR addresses the potential noise impacts that could result from 

construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed project includes Mitigation Measure 

3.10-10 which limits all truck deliveries and all maintenance operations to between the hours of 7:00 AM 

and 7:00 PM. 
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Letter No. C-32 Dawn Navarro Ericson 

Response C-32-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-33 Linda Euler 

Response C-33-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-34 John Evans 

Response C-34-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-35 Steve Fink 

Response C-35-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-36 Jae Flora-Katz 

Response C-36-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-37 Jack and Jo Foley 

Response C-37-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-38 R. Jeffrey Follert 

Response C-38-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-38-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 

Response C-38-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-38-4 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimated 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 
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delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 

Response C-38-5 

This comment requests that the EIR classify the project as a supermarket with adjacent ancillary uses. 

Pages 2.0-10 through 2.0-29 of the Draft EIR (Project Description) provides a detailed characterization of 

the proposed collection of commercial uses, including the identification of the Whole Foods Market as the 

“anchor tenant” occupying 24,549 square feet. The ancillary commercial uses and on-site recreational uses 

are also described as ancillary uses to the proposed market. 

Response C-38-6 

Please refer to response C-38-4. 

Response C-38-7 

The proposed unenclosed recreational spaces are considered “ancillary” uses to the proposed commercial 

retail uses. As a result, their use would be a result of patrons already frequenting the proposed 

commercial shopping center use. Therefore, any vehicle trips associated with these ancillary uses were 

appropriately captured in the trip generation estimates for the proposed commercial uses. Assigning a 

separate trip generation for these ancillary uses in addition to the shopping center trip generation would 

result in an overestimation of the expected number of project trips. Please refer to Draft EIR page 3.13-19 

for a discussion of the project’s average daily trips and AM/PM peak hour trips. 

Response C-38-8 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-38-9 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 
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Letter No. C-39 Lili Foster 

Response C-39-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-40 Deborah Frankel 

Response C-40-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-41 Ben Franklin 

Response C-41-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-41-2 

This comment states that the proposed project will have no impact on the intersection of Civic Center 

Way and Cross Creek Road. Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-

9 calculate the traffic impacts at the intersection of Civic Center Way and Cross Creek Road. Impacts 

would be less than significant under Existing (2012) Plus Project Conditions, Future (2017) Plus Project 

Conditions, and Future (2030) Plus Project Conditions. 

Response C-41-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-41-4 

Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, identified the intersection of Cross Creek Road and Civic 

Center Way as a four way intersection. Please refer to Figures 3.13-2 through 3.14-4, Figures 3.13-8 

through 3.13-16, and Figures 3.13-20 through 3.13-25. The anticipated volume of vehicle trips utilizing the 

“driveway cut” proposed on the private section of Cross Creek Road during the AM/PM peak hour 

periods was analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response C-41-5 

As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic section in the Draft EIR examines 

both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects associated with cumulative 

development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) of the 39 related projects 

considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, pages 

3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 
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Response C-41-6 

Mitigation measures for traffic improvements included in the Draft EIR state that “The pro-rata share of 

the improvement costs shall be determined by the City of Malibu prior to the issuance of building 

permits. The City shall verify that all pro-rata funds have been received for the improvements prior to 

issuance of building permits. Additionally, the City shall verify that the improvements have been 

constructed prior to final Planning Department inspection.” 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 
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Letter No. C-42 Jane and M.B. Franz 

Response C-42-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-43a Judith Stein Friedman 

Response C-43a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-43b Judith Stein Friedman 

Response C-43b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-43b-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions and a statement in opposition to the project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-44 Charlotte M. Frieze 

Response C-44-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-45 Carol Gable 

Response C-45-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-46 Elizabeth Gabler 

Response C-46-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-46-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 

  

2.0-183



2.0-184



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-47 Lisa Garrett 

Response C-47-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-48 Patricia Gartland 

Response C-48-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-187



2.0-188



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-49 Sara Gepp 

Response C-49-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-50 Linda Gibbs 

Response C-50-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-51 Jo Giese 

Response C-51-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-52 Errol Ginsberg 

Response C-52-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-52-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 

Response C-52-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-53 Georgia Goldfarb and Walter Zelman 

Response C-53-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-54 Charles Gondell 

Response C-54-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-55 Victor and Deirdre Grenner 

Response C-55-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-56 Azel Griswold 

Response C-56-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-56-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions and a statement in opposition to the project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-57 Carol Hahn 

Response C-57-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-57-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-58a Patt Healy 

Response C-58a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-58b Patt Healy 

Response C-58b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-58c Patt Healy 

Response C-58c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-58d Patt Healy 

Response C-58d-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-58d-2 

EIR mitigation measure 3.3-5 requires mitigation for the removal of the eight sycamore trees on the 

project site. With mitigation, impacts would be less than significant. The applicant will be planting 80 

sycamores to replace the eight to be removed under the proposed project, which complies with 

requirements under City’s LCP and Local Implementation Plan (LIP). 

The eight sycamore trees on site have not been documented as monarch butterfly over-wintering sites. 

This insect typically uses eucalyptus or cypress trees arranged in clusters that protect the roosting areas 

from winds and long-term direct sunlight, often near open fresh water; because of the existing 

arrangement of trees, there would be no impact to overwintering monarch butterflies. 

Response C-58d-3 

The responses to comments contain additional information, clarifications and minor revisions that will be 

added to the text of the Final EIR. City of Malibu staff has reviewed this material and determined that the 

incorporation of this additional information as part of the Final EIR will not require recirculation of the 

Draft EIR. This new material will not result in a significant new environmental impact not previously 

disclosed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, this material will not result in a substantial increase in the 

severity of a previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be 

any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 
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Letter No. C-59 Anna Belle Heiss 

Response C-59-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-60a Kathy Heshmatpour 

Response C-60a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-60b Kathy Heshmatpour 

Response C-60b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-61 Tiffany Holman 

Response C-61-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-62 Judi Hutchinson and Robert Hutchinson 

Response C-62-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-63 Nanci and John Iannone 

Response C-63-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-64 Judith Israel 

Response C-64-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-65 Ron Jenny 

Response C-65-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-66 Peter C. Jones 

Response C-66-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-67 Beatrice Jordan 

Response C-67-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-68 Lori E. Kantor 

Response C-68-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-69 Anne Karam 

Response C-69-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-70 Jae and Jeff Katz 

Response C-70 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-241



2.0-242



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-71 Nancy A. Kearson 

Response C-71-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-72 Cynthia Kesselman 

Response C-72-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-73 John Kingsbury 

Response C-73-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-74 Hans and Anneliese Knur 

Response C-74-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-74-2 

This comment is a statement in opposition to the project. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-74-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance 

and exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 
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Response C-74-4 

This comment suggests the adoption of a new traffic mitigation measure for the intersection of Serra 

Road and PCH, which would require the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection. However, this 

suggested mitigation measure does not correspond with any project specific or cumulative traffic impacts 

identified in the Draft EIR and therefore this mitigation measure was not required. The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

proposed project. 

Please refer to Response C-74-3 for a discussion of project design elements that could alleviate potential 

truck traffic impacts along Cross Creek Road, north of Civic Center Way. 

Response C-74-5 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Response to Comment B-1d-9. 
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Letter No. C-75 Mrs. A. Kochounian 

Response C-75-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-76 Kristin Kohn 

Response C-76-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions and a statement in opposition to the project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-77 Cyndy Kuipers and Charles Kuipers 

Response C-77-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-78 Jason LaBerg 

Response C-78-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions and a statement in opposition to the project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-79 Hans Laetz, J.D. 

Response C-79-1 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of 

the project. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and 

therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-79-2 

This comment requests a more detailed description of Cross Creek Road, Civic Center Way and Pacific 

Coast Highway (PCH) road segments. It also suggests that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently address the 

traffic impacts caused by the proposed project. A detailed description of Cross Creek Road driveway is 

provided on page 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR and a description of the Civic Center Way roadway segment is 

provided on Page 3.13-3 of the Draft EIR. A detailed description of the PCH roadway segment is 

provided on page 3.13-3. A detailed description of the traffic safety and other ancillary uses of PCH 

(including its use by beachgoers for pedestrians, bicyclists, and accident history) is provided on pages 

3.13-3 and 3.13-4 under the Traffic Safety and Operations on PCH heading in the Draft EIR. Together, these 

descriptions characterize the current roadway geometry and supporting roadway infrastructure 

surrounding the proposed project and were used to analyze the potential project specific and cumulative 

traffic impacts. 

Response C-79-3 

This comment summarizes the Draft EIR’s description of the traffic impact measurement criteria (Level of 

Service) and states that the Draft EIR does not describe “delays or congestion in terms of average number 

of seconds of delay” at signalized intersections.” The comment also reinterprets the CEQA Guidelines 

Initial Study Checklist questions posed under Section XVI (Transportation/Traffic). Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, summarizes the results of traffic flow analysis completed in accordance with the 

City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-4 

This comment asks that the City explain the rationale for failing to anticipate actual delays or increased 

congestion and questions the validity of utilizing “level of service” instead of “average number of 

seconds of delay” to determine traffic and circulation system impacts. The methodology used to 

determine project specific and cumulative traffic and circulation impacts in the City of Malibu is 

governed by the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Accordingly, the traffic conditions analysis 
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was conducted using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methods for the study intersections. The 

ICU procedure uses a ratio of the traffic volume to the intersection capacity (V/C ratio). The V/C ratios 

provide an appropriate means for quantifying intersection operating characteristics. Once the intersection 

V/C ratio has been calculated, a level of service grade (A through F) is assigned to estimate the level of 

congestion and the quality of traffic flow at a signalized intersection. Definitions of level of service 

grades, from the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, are described below. 

 LOS A – Excellent: Free flow conditions with low traffic density 

 LOS B – Very Good: A stable flow of traffic 

 LOS C – Good: Light congestion but stable, occasional backups behind left-turning vehicles 

LOS D – Fair: Approaching instability, drivers are restricted from freely changing lanes. Vehicles 

may be required to wait through more than one cycle. 

LOS E – Poor: At or near capacity with some lines for left-turning vehicles. Blockage of 

intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning movements. 

LOS F – Failure: Jammed conditions with stoppages of long duration and long queues. 

For unsignalized intersections within the project area (e.g., Civic Center Way and Cross Creek Road and 

Webb Way/Stuart Ranch Road and Civic Center Way, a delay-based analysis was conducted using 

procedures based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). This procedure calculates the delay as the 

total elapsed time from the time a vehicle stops at the end of the queue to the time the vehicle departs 

from the intersection. Using this procedure, the LOS is evaluated on the basis of total delay per vehicle. 

The definitions of the LOS grades for stop controlled intersections as defined by the Transportation 

Research Board are shown below. 

 LOS A – Less than or equal to 10 seconds of delay 

 LOS B – Between 10-15 seconds of delay 

 LOS C – Between 15-25 seconds of delay 

 LOS D - Between 25-25 seconds of delay 

 LOS E – Between 35-50 seconds of delay 

 LOS F – Greater than 50 seconds of delay 

Please refer to Topical Response 1.  
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Response C-79-5 

This comment asks that the City explain the rationale for failing to anticipate actual delays or increased 

congestion by reliance solely on LOS instead of the average number of seconds of delay to determine 

consistency with the City’s General Plan Conservation Policies. Please refer to Response No. C-79-4 

above and to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation. 

Response C-79-6 

This comment asks that the City explain the rationale for failing to anticipate actual delays or increased 

congestion by reliance solely on LOS instead of the average number of seconds of delay to determine 

consistency with the City’s General Plan Conservation Policies. Please refer to Response No. C-79-4 

above and to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation. 

Response C-79-7 

This comment asks that the City explain the rationale for failing to anticipate actual delays or increased 

congestion by reliance solely on LOS instead of the average number of seconds of delay to determine 

consistency with the City’s General Plan Conservation Policies. Please refer to Response No. C-79-4 

above and to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation. 

Response C-79-8 

This comment asks that the City explain the rationale for failing to anticipate actual delays or increased 

congestion by reliance solely on LOS instead of the average number of seconds of delay to determine 

consistency with the City’s General Plan Conservation Policies. Please refer to Response No. C-79-4 

above and to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation. 

Response C-79-9 

This comment is a general reference to traffic and circulation thresholds of significance contained within 

the CEQA Guidelines. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of 

CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record 

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-79-10 

This comment suggests that the peak weekend traffic measurements were taken during a cool and foggy 

day in July and therefore the traffic counts do not accurately represent a highly congested or a peak 
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summer season traffic condition in the City of Malibu. While it is acknowledged that meteorological 

conditions may be a factor affecting traffic counts in the City of Malibu, it is not the only factor. Given the 

high degree of weather pattern variability in the Southern California region, the City concluded that the 

collection of traffic counts on July 14, 2012 would provide a reasonable characterization of baseline traffic 

conditions on a weekend during the summer season. It is important to note that the analysis of traffic 

impacts presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, is based not only upon these baseline 

traffic counts, but also project-related vehicle trips, cumulative growth factors, and other pending projects 

with the potential to increase traffic within the project study area. All of these factors were combined to 

assess a conservative estimate of traffic impacts under existing (2012), future (2017), and full buildout 

(2030) scenarios. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-11 

This comment requests an explanation as to how the Draft EIR conclusions with respect to traffic impacts 

can be considered sufficient given the “arbitrary and scientifically unsound” selection of traffic count 

periods. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-12 

This comment requests that the V/C ratio and the average number of seconds of delay be computed for 

peak periods using “accurate baseline peak beach day conditions or projects for future peak beach day 

congestion.” Both the weekday and weekend traffic counts were utilized as the basis for completing an 

analysis of AM and PM weekday peak hour and weekend traffic impacts at the study area intersections. 

The impacts at each intersection were calculated for existing conditions (2012), future conditions (2017), 

and General Plan buildout conditions (2030). Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-13 

This comment requests the analysis of traffic impacts during Saturday mornings using the V/C ratio and 

average number of seconds of delay. Saturday AM peak hour traffic is typically much lighter when 

compared to weekday AM peak hour traffic and therefore its analysis would not provide an appropriate 

characterization of traffic impacts in the City of Malibu. Please refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-14 

This comment requests the analysis of traffic impacts during Saturday afternoons using the V/C ratio and 

average number of seconds of delay. Saturday afternoon traffic (mid-day) was analyzed as part of the 

Draft EIR in accordance with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5, 
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3.13-6, and 3.13-9, which show traffic impacts at each intersection during the Saturday mid-day period. 

Please also note that 24-hour traffic counts completed in the City of Malibu along Pacific Coast Highway 

east of Cross Creek Road show that the Saturday mid-day period is within the peak hour period. Please 

refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-15 

This comment requests the analysis of traffic impacts during Sunday mornings, afternoons, or evenings 

using the V/C ratio and average number of seconds of delay. Sunday traffic is highly variable and 

therefore its analysis would not provide an appropriate characterization of traffic impacts in the City of 

Malibu. Saturday afternoon traffic (mid-day) was analyzed as part of the Draft EIR in accordance with the 

City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9, which show 

traffic impacts at each intersection during the Saturday mid-day period. Please also note that 24-hour 

traffic counts completed in the City of Malibu along Pacific Coast Highway east of Cross Creek Road 

show that the Saturday mid-day period is within the peak hour period. Please refer to Topical Response 

1.  

Response C-79-16 

This comment requests the analysis of traffic impacts during holidays using the V/C ratio and average 

number of seconds of delay. Holiday traffic is highly variable and infrequent and therefore its analysis 

would not provide an appropriate characterization of traffic impacts in the City of Malibu. Saturday 

afternoon traffic (mid-day) was analyzed as part of the Draft EIR in accordance with the City’s Traffic 

Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9, which show traffic impacts at 

each intersection during the Saturday mid-day period. Please also note that 24-hour traffic counts 

completed in the City of Malibu along Pacific Coast Highway east of Cross Creek Road show that the 

Saturday mid-day period is within the peak hour period. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-17 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 

Response C-79-18 

This comment questions how the proposed project would further safe, environmentally sensitive and 

efficient transportation for the City and suggests that the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines are 

considered “unreliable, unscientific, and misleading.” The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the 

2.0-294



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

proposed project was reviewed by the City of Malibu Public Works Department. This study was deemed 

consistent with the City’s Traffic Impact and Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Topical Response 1 

Response C-79-19 

This comment suggests that the July 2012 traffic counts are insufficient because they did not include 

vehicle trips generated by Pepperdine University and the Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District 

employees, students and parents. The City of Malibu Public Works Department considered previously 

completed traffic counts for the Malibu region during the summer and non-summer periods prior to 

initiating traffic counts in July 2012 for the Whole Foods and the Park project. After reviewing all of the 

background traffic count data, the City of Malibu determined that the collection of traffic counts during 

July 2012 at area intersections would sufficiently establish a baseline traffic condition. Please refer to 

Topical Response 1 

Response C-79-20 

This comment asks the City to confirm that the Draft EIR conclusions are sufficient given that the traffic 

counts were conducted in the summer (July 2012) when local schools are not in session. The City of 

Malibu Public Works Department considered previously completed traffic counts for the Malibu region 

during the summer and non-summer periods prior to initiating traffic counts in July 2012 for the Whole 

Foods and the Park project. After reviewing all of the background traffic count data, the City of Malibu 

determined that the collection of traffic counts during July 2012 at area intersections would sufficiently 

establish a baseline traffic condition. It is important to note that the analysis of traffic impacts at area 

intersections presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, was based not only upon these 

baseline traffic counts, but also project-related vehicle trips, cumulative growth factors, and other 

pending projects with the potential to increase traffic within the project study area. All of these factors 

were combined to assess traffic impacts under existing (2012), future (2017), and full buildout (2030) 

scenarios. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-21 

This comment asks the City to confirm whether V/C ratios would increase if traffic counts were collected 

when Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District (SMMUSD) schools are in session and requests an 

analysis of traffic impacts using average number of seconds of delay. After reviewing all of the 

background traffic count data, the City of Malibu determined that the collection of traffic counts during 

July 2012 at area intersections would sufficiently establish a baseline traffic condition. It is important to 

note that the analysis of traffic impacts at area intersections presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic 

and Circulation, was based not only upon these baseline traffic counts, but also project-related vehicle 
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trips, cumulative growth factors, and other pending projects with the potential to increase traffic within 

the project study area. All of these factors were combined to assess traffic impacts under existing (2012), 

future (2017), and full buildout (2030) scenarios. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-22 

This comment suggests that Draft EIR improperly excludes pedestrians and bicyclists for its analysis of 

traffic impacts. Pedestrian and bicycle trips through the project study area intersections are considered in 

the calculation of V/C ratios and LOS in the Traffic Impact Analysis, as these types of trips move through 

intersections along with vehicle traffic and thus are accommodated in the traffic signal timing. 

Response C-79-23 

This comment requests that the Draft EIR describe the current and projected pedestrian and bicycle 

traffic. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Threshold 3.13-6. The proposed project would facilitate 

alternative transportation by providing 16 bike racks, four golf carts, and two electric vehicle charging 

stations. Pedestrian movement on the site would be facilitated by interior walkways as well as a 

pedestrian connection to the adjacent La Paz project. Therefore, impacts related to bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities would be less than significant. 

Response C-79-24 

This comment requests that the Draft EIR traffic section include an analysis of potential increases in 

pedestrian hazards. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Threshold 3.13-6. The project would construct 

on-site improvements, which would not adversely impact the ability of pedestrians or bicyclists to utilize 

the existing pedestrian and/or bicycle infrastructure within the Civic Center Area. 

Response C-79-25 

This comment requests that the Draft EIR traffic section include an analysis of increases in hazards to 

bicyclists. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Threshold 3.13-6. The project would construct on-site 

improvements, which would not adversely impact the ability of pedestrians or bicyclists to utilize the 

existing pedestrian and/or bicycle infrastructure within the Civic Center Area. 

Response C-79-26 

This comment asks whether the Draft EIR mitigation measures would adequately mitigate impacts to 

pedestrians and bicyclists. The project would construct on-site improvements, which would not 

adversely impact the ability of pedestrians or bicyclists to utilize the existing pedestrian and/or bicycle 
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infrastructure within the Civic Center Area. The Draft EIR concluded that impacts to pedestrian and 

bicycles and the supporting infrastructure would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation 

measures were required. 

Response C-79-27 

The commenter asks whether the baseline description of PCH is inadequate. Please refer to page 3.13-3 of 

the Draft EIR for a discussion of the physical characteristics of PCH in the vicinity of the project site. 

Response C-79-28 

This comment suggests that the baseline description of PCH is inadequate. Please refer to page 3.13-3 of 

the Draft EIR for a discussion of the physical characteristics of PCH in the vicinity of the project site. 

Response C-79-29 

This comment is a general request and a reiteration of previously submitted scoping comments. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-79-30 

This comment requests an analysis of impacts to the “mainline” segment of PCH using the average 

number of seconds of delay. Impacts to the PCH roadway segment were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 

3.13. The street segments analyzed in the Draft EIR include: 

 Pacific Coast Highway east of Cross Creek Road; and 

 Pacific Coast Highway west of Malibu Canyon Road. 

Please refer to Draft EIR Table 3.13-11 for the results of the PCH segment impact analysis. The proposed 

project’s impacts on PCH segments located east of Cross Creek Road and west of Malibu Canyon Road 

would be less than significant. Delay was measured using a volume to capacity V/C ratio to calculate a 

Level of Service metric. The Level of Service methodology is a national standardize method, which 

provides consistency of application for all projects. The methodology is consistent with the City of Malibu 

Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines and was independently reviewed by the City’s traffic consultants, 

Kimley-Horne and Associates. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Response C-79-31 

This comment requests an analysis of impacts to PCH, I-405, & US 101 segments resulting from the 

proposed project and other cumulative development. The proposed project would not exceed the arterial 

traffic impact significance thresholds of 5 percent at any study area street segments, including I-405 and 

US 101. Therefore, impacts were considered less than significant.  

Response C-79-32 

This comment asks why intersection capacity was used instead of average seconds of delay to determine 

traffic impacts. Delay was measured using a volume to capacity V/C ratio to calculate a Level of Service 

metric. The Level of Service methodology is a national standardize method, which provides consistency 

of application for all projects. The methodology is consistent with the City of Malibu Traffic Impact 

Analysis Guidelines and was independently reviewed by the City’s traffic consultants, Kimley-Horne and 

Associates. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-33 

This comment suggests that the average number of seconds of delay methodology is superior to LOS V/C 

methodology. Delay was measured using a volume to capacity V/C ratio to calculate a Level of Service 

metric. The Level of Service methodology is a national standardize method, which provides consistency 

of application for all projects. The methodology is consistent with the City of Malibu Traffic Impact 

Analysis Guidelines and was independently reviewed by the City’s traffic consultants, Kimley-Horne and 

Associates. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-34 

This comment requests that the traffic impact analysis be redone using average number of seconds of 

delay methodology rather than LOS V/C methodology. Delay was measured using a volume to capacity 

V/C ratio to calculate a Level of Service metric. The Level of Service methodology is a national 

standardize method, which provides consistency of application for all projects. The methodology is 

consistent with the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines and was independently reviewed 

by the City’s traffic consultants, Kimley-Horne and Associates. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-35 

This comment suggests that the project could “bifurcate” the City and requests that the traffic impact 

analysis utilize the average number of seconds of delay methodology to determine the significance of this 

impact. The proposed project would not construct any physical barriers or construct any roadway 
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improvements that would physically divide an established community. However, the project specific and 

cumulative traffic impacts were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic. The 

intersection capacity and level of service at each PCH intersection was calculated in an effort to provide a 

quantitative and qualitative assessment of intersection and roadway segment operation. For example, the 

Future Plus Project (2030) impact at the Cross Creek Road and PCH intersection was rated LOS F during 

the weekend mid-day period. LOS F is defined as “backups from nearby locations or on cross streets may 

restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection approaches. Tremendous delay with 

continuously increasing queue lengths.”  

Response C-79-36 

This comment suggests that the traffic section of the Draft EIR is flawed due to insufficient traffic counts 

and other background information. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the 

meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part 

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-37 

This comment requests that the traffic impact analysis utilize average number of seconds of delay 

methodology rather than LOS V/C methodology. Delay was measured using a volume to capacity V/C 

ratio to calculate a Level of Service metric. The Level of Service methodology is a national standardize 

method, which provides consistency of application for all projects. The methodology is consistent with 

the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines and was independently reviewed by the City’s 

traffic consultants, Kimley-Horne and Associates. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-38 

This comment requests an analysis determining whether the traffic impact analysis conflicts with the 

General Plan, Certified LCP, and zoning ordinances, adopted for the purposes of mitigating a significant 

environmental effect. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, Regulatory 

Framework and Tables 3.9-3 in the Draft EIR Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning. After mitigation, all 

project specific and cumulative traffic impacts would be less than significant. 

Response C-79-39 

This comment requests roadway segment analysis for Webb Way, Civic Center Way and Cross Creek 

Road. Traffic flow on roadways is most constrained at intersections. Therefore, detailed traffic flow 
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analyses focus on operating conditions of critical intersections during peak travel periods. Delay was 

measured using a volume to capacity V/C ratio to calculate a Level of Service metric along Webb Way, 

Civic Center Way, and Cross Creek Road at their critical intersections. The Level of Service methodology 

is a national standardize method, which provides consistency of application for all projects. The 

methodology is consistent with the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines and was 

independently reviewed by the City’s traffic consultants, Kimley-Horne and Associates. Please refer to 

Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-40 

This comment requests roadway segment analysis for Civic Center Way to determine impacts to (a) 

residential access to nearby homes; (b) commercial property access; (c) MTA bus patrons; (d) SMMUSD 

bus use; (e) Coastal Access users; (f) bicyclists; (g) pedestrians; and (h) persons using angle parking on the 

street for the above uses. Traffic flow on roadways is most constrained at intersections. Therefore, 

detailed traffic flow analyses focus on operating conditions of critical intersections during peak travel 

periods. Impacts to Civic Center Way at its intersection with Cross Creek Road, Stuart Ranch Road/Webb 

Way, and Malibu Canyon Road were considered in Draft EIR Section 3.13 for “Existing Plus Project,” 

“Future (2017) Plus Project,” and Future (2030) Plus Project” conditions. According to Table 3.13-5, the 

projected project traffic volumes would increase delay by less than 1 second along Civic Center Way and 

its associated intersections during the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, impacts were considered less 

than significant and therefore residential access, commercial property access, MTA bus access, SMMUSD 

bus use, coastal access, bicycle access, and access to parking would not be adversely affected. 

Response C-79-41 

This comment requests roadway segment analysis for Cross Creek Road to determine impacts to (a) 

residential access to nearby homes; (b) commercial property access; (c) MTA bus patrons; (d) SMMUSD 

bus use; (e) Coastal Access users; (f) bicyclists; (g) pedestrians; and (h) persons using angle parking on the 

street for the above uses. Traffic flow on roadways is most constrained at intersections. Therefore, 

detailed traffic flow analyses focus on operating conditions of critical intersections during peak travel 

periods. Impacts to Cross Creek Road at its intersection with Civic Center Way and PCH were considered 

in Draft EIR Section 3.13 for “Existing Plus Project,” “Future (2017) Plus Project,” and Future (2030) Plus 

Project” conditions. According to Table 3.13-5, the projected project traffic volumes would increase delay 

by less than 1 second along Cross Creek Road at Civic Center Way and would increase the volume to 

capacity ratio by 3.7 percent during the PM peak hour (a potentially significant impact). After mitigation 

(which includes improvements at the PCH/Cross Creek Road intersection), impacts were considered less 
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than significant and therefore residential access, commercial property access, MTA bus access, SMMUSD 

bus use, coastal access, bicycle access, and access to parking would not be adversely affected. 

Response C-79-42 

This comment requests roadway segment analysis for PCH to determine impacts to (a) residential access 

to nearby homes; (b) commercial property access; (c) MTA bus patrons; (d) SMMUSD bus use; (e) Coastal 

Access users; (f) bicyclists; (g) pedestrians; and (h) persons using angle parking on the street for the above 

uses. Traffic flow on roadways is most constrained at intersections. Therefore, detailed traffic flow 

analyses focus on operating conditions of critical intersections during peak travel periods. Impacts to 

PCH at its intersection with Kanan Dume Road, Malibu Canyon Road, Webb Way, Cross Creek Road, 

Malibu Pier Signal, Carbon Canyon Road, and Las Flores Canyon Road were considered in Draft EIR 

Section 3.13 for “Existing Plus Project,” “Future (2017) Plus Project,” and Future (2030) Plus Project” 

conditions. According to Table 3.13-5, the projected project traffic volumes would not significantly impact 

the volume to capacity ratio, except for at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek Road. After mitigation 

(which includes improvements at the PCH/Cross Creek Road intersection), impacts were considered less 

than significant and therefore residential access, commercial property access, MTA bus access, SMMUSD 

bus use, coastal access, bicycle access, and access to parking would not be adversely affected. 

Response C-79-43 

This comment requests roadway segment analysis for Webb Way/Stuart Ranch Road to determine 

impacts to (a) residential access to nearby homes; (b) commercial property access; (c) MTA bus patrons; 

(d) SMMUSD bus use; (e) Coastal Access users; (f) bicyclists; (g) pedestrians; and (h) persons using angle 

parking on the street for the above uses. Traffic flow on roadways is most constrained at intersections. 

Therefore, detailed traffic flow analyses focus on operating conditions of critical intersections during peak 

travel periods. Impacts to Webb Way/Stuart Ranch Road at its intersection with Civic Center Way were 

considered in Draft EIR Section 3.13 for “Existing Plus Project,” “Future (2017) Plus Project,” and Future 

(2030) Plus Project” conditions. According to Table 3.13-5, the projected project traffic volumes would not 

significantly increase the delay. Impacts were considered less than significant and therefore residential 

access, commercial property access, MTA bus access, SMMUSD bus use, coastal access, bicycle access, 

and access to parking would not be adversely affected. 

Response C-79-44 

This comment requests analysis of parking space removal and its impact on Legacy Park users. Draft EIR 

Section 3.13, page 2, describes the project’s proposal to remove four existing parking spaces along the 

north side of Civic Center Way to make room for the proposed driveway entrance. Impacts to 
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recreational facilities are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.12, Recreation. Impacts to recreational facilities 

would be less than significant, as ample parking would remain along the north and south sides of Civic 

Center Way along the Legacy Park frontage and the proposed project would not substantially increase 

the use of nearby recreational uses such that a physical impact on residential facilities would occur. 

Response C-79-45 

This comment requests analysis of potential conflicts with existing commercial developments, the Malibu 

Public Library, Civic Center and other civic attractions in the area due to the elimination of parking. As 

described above, the project would remove four parking spaces along the north side of Civic Center Way 

to make room for the proposed driveway entrance. The Malibu Municipal Code requires 217 spaces and 

the proposed project includes 220 parking spaces. Sufficient on-site parking would be provided as part of 

the proposed project and ample parking spaces would remain along Civic Center Way west of the project 

site. The sufficiency of the proposed on-site parking supply was analyzed as part of the Revised Traffic 

Impact Study prepared for the project. Please refer to Draft EIR Appendix 3.13 (Revised Traffic Impact 

Study, pages 73-76). Moreover, each existing and proposed land use within the Civic Center Area is 

required to provide on-site vehicle and bicycle parking in accordance with the Malibu Municipal Code. 

Therefore, no conflicts with adjacent commercial uses would occur. 

Response C-79-46 

The commenter requests an analysis of the “complicated driveway Project geometry” and impacts to (a) 

residential access to nearby homes; (b) commercial property access; (c) MTA bus patrons; (d) SMMUSD 

bus use; (e) Coastal Access users; (f) bicyclists; (g) pedestrians; and (h) persons using angle parking on the 

street for the above uses. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and exit for 

the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic Center Way. 

The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service road located 

along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks located behind the 

proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center Way driveway (i.e., 

left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The driveway capacity analysis indicates that the project’s 

main driveway on Civic Center Way will operate at LOS B for all study periods, as shown in Table 3.13-

10. Furthermore, the project’s secondary driveway located on Cross Creek Road will operate at LOS A for 

all study periods. The driveway capacity analysis indicates that vehicle queuing for left-turns entering or 

exiting the site will not create any traffic impacts on-site or any significant on-street conflicts with non-

project traffic volumes. Therefore, the driveway would not conflict with the above-described uses. 
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Response C-79-47 

This comment requests CMP analysis of “intersection geometry” along Civic Center Way and Cross 

Creek Road. For the purposes of the CMP, a significant traffic impact occurs when the proposed project 

increases the V/C ratio by 2 percent or more at LOS F or causes LOS F. The driveway capacity analysis 

indicates that the project’s main driveway on Civic Center Way will operate at LOS B for all study 

periods, as shown in Table 3.13-10. Furthermore, the project’s secondary driveway located on Cross 

Creek Road will operate at LOS A for all study periods. Therefore, the proposed driveways will not 

adversely affect traffic flow along Civic Center Way, which would in turn not adversely affect existing 

commercial uses along Civic Center Way. 

Response C-79-48 

Duplicate of Comment C-79-47. Please see response above. 

Response C-79-49 

This comment requests analysis of “intersection geometry” along Civic Center Way and Cross Creek 

Road and whether it would substantially increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses or 

conflicts pedestrian/vehicle or vehicle/MTA bus usage. The proposed project does not include any sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections. Uses on the site would generally consist of commercial/retail uses, 

including the Whole Foods market and similar restaurant uses. These uses would be compatible with 

other uses on the site and in the surrounding area. 

Response C-79-50 

This comment requests analysis of “intersection geometry” along Civic Center Way and Cross Creek 

Road and whether it would substantially increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses or 

result in inadequate emergency access. Emergency access would be provided in accordance with County 

requirements. A fire lane would be provided along the perimeter of the site, including behind the Whole 

Foods market. A secondary access would be provided on Cross Creek Road to facilitate emergency/fire 

service access if needed. Therefore, impacts related to inadequate emergency access and hazardous 

design features would be less than significant. Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-79-51 

This comment requests analysis of “intersection geometry” along Civic Center Way and Cross Creek 

Road and whether it would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 

bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. The existing intersection of Civic Center Way and Cross Creek Road 
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would not be modified by the proposed project. Sufficient on-site and off-site parallel and angled parking 

along Civic Center Way and Cross Creek Road would remain (with the exception of the four spaces 

proposed for removal along Civic Center Way) and the existing pedestrian improvements (cross walk 

and bulb-outs) would remain. Therefore, the “intersection geometry” of Civic Center Way and Cross 

Creek Road would not conflict with policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities. 

Response C-79-52 

This comment includes general statements and opinions regarding the proposed traffic mitigation 

measures and specifically the mitigation measure required at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek 

Road. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figures 3.13.-2 through 3.13-4 for 

a summary of existing vehicle trips within the study area (including vehicle trips collected during the 

AM/PM peak hour and Saturday mid-day). Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 for an analysis of 

Level of Service after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3. These tables show 

that Level of Service after mitigation will be improved at the intersections of Malibu Canyon Road and 

PCH, Webb Way and PCH, and Cross Creek Road and PCH and impacts would be mitigated to a less 

than significant level. The requirements for mitigation are not speculative. The payment of pro-rata funds 

towards intersection improvements at PCH and Cross Creek Road, Malibu Canyon Road and PCH, and 

PCH and Webb Way must be completed prior to the issuance of building permits for the project. The 

commenter is correct that the construction of intersection improvements at PCH and Cross Creek Road 

are currently being processed as part of Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 14-036. This CDP 

application has been filed by the developer of the previously approved La Paz commercial shopping 

center project in accordance with the previously certified La Paz Development Agreement EIR. Upon 

approval of this CDP, the applicant will be required to construct intersection improvements at the PCH 

and Cross Creek Road intersection. 

Response C-79-53 

This comment requests an analysis of the likelihood of traffic mitigation approval by the California 

Coastal Commission, and the effect of a denial. As stated above, the proposed construction of intersection 

improvements at PCH and Cross Creek are currently undergoing review as part of CDP No. 14-036. 

Upon approval, the improvements will be constructed. The Draft EIR Mitigation Measure No. 3.13-1 

requires that the proposed project contribute its pro-rata share of the improvement costs to the City prior 

to the issuance of building permits and that construction of said improvements shall be completed prior 

to final inspection of the proposed project. Without completion of the PCH and Cross Creek Road 

intersection improvements, the proposed project would not be able to operate. 
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Response C-79-54 

This comment requests analysis of likelihood of the traffic mitigation proposals being approved by the 

Planning Commission, and describe the effect on the project mitigation in case of a denial. As stated 

above, without completion of the PCH and Cross Creek Road intersection improvements, the proposed 

project would not be able to operate. 

Response C-79-55 

This comment requests all communications in the City's possession between the City, La Paz, the 

California Department of Transportation, and any other affected or interested party over proposed PCH 

widening projects at Malibu Lagoon or Cross Creek Road and requests analysis of likelihood of the traffic 

mitigation proposals being approved by Caltrans. All of the communications requested by the 

commenter were provided on April 15, 2015. All correspondence from Caltrans regarding CDP No. 14-

036 is on file with the City.  

Response C-79-56 

This comment requests an analysis of the likelihood of the traffic mitigation proposal (CDP No. 14-036) 

being approved by California State Parks, and requests a description of the effect on the project 

mitigation in case of a denial. All correspondence from California State Parks regarding CDP No. 14-036 

is on file with the City.  

Response C-79-57 

This comment requests an analysis of the likelihood of the traffic mitigation proposal (CDP No. 14-036) 

being approved by the Mountains Recreation Conservation Agency (MRCA), and requests a description 

of the effect on the project mitigation in case of a denial. The City has received no correspondence from 

MRCA regarding CDP No. 14-036.  

Response C-79-58 

This comment requests an analysis of the likelihood of the traffic mitigation proposal (CDP No. 14-036) 

being approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers or the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and requests a 

description of the effect on the project mitigation in case of a denial. The City has received no 

correspondence from the US Army Corps of Engineers or the Fish and Wildlife Service regarding CDP 

No. 14-036. The City is not in a position to speak on behalf of the US Army Corps of Engineers or the US 

Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Response C-79-59 

This comment requests all communications in the City's possession between the City, La Paz, the 

California Department of Transportation, and any other affected or interested party over proposed PCH 

widening projects at Malibu Lagoon or Cross Creek Road. This comment also requests an analysis of 

likelihood of the traffic mitigation proposals being approved by the California Coastal Commission. All 

of the communications requested by the commenter were provided by the City of Malibu. The City is not 

in a position to speak on behalf of the California Coastal Commission. 

Response C-79-60 

This comment requests a summary of the efforts by La Paz LLC or other parties applying for intersection 

improvements at this location. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the 

meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part 

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-79-61 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

For a discussion of impacts and mitigation measures related to traffic, please refer to Draft EIR Section 

3.13, Traffic and Transportation. 

Response C-79-62 

This comment requests a summary of the procedure used to conclude that the "mitigation" delivered by 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 would be sufficient to prevent (a) any decrease in LOS or (b) increase in 

average number of seconds of delay on PCH or Cross Creek Road. The methodology used to complete 

the analysis presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation is summarized on pages 

13.13-1 through 3.13-12. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 for an analysis of intersection levels of 

service after completion of the required mitigation measures. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-63 

This comment requests review of the traffic data to measure the impact of the construction of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, and how that construction would affect (a) LOS or (b) number of seconds of delay on 

PCH. The methodology used to complete the analysis presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and 

Transportation is summarized on pages 13.13-1 through 3.13-12. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 

2.0-306



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

for an analysis of intersection levels of service after completion of the required mitigation measures. 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-64 

This comment requests additional analysis of cumulative traffic delays of 0.025 in five-day-per week 

afternoon/evening V/C, and the significance of the impact at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek 

Road. The methodology used to complete the analysis presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and 

Transportation is summarized on pages 13.13-1 through 3.13-12. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 

for an analysis of intersection levels of service after completion of the required mitigation measures. 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-79-65 

This comment requests additional analysis of cumulative traffic delays of 0.037 in midday Saturday V/C, 

and the significance of the impact at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek Road. The methodology 

used to complete the analysis presented in Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Transportation, is 

summarized on pages 13.13-1 through 3.13-12. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 for an analysis of 

intersection levels of service after completion of the required mitigation measures. Please refer to Topical 

Response 1.  

Response C-79-66 

This comment requests additional analysis of traffic delays (in minutes) on MTA bus passengers. Metro 

transit service is provided by three eastbound and seven westbound buses during the morning peak 

hours, five eastbound and three westbound buses during the afternoon peak hours, with three buses in 

each direction during the mid-day peak hours on Saturdays. Please refer to Draft EIR Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-

6, and 3.13-7 for calculations of impact significance at project study area intersections using level of 

service or delay where appropriate. Metro transit service is provided by three eastbound and seven 

westbound buses during the morning peak hours, five eastbound and three westbound buses during the 

afternoon peak hours, with three buses in each direction during the mid-day peak hours on Saturdays. 

Thus, given the low number of project-generated transit trips per bus, no impacts on the existing or 

future transit services are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. 

Response C-79-67 

This comment requests additional analysis of traffic delays on beach and park users at the intersection of 

PCH and Cross Creek Road. As shown in Draft EIR Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9, impacts at the 
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intersection at PCH and Cross Creek Road would be less than significant. This conclusion was reached 

after completing an analysis of traffic impacts pursuant to the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis 

Guidelines. Please refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-68 

This comment requests analysis of how cumulative traffic would affect traffic safety and pedestrian 

convenience at the PCH/Cross Creek intersection, and at the two crosswalks on Cross Creek Road north 

of the intersection, and how the increased Cross Creek traffic would affect angle parking places, both in 

terms of operations and safety, ohm (sic) that business district. Cumulative traffic impacts at the 

intersection of PCH and Cross Creek Road would be potentially significant but mitigatable. However, the 

existing cross walks and other pedestrian improvements at the PCH and Cross Creek Road intersection 

and along Cross Creek Road would not be impacted by the proposed project. The existing parking spaces 

along Cross Creek Road would not be physically altered by the proposed project. 

Response C-79-69 

This comment requests additional analysis of how cumulative traffic would affect actual traffic counts on 

Cross Creek Road (including seconds of delay), and at the all-way stop sign at Civic Center Way. Please 

refer to Table 3.13-9 for a summary of impacts at PCH and Cross Creek Road and Civic Center 

Way/Stuart Ranch Road/Webb Way. The impacts presented in Table 3.13-9 include the vehicle trips 

associated with all related projects (including Rancho Malibu, Santa Monica College, Malibu Bay 

Company, La Paz, and other developments), a growth factor to calculate vehicle trips associated with 

2030 buildout and project related vehicle trips. After mitigation, cumulative impacts were considered less 

than significant. 

Response C-79-70 

This comment requests additional analysis of how increased traffic accommodated by the proposed 

additional turn lane from westbound Pacific Coast Highway to northbound Cross Creek Road would be 

anticipated to affect the high accident rate and percentage of injury crashes at the intersection. A 

summary of traffic safety on PCH was provided on page 3.13-4 of the Draft EIR. However, after 

mitigation, the Level of Service at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek Road would remain at LOS B 

during the AM peak hour, would improve from LOS E to LOS D during PM peak hour, and would 

improve from LOS F to LOS E during the weekend mid-day period. 
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Response C-79-71 

This comment requests clarification of the methodology used to substantiate the conclusion that MM 

3.13-1 would mitigate impacts at PCH and Cross Creek. The volume to capacity (V/C) ratio was used to 

calculate a Level of Service after mitigation at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek. This is a national 

standardized method, which provides consistency of application for all projects and is consistent with the 

City of Malibu’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-72 

This comment requests that traffic count projections be provided to substantiate the conclusion that MM 

3.13-1 would mitigate impacts at PCH and Cross Creek. The volume to capacity (V/C) ratio was used to 

calculate a Level of Service after mitigation at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek. This is a national 

standardized method, which provides consistency of application for all projects and is consistent with the 

City of Malibu’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. The worksheets calculating the V/C ratio and Level 

of Service after mitigation are included in Appendix G of the Traffic Impact Analysis, which is included 

as Appendix 3.13 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-73 

This comment requests planning and engineering documents for MM 3.13-1 (intersection at Cross Creek 

& PCH). The physical improvements proposed at the intersection of Cross Creek and PCH are included 

in CDP Application No. 14-036 on file at the City. The worksheets calculating the V/C ratio and Level of 

Service after mitigation are included in Appendix G of the Traffic Impact Analysis, which is included as 

Appendix 3.13 of the Draft EIR. Moreover, the Level of Service After Mitigation at the Cross Creek Road 

& PCH intersection is listed in Table 3.13-8(a). 

Response C-79-74 

This comment requests planning and engineering documents for the intersection at Cross Creek & PCH. 

These documents are on-file with the City as part of CDP No. 14-036. 

Response C-79-75 

This comment requests Caltrans design standards for both (a) divided rural highways and (b) urban 

arterial streets for curb lanes, through lanes, turn lanes, and medians, and bike lanes, and then calculate 

the total width necessary for a adding a sixth lane to PCH with bike lanes (as required by state laws at 

this location. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. The V/C ratio was used to calculate a LOS after mitigation 
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at the intersection of PCH and Cross Creek. This is a national standardized method, which provides 

consistency of application for all projects and is consistent with the City of Malibu’s Traffic Impact 

Analysis Guidelines. 

Response C-79-76 

This comment is a general statement regarding the project’s potential to divide an existing community. 

This comment also requests an analysis of impacts to Malibu and the Pacific Coast Bikeway recreation 

user of a bifurcated "fog lane" bike route existing east and west of the Cross Creek area, with the 

subtraction of existing "fog lane" bicycle facilities. The proposed project would not physically alter the 

“fog lane” bike route existing along PCH. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Response C-79-77 

This comment is a request for further information regarding the design of the Cross Creek & PCH 

intersection under Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, including impacts to specimen trees and beach visitor 

parking. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and 

therefore no further response is provided. These impacts were analyzed as part of the CEQA 

documentation prepared for CDP No. 14-036. This analysis has been incorporated by reference in the 

Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-78 

This comment is requests further information regarding the design of the Cross Creek & PCH intersection 

under Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, including the metrics of a potential “S curve” at the western end of the 

Malibu Creek bridge. No “S curve” is proposed as part of the design of Cross Creek & PCH intersection 

improvements or as part of the project. 

Response C-79-79 

This comment is a general statement and opinions regarding previous Caltrans comments on the 

proposed Cross Creek & PCH intersection improvements. This comment also requests further 

information regarding the design of the Cross Creek & PCH intersection under Mitigation Measure 3.13-

1. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. These impacts were analyzed as part of the CEQA documentation 

prepared for CDP No. 14-036. This analysis has been incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and 

the Park Final EIR. 
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Response C-79-80 

This comment states that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 would require widening of Pacific 

Coast Highway and incursion onto Malibu Creek State Park property. This comment also requests more 

detailed information regarding the design of the Cross Creek & PCH intersection. These impacts were 

analyzed as part of the CEQA documentation prepared for CDP No. 14-036. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. Please refer to CDP No. 14-036 for 

specific engineering information prepared for the intersection improvements proposed at the Cross Creek 

& PCH intersection.  

Response C-79-81 

This comment states that Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 would include widening into coastal resources and 

requests exact plans for Cross Creek and PCH intersection improvements. This statement is incorrect as 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 only requires the payment of fees to the City of Malibu to help fund 

intersection improvements at Cross Creek and PCH as part of CDP No. 14-036. The comment does not 

raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is 

provided. The impacts associated with intersection improvements at Cross Creek & PCH were analyzed 

as part of the CEQA documentation prepared for CDP No. 14-036. This analysis has been incorporated by 

reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. Please refer to CDP No. 14-036 for specific 

engineering information prepared for the intersection improvements proposed at the Cross Creek & PCH 

intersection.  

Response C-79-82 

This comment requests additional information regarding the intersection improvements proposed at the 

Cross Creek & PCH intersection. The biological resources and horticultural assessment prepared for CDP 

No. 14-036 is on file at the City of Malibu. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. These impacts were 

analyzed as part of the CEQA documentation prepared for CDP No. 14-036. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-83 

This comment requests further information regarding the design of the Cross Creek & PCH intersection 

improvements, including architectural plans and renderings for the retaining wall, including views from 

(a) the pedestrian entrance to the park, and (b) from Surfrider Beach at the mouth of Malibu Creek. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 
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further response is provided. These impacts were analyzed as part of the CEQA documentation prepared 

for CDP No. 14-036. This analysis has been incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park 

Final EIR. 

Response C-79-84 

This comment requests further information regarding the design of the Cross Creek & PCH intersection. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The more detailed exhibits prepared for the proposed improvements to 

the Cross Creek & PCH intersection are on file with the City as part of CDP No. 14-036. The 

environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is also on file with the City. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-85 

This comment requests further information regarding the number of specimen trees and beach visitor 

parking spaces would be removed as part of Cross Creek & PCH intersection improvements. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is also on file with the City. 

This analysis has been incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-86 

This comment requests analysis of Caltrans design standards for the design of the “S curve” at the 

western end of the Malibu Creek bridge under either the restriping option or the widening to the south 

option. There is no “S curve” included as part of the design of Cross Creek & PCH intersection 

improvements. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is on file with the City. This analysis has 

been incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-87 

This comment is a general statement regarding bicycle lanes on PCH and a statement that Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1 would result in the removal of bike lanes. No bike lanes would be removed as a result of 

the proposed project. Please refer to the detailed plans for CDP No. 14-036 which illustrate the 

construction of a Class II bike lanes and sidewalks as part of intersection improvements at Cross Creek 

and PCH. 
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Response C-79-88 

This comment requests an analysis of the project's impact on removing or reducing safe lateral coastal 

access for bicycles would conflict with (a) state laws promoting a Pacific Coast bicycle route, (b) the 

certified LCP provisions requiring the City to promote PCH bicycle use, (c) the Malibu General Plan and 

(d) any other law or regulation designed to allow lateral recreation use of PCH by bicycles or pedestrians. 

The proposed project would not be removing or reducing safe lateral coastal access for bicycles. As stated 

above, detailed plans for CDP No. 14-036 illustrate the construction of a Class II bike lanes and sidewalks 

as part of intersection improvements at Cross Creek and PCH. 

Response C-79-89 

This comment is a general statement and an expressed opinion regarding the extent of improvements 

proposed at the intersection of Cross Creek and PCH. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-90 

This comment is a general statement and an expressed opinion regarding the implementation of 

mitigation at the intersection of Cross Creek and PCH. As stated above, physical improvements to the 

Cross Creek and PCH intersection are not part of the Whole Foods and the Park Project. The project is 

required to contribute its fair share towards these improvements as stated in Mitigation Measure No. 

3.13-1. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is on file with the City. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-91 

This comment requests additional information regarding the permit requirements for construction of 

intersection improvements at Cross Creek and PCH. As stated above, physical improvements to the 

Cross Creek and PCH intersection are not part of the Whole Foods and the Park Project. The project is 

required to contribute its fair share towards these improvements as stated in Mitigation Measure No. 

3.13-1. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is on file with the City. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-92 

This comment requests additional information regarding the permit requirements for construction of 

intersection improvements at Cross Creek and PCH. As stated above, physical improvements to the 

Cross Creek and PCH intersection are not part of the Whole Foods and the Park Project. The project is 
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required to contribute its fair share towards these improvements as stated in Mitigation Measure No. 

3.13-1. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is on file with the City. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-93 

This comment requests additional information regarding the permit requirements for construction of 

intersection improvements at Cross Creek and PCH. As stated above, physical improvements to the 

Cross Creek and PCH intersection are not part of the Whole Foods and the Park Project. The project is 

required to contribute its fair share towards these improvements as stated in Mitigation Measure No. 

3.13-1. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is on file with the City. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR 

Response C-79-94 

This comment requests additional information regarding the permit requirements for construction of 

intersection improvements at Cross Creek and PCH. As stated above, physical improvements to the 

Cross Creek and PCH intersection are not part of the Whole Foods and the Park Project. The project is 

required to contribute its fair share towards these improvements as stated in Mitigation Measure No. 

3.13-1. The environmental analysis for CDP No. 14-036 is on file with the City. This analysis has been 

incorporated by reference in the Whole Foods and the Park Final EIR. 

Response C-79-95 

This comment is a general statement regarding public safety along PCH. The comment does not raise a 

specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-96 

This comment requests analysis of how the proposed narrow lane widths for PCH, which are typical for 

urban arterial streets, can be appropriate for an open country divided highway where state design 

standards call for normal-width, non-urban highway design standards. As stated above, physical 

improvements to the Cross Creek and PCH intersection are not part of the Whole Foods and the Park 

Project. The project is required to contribute its fair share towards these improvements as stated in 

Mitigation Measure No. 3.13-1. The intersection design details are presented in CDP No. 14-036 and the 

improvements do not include narrow lane widths, as stated by the commenter. The comment does not 

raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is 

provided. 
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Response C-79-97 

This comment describes the Draft EIR's description of PCH as an arterial street. Please refer to Draft EIR 

page 3.13-3 for a detailed description of PCH. 

Response C-79-98 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed. The comment does not 

raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is 

provided. 

Response C-79-99 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed at the intersection of Cross 

Creek & PCH. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-100 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed at the intersection of Cross 

Creek & PCH. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-101 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed at the intersection of Cross 

Creek & PCH. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks are proposed in order to enhance pedestrian and bicycle 

accessibility. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-102 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed at the intersection of Cross 
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Creek & PCH. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-103 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed at the intersection of Cross 

Creek & PCH. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks are proposed in order to enhance pedestrian and bicycle 

accessibility. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-104 

This comment describes the design of the improvements proposed at the Cross Creek and PCH 

intersection as part of CDP No. 14-036. Narrow lane widths are not proposed at the intersection of Cross 

Creek and PCH. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks are proposed in order to enhance pedestrian and bicycle 

accessibility. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, 

and therefore no further response is provided. 

Response C-79-105 

This comment includes a general statement and opinions regarding the proposed intersection 

improvement at Cross Creek and PCH. Please refer to CDP No. 14-036 for a specific description of the 

proposed intersection improvements. 

Response C-79-106 

This comment requests a specific description of transportation infrastructure improvements along PCH, 

and analysis of “CEQA conflict” between appropriate environmental laws and those improvements. The 

project does not include any physical improvements along PCH. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.13-2 

and 3.13-3 for a discussion of intersection improvement funding requirements applicable to the Whole 

Foods and the Park project under 2030 cumulative buildout conditions.  

Response C-79-107 

This comment requests estimates of financial costs, funding sources and financing, and analysis of 

“CEQA conflict” between appropriate environmental laws and those improvements envisioned in the 

immediate area. Please refer to Mitigation Measures 3.13-2 and 3.13-3 for a discussion of intersection 
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improvement funding requirements applicable to the Whole Foods and the Park project under 2030 

cumulative buildout conditions. 

Response C-79-108 

This comment requests estimates of sequence and scheduling considerations for the mitigations. Please 

refer to Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 for a description of the timing of mitigation fee 

payment. The payment of pro-rata fees toward intersection improvements is required prior to issuance of 

building permits. The construction of said improvements is required prior to final inspection of the 

Whole Foods and the Park Project. 

Response C-79-109 

This comment requests specific descriptions of transportation infrastructure improvements, and analysis 

of financial costs, funding sources and financing; sequence and scheduling considerations; and 

implementation responsibilities, controls and monitoring. Please refer to Figures 3.13-17 through 3.13-19 

for the conceptual design details for the required intersection improvements. Please refer to Mitigation 

Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 for a description of the timing of mitigation fee payment. The payment of 

pro-rata fees toward intersection improvements is required prior to issuance of building permits. The 

construction of said improvements is required prior to final inspection of the Whole Foods and the Park 

project. 

Response C-79-110 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks indicating that the Draft EIR did not sufficiently 

support the conclusion that the proposed mitigation measures would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts 

to a less than significant level. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8, which analyzes post mitigation 

measure conditions at the significantly impacted intersection. The V/C methodology was used to 

calculate LOS after mitigation, which is consistent with the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis 

Guidelines. The results conclude that after implementation of the required intersection improvements, 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Response C-79-111 

This comment requests an explanation of the analytical procedure used to conclude that Mitigation 

Measures 3.13-2 and 3.13-2 would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 

and 3.13-8(a) which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the significantly impacted 

intersection. The V/C methodology was used to calculate LOS after mitigation, which is consistent with 
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the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. The results conclude that after implementation of 

the required intersection improvements, impacts would be less than significant. 

Response C-79-112 

This comment requests an explanation of the analytical procedure used to conclude that Mitigation 

Measures 3.13-2 and 3.13-2 would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 

and 3.13-9(a), which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the significantly impacted 

intersection. The V/C methodology was used to calculate LOS after mitigation, which is consistent with 

the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5 and 3.13-6 for an 

assessment of the impacts to Webb Way/Civic Center Way/Stuart Ranch Road. 

Response C-79-113 

This comment requests that the predicted V/C impact of 0.025 at the intersection of PCH and Malibu 

Canyon Road be expressed as delay in seconds or traffic signal cycles or length of backup for project 

related and cumulative conditions. The measurement of traffic impacts (delay) at the aforementioned 

intersection was measured using a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to calculate a Level of Service. Using 

V/C ratios for traffic impact studies is a standard industry practice because use of V/C ratios provides an 

opportunity to understand any “over-capacity” issues and help to identify effective mitigation measures 

(e.g., physical improvements). Use of delay at signalized intersections such as the PCH/Malibu Canyon 

intersection could easily be reduced by optimizing signal timing under Existing Plus Project conditions. 

However, this same approach may not sufficiently mitigate cumulative buildout conditions. Therefore, 

use of the V/C ratio is an appropriate means of quantifying intersection operation characteristics. Please 

refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-114 

This comment requests that impacts to bus service be expressed as delay in seconds or traffic signal cycles 

or length of backup for project related and cumulative conditions. Metro transit service is provided by 

three eastbound and seven westbound buses during the morning peak hours, five eastbound and three 

westbound buses during the afternoon peak hours, with three buses in each direction during the mid-day 

peak hours on Saturdays. Thus given the low number of project-generated transit trips per bus, no 

impacts on the existing or future transit services are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. 
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Response C-79-115 

This comment requests that impacts on beach and park users be expressed in minutes via aggregate daily 

delay at the intersection. The measurement of traffic impacts (delay) at the aforementioned intersection 

was measured using a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to calculate a Level of Service. This methodology is 

consistent with the City’s Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines. After implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, traffic impacts on beach and park users 

would also be less than significant. Please refer to Topical Response 1.  

Response C-79-116 

This comment requests that analysis of additional significant congestion at the intersection will affect 

other nearby intersections. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9 for an assessment of project 

specific and cumulative impacts at all intersections within the project study area. Please also refer to 

Table 3.13-11 for an assessment of project specific and cumulative impacts along key street segments 

within the project study area. 

Response C-79-117 

This comment requests that the traffic impact analysis accurately define parks or public lands adjacent to 

the intersection. For a description of parks surrounding this intersection, please refer to Draft EIR Section 

3.12, Recreation. Pedestrian and bicycle movements are included in the assessment of intersection 

functionality, as they contribute to signal timing. The proposed project would contribute to proposed 

improvements to the intersection of Webb Way and PCH, which would maintain bicycle and pedestrian 

access by the construction of additional sidewalks and bike lanes. These improvements, plus adjustments 

in signal timing would improve bicyclist and pedestrian and safety at this intersection. 

Response C-79-118 

This comment requests clarification of the intersection geometry of PCH and Webb Way after the 

required mitigation. Please refer to Draft EIR Figure 3.13-9 for a depiction of the intersection geometry. It 

is assumed that the “fog lane” pavement is the existing pavement located along the north side of PCH 

west of the PCH/Webb Way intersection. As shown in Figure 3.13-9, this pavement would remain after 

implementation of the intersection improvement. 
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Response C-79-119 

This comment requests a description of the loss of parking spaces resulting from implementation of the 

proposed mitigation measures. No parking spaces would be lost due to implementation of the proposed 

intersection improvement mitigation measures at PCH and Webb Way. 

Response C-79-120 

This comment is a set of general introductory remarks indicating that the Draft EIR did not sufficiently 

support the conclusion that the proposed mitigation measures would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts 

to a less than significant level at the intersection of PCH and Malibu Canyon Road. Please refer to Tables 

3.13-7, 3.13-8, and 3.13-8(a), which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the PCH and Malibu 

Canyon Road intersection. The V/C methodology was used to calculate LOS after mitigation, which is 

consistent with the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. The results conclude that after 

implementation of the required intersection improvements, impacts would be less than significant. 

Response C-79-121 

This comment requests an explanation of the analytical procedure used to conclude that Mitigation 

Measures 3.13-2 and 3.13-2 would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 

and 3.13-8(a), which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the significantly impacted 

intersection. The V/C methodology was used to calculate LOS after mitigation, which is consistent with 

the City of Malibu Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. The results conclude that after implementation of 

the required intersection improvements at PCH and Malibu Canyon Road, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Response C-79-122 

This comment requests an explanation of the analytical procedure used to conclude that Mitigation 

Measures 3.13-1 and 3.13-2 would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 

3.13-8, which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the significantly impacted intersection. The 

V/C methodology was used to calculate LOS after mitigation, which is consistent with the City of Malibu 

Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5 and 3.13-6 for an assessment of the 

impacts to Webb Way/Civic Center Way/Stuart Ranch Road. 

Response C-79-123 

This comment requests traffic data estimating the impacts of school related traffic at the Winter Canyon 

Road/Civic Center Way signal. This intersection was not analyzed as part of this project as it lies between 
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the intersections of Civic Center Way/Stuart Ranch Road/Webb Way and Civic Center Way/Malibu 

Canyon Road. The project specific and cumulative impacts on these intersections are presented on Draft 

EIR Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9. 

Response C-79-124 

This comment requests traffic data estimating the traffic impacts associated with construction of the Civic 

Center Wastewater Treatment Plant. The Malibu Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Plant EIR included 

an assessment of temporary traffic-related construction impacts. These impacts were considered less than 

significant after implementation of a Traffic Control Plan. Moreover, operation of the Malibu Civic Center 

Wastewater Treatment Plant would generate approximately two trips per week up to two trips per day. 

The increase would not generate any noticeable difference in local traffic. 

Response C-79-125 

This comment requests analysis of the predicted V/C increase of 0.011 at the intersection of PCH and 

Malibu Canyon Road in daily delay in seconds or traffic signal cycles or length of backup. The 

measurement of traffic impacts (delay) at the aforementioned intersection was measured using a volume 

to capacity (V/C) ratio to calculate a Level of Service. Using V/C ratios for traffic impact studies is a 

standard industry practice because use of V/C ratios provides an opportunity to understand any “over-

capacity” issues and help to identify effective mitigation measures (e.g., physical improvements). Use of 

delay at signalized intersections (such as the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road intersection) could easily be 

reduced by optimizing signal timing under Existing Plus Project conditions. However, this same 

approach may not sufficiently mitigate cumulative buildout conditions. Therefore, use of the V/C ratio is 

an appropriate means of quantifying intersection operation characteristics. Please refer to Topical 

Response 1. 

Response C-79-126 

This comment requests that impacts to bus service be expressed as delay in seconds or traffic signal cycles 

or length of backup for project related and cumulative conditions. Metro transit service is provided by 

three eastbound and seven westbound buses during the morning peak hours, five eastbound and three 

westbound buses during the afternoon peak hours, with three buses in each direction during the mid-day 

peak hours on Saturdays. Thus given the low number of project-generated transit trips per bus, no 

impacts on the existing or future transit services are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. 
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Response C-79-127 

This comment requests that impacts on beach and park users be expressed in minutes via aggregate daily 

delay at the intersection. The measurement of traffic impacts (delay) at the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road 

intersection was measured using a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio to calculate a Level of Service. This 

methodology is consistent with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. After implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, impacts would be less than significant. Traffic impacts on beach and park 

users would also be less than significant, as no physical improvements are proposed that would impact 

the coastline or Malibu Lagoon State Beach Park. 

Response C-79-128 

This comment requests that analysis of additional significant congestion at the intersection will affect 

other nearby intersections. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9 for an assessment of project 

specific and cumulative impacts at all intersections within the project study area. Please also refer to 

Table 3.13-11 for an assessment of project specific and cumulative impacts along key street segments 

within the project study area. 

Response C-79-129 

This comment requests that the traffic impact analysis accurately define parks or public lands adjacent to 

the intersection. For a description of parks surrounding this intersection, please refer to Draft EIR Section 

3.12, Recreation. Pedestrian and bicycle movements are included in the assessment of intersection 

functionality, as they contribute to signal timing. The proposed project would contribute to proposed 

improvements to the intersection of PCH/Malibu Canyon Road, which would maintain bicycle and 

pedestrian access by the construction of additional sidewalks and bike lanes. These improvements, plus 

adjustments in signal timing would improve bicyclist and pedestrian and safety at this intersection. 

Response C-79-130 

This comment requests an explanation of the analytical procedure used to conclude that Mitigation 3.13-2 

would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts at the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road intersection. Please refer to 

Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8, which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the significantly impacted 

intersection. The impact of project traffic on the intersection of Malibu Canyon Road and Pacific Coast 

Highway could be mitigated by restriping the south leg of the intersection to include a left-turn lane, one 

through lane and one right-turn lane. Traffic signal recommendations include installing a northbound 

right turn overlap phase to run concurrently with the westbound left turn phase. This mitigation would 

improve the traffic movement along northbound approach to the Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu 
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Canyon Road intersection necessary for Saturday traffic when the traffic congestion is the heaviest due to 

the activities associated with the proposed athletic fields. 

Response C-79-131 

This comment requests that the traffic impact analysis accurately define parks or public lands adjacent to 

the intersection. For a description of parks surrounding this intersection, please refer to Draft EIR Section 

3.12, Recreation. Pedestrian and bicycle movements are included in the assessment of intersection 

functionality, as they contribute to signal timing. The proposed project would contribute to proposed 

improvements to the intersection of Malibu Canyon Road and PCH, which would maintain bicycle and 

pedestrian access by the construction of additional sidewalks and bike lanes. These improvements, plus 

adjustments in signal timing would improve bicyclist and pedestrian and safety at this intersection. 

Response C-79-132 

This comment requests an explanation of the analytical procedure used to conclude that Mitigation 3.13-2 

would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts at the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road intersection. Please refer to 

Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8, which analyzes post mitigation measure conditions at the significantly impacted 

intersection. The impact of project traffic on the intersection of Malibu Canyon Road and Pacific Coast 

Highway could be mitigated by restriping the south leg of the intersection to include a left-turn lane, one 

through lane and one right-turn lane. Traffic signal recommendations include installing a northbound 

right turn overlap phase to run concurrently with the westbound left turn phase. This mitigation would 

improve the traffic movement along northbound approach to the Pacific Coast Highway and Malibu 

Canyon Road intersection necessary for Saturday traffic when the traffic congestion is the heaviest due to 

the activities associated with the proposed athletic fields. No impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists would 

occur, as the existing pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would be maintained. 

Response C-79-133 

This comment requests traffic projections for the PCH and Malibu Canyon Road intersection in the 

mitigation condition. Please refer to Tables 3.13-7 and 3.13-8, which analyzes post mitigation measure 

conditions at the significantly impacted intersection. The impact of project traffic on the intersection of 

Malibu Canyon Road and Pacific Coast Highway could be mitigated by restriping the south leg of the 

intersection to include a left-turn lane, one through lane and one right-turn lane. Traffic signal 

recommendations include installing a northbound right turn overlap phase to run concurrently with the 

westbound left turn phase. No impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists would occur, as the existing 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would be maintained. 
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Response C-79-134 

This comment requests discussion of possible mitigation for eastbound through traffic on PCH at Malibu 

Canyon Road. The methodology for determining arterial street impacts is based on a comparison of the 

future without and future with project conditions. The percentage increase in peak hour traffic is used as 

the measurement for the impact evaluation. Pursuant to the City Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, a 

significant traffic impact for an arterial street occurs if the V/C ratio on a roadway segment operating at 

an unacceptable level of Service (LOS D, E, or F) increases by 0.05 or more. As shown in Draft EIR Table 

3.13-11, the project added traffic generated by the proposed project would not exceed the arterial traffic 

impact significance threshold of V/C increase of 0.05 for the eastbound PCH roadway segment between 

PCH/Malibu Canyon Road and PCH/Cross Creek Road. Therefore, no mitigation is required for the 

eastbound thru traffic at PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. No impacts to pedestrian and bicycle use would 

occur as the existing pedestrian and bicyclist infrastructure would remain. 

Response C-79-135 

This comment requests discussion of possible mitigation for western through traffic on PCH at Malibu 

Canyon Road. The methodology for determining arterial street impacts is based on a comparison of the 

future without and future with project conditions. The percentage increase in peak hour traffic is used as 

the measurement for the impact evaluation. Pursuant to the City Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, a 

significant traffic impact for an arterial street occurs if the V/C ratio on a roadway segment operating at 

an unacceptable level of Service (LOS D, E, or F) increases by 0.05 or more. As shown in Draft EIR Table 

3.13-11, the project added traffic generated by the proposed project would not exceed the arterial traffic 

impact significance threshold of V/C increase of 0.05 for the westbound PCH roadway segment between 

PCH/Cross Creek Road and PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. Therefore, no mitigation is required for the 

westbound thru traffic at PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. No impacts to pedestrian and bicycle use would 

occur as the existing pedestrian and bicyclist infrastructure would remain. 

Response C-79-136 

This comment requests discussion of possible mitigation for westbound PCH to northbound Malibu 

Canyon Road. Please refer to Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9 which analyze project specific and 

cumulative intersection impacts at PCH and Malibu Canyon Road and at Malibu Canyon Road and Civic 

Center Way. As described above, impacts to PCH and Malibu Canyon Road would be sufficiently 

mitigated by implemented Mitigation Measure 3.13-2. Impacts at the Malibu Canyon Road/Civic Center 

Way intersection would be less than significant under project specific and cumulative buildout 

conditions. 
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Response C-79-137 

This comment requests discussion of possible mitigation for southbound Malibu Canyon Road. Please 

refer to Tables 3.13-5, 3.13-6, and 3.13-9 which analyze project specific and cumulative intersection 

impacts at PCH and Malibu Canyon Road and at Malibu Canyon Road and Civic Center Way. As 

described above, impacts to PCH and Malibu Canyon Road would be sufficiently mitigated by 

implemented Mitigation Measure 3.13-2. Impacts at the Malibu Canyon Road/Civic Center Way 

intersection would be less than significant under project specific and cumulative buildout conditions. 

Furthermore, as shown in Draft EIR Table 3.13-11, the project added traffic generated by the proposed 

project would not exceed the arterial traffic impact significance threshold of V/C increase of 0.05 for the 

Malibu Canyon Road segment north of Civic Center Way. Therefore, no mitigation is required for the 

southbound traffic at PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. No impacts to pedestrian and bicycle use would occur 

as the existing pedestrian and bicyclist infrastructure would remain unchanged. 

Response C-79-138 

This comment requests a description of the loss of parking spaces as a result of mitigation measures 

proposed at the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road intersection. No parking spaces would be removed as a result 

of the proposed project or as part of the roadway construction proposed as part of CDP No. 14-036. 

Response C-79-139 

This comment includes a general statement and opinions regarding the status of related projects that 

have been recently filed with the City of Malibu and are expected to occur within a similar timeframe 

with similar traffic Impacts. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the 

meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part 

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-79-140 

This comment includes an opinion that the Draft EIR incorrectly assumes that other projects will be able 

to contribute any fair share funding for the mitigation measures designed to reduce cumulative traffic 

impacts at the PCH/Malibu Canyon Road and the PCH/Webb Way intersections. To address this concern, 

Mitigation Measures 3.13-2 and 3.13-3 require the payment of pro-rata fees prior to issuance of building 

permits and the completion of intersection improvements prior to the project’s final inspection. Therefore, 

the project cannot begin operation until the intersection improvements are physically constructed. 
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Response C-79-141 

This comment requests an explanation of how the mitigation measures will be implemented if the specific 

developments responsible for the physical construction of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 fail 

to receive regulatory permission to construction. The project would be required to construct these 

improvements prior to receiving final inspection, as specified in Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 

3.13-3. 

Response C-79-142 

This comment requests an explanation of how the mitigation measures will be implemented if the specific 

developments responsible for the physical construction of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 fail 

to receive regulatory permission to construction. The project would be required to construct these 

improvements prior to receiving final inspection, as specified in Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 

3.13-3. 

Response C-79-143 

This comment requests an explanation of how the mitigation measures will be implemented if the specific 

developments responsible for the physical construction of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 fail 

to receive regulatory permission to construction. If the party responsible for the physical construction of 

the intersection improvements failed to construction the intersection improvements in advance of the 

proposed project, the project would be required to construct the intersection improvements prior to 

receiving final inspection, as specified in Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3. 

Response C-79-144 

This comment requests a description of impacts on coastal access patrons if the specific developments 

responsible for the physical construction of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 fail to receive 

regulatory permission to construction. If the party responsible for the physical construction of the 

intersection improvements failed to construction the intersection improvements in advance of the 

proposed project, the project would be required to construct the intersection improvements prior to 

receiving final inspection, as specified in Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3. The construction of 

improvements would sufficiently mitigate any impacts to coastal access resulting from the additional 

vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle trips resulting from the proposed project. 
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Response C-79-145 

This comment requests a description of CMP impacts if the specific developments responsible for the 

physical construction of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3 fail to receive regulatory permission 

to construction. If the party responsible for the physical construction of the intersection improvements 

failed to construction the intersection improvements in advance of the proposed project, the project 

would be required to construct the intersection improvements prior to receiving final inspection, as 

specified in Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3. The construction of improvements would 

sufficiently mitigate any impacts to CMP facilities. 

Response C-79-146 

This comment requests that the following statement should be included in the Draft EIR: “it should be 

noted that the approved La Paz Project is required to fund improvements to the intersection of PCH with 

both Webb Way and Cross Creek Road.” The following statement has been added to the Whole Foods 

Draft EIR page 3.13-37 under the heading of Residual Impacts: “It should be noted that the approved La 

Paz project is required to fully fund and physically construct improvements to the intersection of 

PCH/Cross Creek Road and PCH/Webb Way.” 

Response C-79-147 

This comment requests analysis of the anticipated traffic impacts should La Paz not be built, and its 

mitigation efforts are deleted or nor forthcoming. If the party responsible for the physical construction of 

the intersection improvements failed to construction the intersection improvements in advance of the 

proposed project, the project would be required to construct the intersection improvements prior to 

receiving final inspection, as specified in Mitigation Measures 3.13-1 through 3.13-3. 

Response C-79-148 

The responses to comments contain additional information and minor revisions that will be added to the 

text of the Final EIR. City of Malibu staff has reviewed this material and determined this material would 

not constitute the type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the Draft EIR for 

further public comment under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. This new material does not indicate 

that the project will result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft 

EIR. Additionally, this material does not indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the severity 

of a previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of 

the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 
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Response C-79-149 

This comment is a general closing remark. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-80 Margo Lane 

Response C-80-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-330



Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR
May 2015

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0592.003

1

2

2.0-331



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-81 D. Larsen 

Response C-81-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-80-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-82 Barbara and Richard Lawrence 

Response C-82-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-83 John LePrevost 

Response C-83-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-84 Joel Levinson 

Response C-84-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-85 Alan Long 

Response C-85-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-86 Cori Lowe 

Response C-86-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-87 Maile Mason 

Response C-87-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

WHOLE FOODS AND THE PARK SHOPPING CENTER 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

MALIBU PLANNING COMMISSION 
MARCH 2, 2015 

SUBMITTED BY 
JOHN MAZZA – PLANNING COMMISSIONER 
6613 ZUMIREZ DRIVE 
MALIBU, CA 90265 
310 457-2075 

TO 

Jasch Janowicz, Contract Planner 
City of Malibu
Planning Department 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 

Mr Janowicz; 

     I wish to submit the following comment and questions for a complete answer in the forth coming 
final Environmental Impact Report on the above referenced project based on the draft Environmental 
Impact Report presented to the Planning Commission on March 2, 2015. 

1. The subject property was used as a towing yard in the past (ES 1) and no testing of the soil 
other than a visual inspection was reported and although sub surface water was tested from wells on the 
site(3.7-4) no testing of surface soil was conducted. Towing yards involve leakage of fluids from 
wrecked or stored vehicles such as oil and anti freeze. A through testing of soils must be undertaken 
under EIR standards if there is an indication of uses that are highly likely to produce pollution. 

2. The proposed project would include a “12 foot high sound wall along the northerly property 
line”. (ES-5) The draft EIR (ES-5) states that the property immediately north of the project site is used 
as a horse training facility and states that the wall is to respond to the concern of the horse facility about 
noise. The EIR is incorrect in that approximately one third of the northern property line boarders the 
GTE/ Verizon wireless maintenance building  at 3705 Cross Creek Road (Figure 3.7-1).  A twelve foot 
wall on two sides of that property would eliminate the views from that property and isolate the property 
with a twelve foot wall thus damaging its use as a commercial property. It could no longer be seen from 
Cross Creek Rd when traveling north. This negative impact must be studied in the final EIR. 
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3. A service road is proposed on the entire easterly property line of the property line which 
eliminates thousands of sq ft of required open space/landscaping (ES-6). The EIR does not examine 
feasible alternatives to this driveway which would reduce impermeable surfaces and increase open 
space/landscaping such as routing the driveway between buildings 4 and 5 (site plan figure 2.0-4). The 
space between the buildings clearly exceeds road width and turning radius requirements.  Other 
alternatives must be studied in the EIR 

4.  As stated (ES-6) “The Local Coastal Program (LCP) requires that 40 percent of the gross lot 
area constitutes landscaped area, in this case,102,467 square feet.”. This figure is calculated by taking 
40 percent of the total lot area of 258,168 square feet and equals 103,341 square feet (ES-7). The draft 
EIR falsely claims that the “Landscaped Area “ is not defined in the LCP (ES-7) when in fact it is. All 
percentage requirements in the LCP are calculated using “gross lot area” as stated above. The EIR 
proposes to calculate areas such as “green walls” based not on their footprint as required by the LCP 
but rather by using their vertical surfaces which are not a part of “gross lot area”. This method could 
result , when taken to an extreme, in calculation of lot coverage that exceeds many times the “gross lot 
area”. The analysis in the EIR is clearly not true, has never been used in any LCP analysis of lot area 
coverage in any coastal jurisdiction and must be corrected and analyzed. 

5. The project proposes to remove four parking spaces on Civic Center Way (ES-6)(3.13-2). There 
is no discussion any replacement of these spaces and the LCP requirement that visitor serving parking 
not be removed. This should be discussed in the EIR. 

6. Although the project description (2.0-31) states that a “specific plan “ has been prepared for this 
project the planning commission has not been asked to take comments on the specific plan (as required 
and the “specific plan” has not been reconciled to the draft EIR. One example of this is that the 
“specific plan” fails to discuss or disclose the uses allowed by the current zoning of a large portion of 
which is CG (commercial general).(specific plan Elementx 2-5) 

7. The planning commission has not been asked to take comments on the specific plan as required 
by Measure R (WFPSP draft 3-1) 

8. The draft EIR fails to discuss and evaluate the uses and alternatives allowed by the current 
municipal zoning of CG for the project. These alternatives are required to be studies since it takes a 
legislative action that has not taken place to change the zoning to the uses that have been proposed in 
the EIR. 

9. The EIR Alternative 3 (ES-10)states that the buildings have been “stacked one upon the other 
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with a maximum height of 24 feet....This layout would not fulfill the intent of the proposed project 
design , which is that of a low rise retail village...” . The purpose  of the alternative study disclosure is 
to evaluate alternatives not to compare alternatives to the the wishes of the developer. The proposed 
project states (2.0-13) that all five buildings are to be 28 feet in height which is the maximum allowed 
by the MMC and the LIP and certainly could not be considered “a low rise retail villiage”. It apparent 
from these statements that the proposed project would be higher than Alternative 3 and thus the 
analysis if fatally flawed. 

10. Alternative analysis 3 states “...a typical retail space would have a ceiling height of 15 to 18 
feet.....the two retail buildings under the Two-Story Building Alternative would have a maximum 
interior ceiling height of 11 feet. “This is not considered a practical height for most retail spaces...” 
“This is not considered practical height..”(ES-11) These statements must be called into question and the 
alternative section analyzed . There are numerous examples , including the immediately adjacent 
Malibu Country Mart two story building across Civic Center Way, that do not have two stories of 18ft 
ceilings which would not be allowed under the MMC or LIP because of the 28 ft elevation limit. In fact 
there are virtually no retail spaces ,with the exception of food markets, with 18 ft. ceilings. The EIR is 
required to have factual analysis not unsubstantiated statements and it must factually discuss 
alternatives. 

11. Alternative 3 states “As with the Code Complying Alternative, due to the reconfiguration of the 
site under this alternative, it cannot be assumed that Whole Foods would be the tenant”.  This statement 
is speculation that presumes that Whole Foods is the tenant , which nowhere has been demonstrated , 
and is not a concern of an Environmental Impact Report under state law. The statement (ES-11) 
“Therefore the proposed grocery building would be a generic “box”...is speculation on the part of the 
author of this report without any backup. In fact , the building , to a casual observer, is a box with a 
trellis  attached.  The EIR must analyze the physical properties of buildings since ,once built, they are 
tenant agnostic. There is o evidence that this building will be occupied by Whole Foods or any other 
tenant nor should there be especially in light of the statement “...it cannot be assumed that the tenant 
would be the tenant. No analysis of why a three building configuration is ,with additional open space, is 
detrimental to a grocery tenant is given and to make the statements given in this analysis it is required. 

12. The EIR is titled “Whole Foods in the Park” when in fact there is no evidence that the Whole 
Food Corporation has any interest or lease in this development. If fact the application is made by an 
entity which does not have the words “Whole Foods” in its' title. Environmental Impact Reports are 
reports on development of properties and their potential uses and they are required to have titles that 
are not misleading. Branding is not the purpose of a EIR and it appears that without evidence this EIR 
could just as easily be called “Trader Joe's in the Park or “in-n-Out in the Park”. The EIR should be 
agnostic as to brand names and the city attorney should make an opinion on this issue before the final 
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EIR is issued. 

13. The project proposes to count 48,492 sq ft of “tree canopy outside landscape planters and or 
open space.”(figure 2.0-12). This represents almost one half of the 102,467 sq ft of landscape required 
by the LIP based on the total “gross lot area “ of 258,168. Since, as stated above in comment 4, this 
represents double counting of an area and thus does not comply with the “gross lot area” calculations 
this needs to have a detailed discussion in the EIR. It does not seem, on its' face that the tree canopy 
calculations are accurate since Tree Canopy Diagram 2.0-12 does not reconcile with the landscape Plan 
20-10a and b. This tree canopy is calculated using the assumption that all of the trees will have 
canopies “...of 50feet in diameter”. A casual inspection of the trees in the civic center does not seem to 
show any examples of  a trees with 50 foot diameters. Most of the trees in the civic center area are over 
50 years old and no discussion in the EIR of how long it will take the proposed trees to reach 50 ft in 
diameter is given. There  is also no discussion of the fire hazzard involved with trees of this size.  
There is also no discussion of how a fifty foot tree would grow to the height at which its' canopy would 
exceed the 28 ft height proposed for the the five buildings involved. 

More comments will be made at a later date. 
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Letter No. C-88 John Mazza, Planning Commissioner 

Response C-88-1 

This comment is a general opening remark. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

proposed project. 

Response C-88-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-2-6. 

Response C-88-3 

To clarify, the proposed sound (acoustic) wall (that would also be a “green wall”) would only extend 

along the northern-most property line that is immediately adjacent to the equestrian facility. There is no 

plan to erect a sound wall along the northern property line between the project site and the adjacent 

GTE/Verizon Wireless maintenance facility. Please refer to Figure 2.0-4, Site Plan and Figure 2.0-13, Green 

Wall Site Plan in the Draft EIR. 

Response C-88-4 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the service road proposed along the western property 

line rather than the “easterly property line.” The service road as shown in Figure 2.0-4, Site Plan is 

designed to conform to Section 503 of the Fire Code as required by the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department and meet the turning radius requirements of three-axle delivery trucks. 

Alternative 2, the Code Complying Alternative provides an alternative which reduces impermeable 

surfaces and increase open space/landscaping. Please refer to Figure 4.0-1, Code Complying Alternative 

Site Plan. 

Response C-88-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment B-1c-2 
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Response C-88-6 

While the City and the Coastal Commission value public parking and access to visitor serving uses 

within and near the coastal areas of Malibu, the removal of four spaces would not create a significant 

impact on the environment. 

In terms of replacement parking, the project is required to provide 217 parking spaces (five spaces per 

1,000 square feet [sf]), and would provide 220 parking stalls (seven handicapped accessible, 175 standard 

and 38 compact), 16 bicycle spaces (via four bicycle racks spread out across the site), four golf cart spaces, 

two electric vehicle charging stations, four loading spaces for the retail uses, and 520 square feet of soft-

surface area for horse parking, including four hitching posts, and a watering trough. 

Response C-88-7 

The Specific Plan will be brought before the Planning Commission and the City Council for their 

consideration. Public comments will also be taken/considered at this that time. 

A public review draft of the Whole Foods and the Park Specific Plan is currently available for review on 

the City’s website at: https://www.malibucity.org/DocumentCenter/View/11417. Zoning and permitted 

uses for the project site are discussed in Section 2: Elements, subsection 2.2: Land Use, pages 2-4 through 

2-6. 

Response C-88-8 

Please refer to Response to Comment C-88-7. 

Response C-88-9 

According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of a proposed project that attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project in a feasible manner, but avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project. 

The legal standard for the discussion of alternatives states that:  

The discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the 
discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of reasonableness. The statute does 
not demand what is not realistically possible given the limitation of time, energy, and 
funds... [P] Absolute perfection is not required; what is required is the production of 
information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
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environmental aspects are concerned. It is only required that the officials and agencies 
make an objective, good-faith effort to comply. 

The Draft EIR complies with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines as it provided full analysis of 

three alternatives (Alternative 1: No Project/No Development Alternative, Alternative 2: Code Complying 

Alternative and Alternative 3: Two-story Building Alternative,) in addition to providing brief narratives 

for four other alternatives (Alternative Site, Reduced Supermarket Square Footage, Subterranean Parking 

Lot and Alternative Uses) that were considered but not evaluated in detail as they were all deemed to be 

infeasible. 

Response C-88-10 

Please refer Response to Comment C-88-9. 

Response C-88-11 

Please refer Response to Comment C-88-9. 

Response C-88-12 

Whole Foods Market has given every indication that it will be the anchor tenant of the proposed project. 

A lease agreement between former the property owner, Cross Creek Ventures, LLC as “Landlord”, and 

Mrs. Gooch’s Natural Food Markets, Inc. (doing business as [DBA] Whole Foods Market) as “Tenant”, 

was entered into on July 23 2007 (the “Original Lease”) in which the Tenant commits to leasing the 

premises as more particularly described in the Original Lease, including but not limited to, requirements 

as to site orientation, access and square footage which would not be met by the design and orientation of 

the building configuration presented in Alternative 2. 

To reflect Whole Foods Market’s continuing commitment to occupying the project once it is completed, to 

date, two Amendments have been made to the Original Lease, the most recent of which served to amend 

the Landlord to DBA Malibu Holdco LLC, the current property owner. Further, Whole Foods Market 

includes “California – Malibu” in its listing of “Stores in Development” on its website: 

http://www.wholefoodsmarket.com/company-info/stores-development. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment C-88-9. 

Response C-88-13 

A project description serves as the basis for the technical analysis contained in an EIR and is provided to 

describe the project in a way that will be meaningful to the public, reviewing agencies, and decision 
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makers. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines state that a project description need 

not be exhaustive but should provide the level of detail needed for the evaluation and review of potential 

significant environmental impacts. Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the degree of 

specificity required in an environmental impact report (EIR) shall correspond to the degree of specificity 

involved in the underlying activity described in the EIR. 

The State CEQA Guidelines does not require that a project remain “tenant agnostic.” In fact, numerous 

EIRs for specific anchor tenants (e.g., Walmart, Target, and Costco Wholesale) have been completed in 

numerous jurisdictions throughout the state, including Bakersfield, Barstow, Desert Hot Springs, Fresno, 

Huntington Beach, Los Angeles, Oxnard, Palmdale, Rancho Palos Verdes, Rialto, Santa Monica, and 

Tehachapi, to name just a few. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment C-88-12. 

Response C-88-14 

The western sycamore (Platanus racemosa) is native to California and can grow to a height of 40 to 80 feet 

tall and 30 to 50 feet wide. The tree has a fast growth rate of approximately 36 to 48 inches per year. They 

grow faster when they are young, and the trees planted on the site are expected to put on new growth 

fairly quickly once established. 

A planting plan has been prepared indicating the location of the 80 western sycamores that would be 

included as part of the proposed project’s landscaping. These plans indicate the required sycamores 

would be planted in the following sizes: 15 of the 60-inch-box size; 15 of the 48-inch-box size; 10 of the 36-

inch-box size; 10 of the 24-inch-box size; and 30 of the 15-gallon size. 

The following is provided as an example of the typical growth pattern for the western sycamore planted 

from a 48 inch box. A typical “nursery container stock standard” tree would be would be approximately 

14 feet tall by 10 feet wide at installation. The actual size varies per tree and also depends on if the tree is 

a standard single trunk or a multi trunk tree. It would take approximately five to seven years for the 48 

inch box trees to reach around 25 feet in width as shown in the planting plans. In areas on the project site 

where they have more room to grow they could potentially reach up to 50 feet in width within 12 to 15 

years. The lifespan of a western sycamore can be greater than 150 years. 

The western sycamore typically has a naturalized, irregular canopy shape. In keeping with the project’s 

design intent to have a wider canopy of sycamores, trees would be selected for this project that have the 

largest canopy available at the time of purchase per the selected container sizes. Care would be taken 

during tree selection to ensure that trees with a more spreading form were chosen. Careful maintenance 
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and selective tree trimming over time would also be performed to encourage the trees to take on more of 

the natural spreading form that they are so well known for and which is desired for this project. 

The trees would be maintained per the requirements of the LIP Section 5.6.2 and Title 32 of the Los 

Angeles County Fire Code, therefore they are not expected to pose a greater fire hazard than any other 

type of landscaping in the Civic Center area. 

Response C-88-15 

This comment is a general closing remark. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-89 Robby Mazza 

Response C-89-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-90 Alisa McCarter 

Response C-90-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-91 Dennis and Kim McCarthy 

Response C-91-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-92a Carla and Leigh McCloskey 

Response C-92a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-362



Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR
May 2015

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0592.003

1

2.0-363



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-92b Carla and Leigh McCloskey 

Response C-92b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-93a Patty McEnroe 

Response C-93a-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions and a statement in opposition to the project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-93b Patty McEnroe 

Response C-93b-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions and a statement in opposition to the project. The 

comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no 

further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-94 Bobby Milstein 

Response C-94-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-95 V.P.A. Mitchell-Clyde 

Response C-95-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-95-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions regarding public safety on PCH and the need to 

ease traffic congestion with in the City of Malibu. The comment does not raise a specific environmental 

issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-96 Daniel Moder 

Response C-96-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Response C-96-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-97 Carol Moss 

Response C-97-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-97-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-97-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-8 Diane Moss 

Response C-98-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-98-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-98-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-99 Dominique Navarro 

Response C-99-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-100 Ken Nilsen 

Response C-100-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-101 Lynn Norton 

Response C-101-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-101-2 

A lighting plan is presented in Section 2.0, Project Description, refer to Figure 2.0-15, Site Lighting Plan. 

Potential impacts from nighttime lighting at the project site are described and analyzed in Section 3.1, 

Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. The project’s designed features include shielded pedestrian walkway and 

parking lot lighting, dense landscaping, and all other lighting design recommendations included in the 

Malibu Municipal Code. 
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Letter No. C-102 Kate Novotny 

Response C-102-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-103a Richard Thomas Nuttall 

Response C-103a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-103b Richard Thomas Nuttall 

Response C-103b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-103c Richard Thomas Nuttall 

Response C-103c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-104 Bruce Parker, D.C. 

Response C-104-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-105 George Parra 

Response C-105-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-106 Sabrina Parra 

Response C-106-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-107 Anne Payne 

Response C-107-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-107-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-107-3 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimated 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 
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Response C-107-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 

Response C-107-5 

Section 3.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR addresses the potential noise impacts that could result from 

construction and operation of the proposed project. No large, outdoor events are contemplated at the 

project site. The proposed project includes Mitigation Measure 3.10-10 which limits all truck deliveries 

and all maintenance operations to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. 

Response C-107-6 

A lighting plan is presented in Section 2.0, Project Description, refer to Figure 2.0-15, Site Lighting Plan. 

Potential impacts from nighttime lighting at the project site are described and analyzed in Section 3.1, 

Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. The project’s designed features include shielded pedestrian walkway and 

parking lot lighting, dense landscaping, and all other lighting design recommendations included in the 

Malibu Municipal Code. 

Response C-107-7 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-108 Chris Penny 

Response C-108-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-109 Monica S. Peters and Randy Peters 

Response C-109-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-110a Jennifer Waterhouse Pietro 

Response C-110a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-110b Jennifer Waterhouse Pietro 

Response C-110b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-111a Victoria Principal 

Response C-111a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-111b Victoria Principal 

Response C-111b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-112 Martha Quinn 

Response C-112-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

  

2.0-417



Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR
May 2015

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0592.003

1

2.0-418



Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR
May 2015

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0592.003

2.0-419



Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR
May 2015

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0592.003

2.0-420



Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR
May 2015

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0592.003

2.0-421



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

Letter No. C-113 Andrea Rader 

Response C-113-1 

This comment is a statement in support of the project. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-114 Olivia Raine 

Response C-114-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-114-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-115 Cynthia Randall 

Response C-115-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-116 Rheta and Bernie Resnick 

Response C-116-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-117 Stephanie Rocco 

Response C-117-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-118 Mary Anne Roelke 

Response C-118-1 

This comment is a statement in support of the project. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-119 Kimberly Roth 

Response C-119-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-120 Steve Rucker 

Response C-120-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-121 Ann Ryan 

Response C-121-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-122 MalibuBill and Rosemary Sampson 

Response C-122-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-123 Nancy Sanders 

Response C-123-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-124 James Sarantinos 

Response C-124 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-125 Diane Sherman 

Response C-125-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-126 Francesca Silva 

Response C-126-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-127 Carol Simpson 

Response C-127-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-128 Kevin Singer 

Response C-128-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-129 Anna Rose Sislyan 

Response C-129-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-130a Alexander and Elena Sitkovetsky 

Response C-130a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-130b Alexander and Elena Sitkovetsky 

Response C-130b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-131 Karen Smythe 

Response C-131-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-132a Cecilia Soto-Loftus, MPH 

Response C-132a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-132b Cecilia Soto-Loftus, MPH 

Response C-132b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Tables 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-132c Cecilia Soto-Loftus, MPH 

Response C-132c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-133 Louis and Eugenie Spirito 

Response C-133-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 
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Letter No. C-134 Frankie Blue Sposato 

Response C-134-1 

This comment is a statement in opposition to the project. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-135 Susan Stiffelman 

Response C-135-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 
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Letter No. C-136 Michael Stoller 

Response C-136-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-137 William B. Strange 

Response C-137-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated improvements 

to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-138 Mary Streeter 

Response C-138-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-139 Sharon A. Talovic, Ph.D. 

Response C-139-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-139-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. A detailed description of the PCH roadway segment is provided on 

page 3.13-3. A detailed description of the traffic safety and other ancillary uses of PCH (including its use 

by beachgoers for pedestrians, bicyclists, and accident history is provided on pages 3.13-3 and 3.13-4 

under the Traffic Safety and Operations on PCH heading in the Draft EIR. Together, these descriptions 

sufficiently characterize the current roadway geometry and supporting roadway infrastructure 

surrounding the proposed project and were used to analyze the potential project specific and cumulative 

traffic impacts. 

Response C-139-3 

The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, which would 

improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form for three scenarios, Existing 

Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic Conditions Plus Project. Table 

3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated improvements to intersection level of 

service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-140 Jordan Tarlow 

Response C-140-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-141 Susan Tellem 

Response C-141-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. A description of the PCH roadway segment 

is provided on page 3.13-3. A detailed description of the traffic safety and other ancillary uses of PCH 

(including its use by beachgoers for pedestrians, bicyclists, and accident history is provided on pages 

3.13-3 and 3.13-4 under the Traffic Safety and Operations on PCH heading in the Draft EIR. Together, these 

descriptions characterize the current roadway geometry and supporting roadway infrastructure 

surrounding the proposed project and were used to analyze the potential project specific and cumulative 

traffic impacts. 
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Letter No. C-142a Janet Tholen 

Response C-142a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-142b Janet Tholen 

Response C-142b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-143 Marshall Thompson 

Response C-143-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 
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Letter No. C-144 Dru Tolmachoff-Lynch 

Response C-144-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-145 Jackie Tomlinson 

Response C-145-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-146 Beth Treweek 

Response C-146-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-147 Randy Turrow and Carlene Moore 

Response C-147-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-148a Steve Uhring 

Response C-148a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-148b Steve Uhring 

Response C-148b-1 

This comment is a general introductory remark. The comment does not raise a specific environmental 

issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

proposed project. 

Response C-148b-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 

Response C-148b-3 

This comment expresses concerns about increased vehicle trips utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main 

entrance and exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection 

with Civic Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to 

the service road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading 

docks located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic 

Center Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design 

accommodations combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic 

impacts resulting from truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will 

be including operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site 

to off-peak periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic 

Center Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes 

for large delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as 

part of the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal 

instrument as a condition of approval. The Serra Canyon residents would be able to continue using Cross 

Creek Road as a viable access road. Serra Canyon residents choosing to utilize Serra Road to access their 

residences would not be considered a significant public health and safety impact resulting from the 

proposed project. 

Response C-148b-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 
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Response C-148b-5 

This comment states that the proposed project has been inappropriately classified as a “Neighborhood 

Shopping Center” and should be classified as a “Supermarket”, which would result in additional vehicle 

trips. Estimates of the traffic generated by the proposed project were calculated using the industry 

standard traffic generation rates developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for a 

shopping center with restaurant uses. ITE, the International Council of Shopping Centers and the Urban 

Land Institute all define a shopping center as “an integrated group of commercial establishments that is 

planned, developed, owned and managed as a unit.” A neighborhood shopping center is further defined 

as a center with 30,000 – 100,000 square feet usually with a supermarket and or drug store use. Therefore, 

the shopping center definition appropriately applies to the proposed project. 

Response C-148b-6 

This comment requests additional analysis of the potential impacts resulting from intersection 

improvements proposed at the Cross Creek Road and PCH intersection. The beneficial impacts associated 

with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek 

intersection were quantified in tabular form for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus 

Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 

3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 

The proposed project would not be removing or reducing safe lateral coastal access for bicyclist or 

pedestrians at the intersection of Cross Creek Road and PCH. Detailed plans submitted for CDP No. 14-

036 illustrate the construction of a Class II bike lanes and sidewalks as part of intersection improvements 

required as a Mitigation Measure for the La Paz commercial shopping center project. 

Response C-148b-7 

The commenter states that the EIR failed to consider the effect of reduced lane widths for the 

improvements proposed at the intersection of Cross Creek Road and PCH. Detailed plans for the 

improvements proposed at the intersection of Cross Creek Road and PCH were submitted as part of CDP 

No. 14-036. These plans propose an intersection design that incorporates standard vehicle lane widths. 

Please refer to Draft EIR Figure 3.13-17, which illustrates the use of standard land widths. 

Response C-148b-8 

This comment states that the proposed outdoor gathering places should be counted as separate uses, 

therefore requiring a separate calculation of vehicle trips. Trip generation is based upon established 
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industry practices using Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates that include all types 

of activity at typical shopping centers, including employee access, ancillary uses within the shopping 

center, delivery trucks, etc. The outdoor space provided as part of the project is a related use to the 

proposed use. Therefore, separating each type of activity on the site in addition to using a shopping 

center type of rate would result in double counting the expected number of project trips. 

Response C-148b-9 

This comment requests that truck counts be clearly identified in the traffic impact analysis. As described 

in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday 

vehicle trips with 101 AM peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project 

would generate an estimated 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were 

included in these estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the 

main entrance and exit for the shopping center. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center Way 

driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations combined 

with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from truck 

deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including operational 

conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak periods, 

restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center Way), and 

restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large delivery 

trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of the 

project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 

Response C-148b-10 

This comment requests that the EIR should identify the specific study area traffic roadway patterns, and 

other traffic studies recently prepared for the general area to develop trip distribution and trip 

assignment. Figures 5 and 6 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (included as Draft EIR Appendix 3.13) 

illustrate the trip distribution for all project study area intersections. These trips distribution rates were 

reviewed and approved by the City’s Public Works Department. 

Response C-148b-11 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Response C-148b-12 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-148b-13 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-148b-14 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-148b-15 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-148b-16 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-148b-17 

This comment states that the proposed “Shane’s playground” should be counted as a separate use, 

therefore requiring a separate calculation of vehicle trips. Trip generation is based upon established 

industry practices using Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates that include all types 

of activity at typical shopping centers, including employee access, ancillary uses within the shopping 

center, delivery trucks, etc. The outdoor space provided as part of the project is a related use to the 

proposed use. Therefore, separating each type of activity on the site in addition to using a shopping 

center type of rate would result in double counting the expected number of project trips. 

Response C-148b-18 

This comment states that the proposed “Learning Garden” should be counted as a separate use, therefore 

requiring a separate calculation of vehicle trips. Trip generation is based upon established industry 

practices using Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates that include all types of activity 

at typical shopping centers, including employee access, ancillary uses within the shopping center, 

delivery trucks, etc. The outdoor space provided as part of the project is a related use to the proposed use. 

Therefore, separating each type of activity on the site in addition to using a shopping center type of rate 

would result in double counting the expected number of project trips. 
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Response C-148b-19 

This comment states that the EIR fails to identify the replacement parking spaces required as a result of 

the proposed removal of four parking spaces along Civic Center Way. While the City and the Coastal 

Commission value public parking and access to visitor serving uses within and near the coastal areas of 

Malibu, the removal of four spaces would not create a significant impact on the environment. 

In terms of replacement parking, the project is required to provide 217 parking spaces (five spaces per 

1,000 sf), and would provide 220 parking stalls (seven handicapped accessible, 175 standard and 38 

compact), 16 bicycle spaces (via four bicycle racks spread out across the site), four golf cart spaces, two 

electric vehicle charging stations, four loading spaces for the retail uses, and 520 sf of soft-surface area for 

horse parking, including four hitching posts, and a watering trough. 

Response C-148b-20 

This comment requests that the Draft EIR should analyze parking impacts on the west side of Cross 

Creek Road. As stated above, the proposed project would remove four parking spaces along Civic Center 

Way. However, the project is required to provide 217 parking spaces (five spaces per 1,000 sf), and would 

provide 220 parking stalls (seven handicapped accessible, 175 standard and 38 compact), 16 bicycle 

spaces (via four bicycle racks spread out across the site), four golf cart spaces, two electric vehicle 

charging stations, four loading spaces for the retail uses, and 520 sf of soft-surface area for horse parking, 

including four hitching posts, and a watering trough. The net removal of one parking space would not 

create a significant impact on the environment. The proposed project would not remove any parking 

spaces located along the west side of Civic Center Way. 

Response C-148b-21 

This comment states that the EIR fails to identify the size of the loading spaces and would not provide 

assurances that they will accommodate large vehicles, forklifts and pedestrians and would not interfere 

with emergency access routes. The loading spaces, parking spaces, and drive aisles are designed 

consistent with Municipal Code Section 17.48 – Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements. 

Compliance with these standards will ensure that adequate vehicle access and emergency access to the 

site is provided. Please also refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response C-148b-22 

This comment suggests that the proposed project has been in inappropriately classified as a “shopping 

center.” The project has been designed to provide parking pursuant to the Malibu Local Coastal Program 
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(LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP) requirements for a shopping center. Based on the Malibu Local 

Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan (LIP) calculation of 217 parking spaces, the project’s 

parking supply of 220 parking spaces will accommodate the estimated parking demand at the shopping 

center. 

Response C-148b-23 

This comment states that the EIR fails to identify the specific projects and traffic counts that were used to 

calculate cumulative traffic impacts. Please refer to Draft EIR Table 3.0-1. 

Response C-148b-24 

This comment states that the EIR fails to identify the guidance provided to the traffic counter to insure 

accurate traffic count results. Traffic volume data was collected in the summer of 2012 by National Data & 

Surveying Services, an independent third party data collection company hired by the City of Malibu. 

Response C-148b-25 

This comment states that a large number of issues raised at the scoping session were not addressed in the 

EIR. During preparation of the Draft EIR, all of the comments received during the scoping session were 

considered. 
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Letter No. C-149 Ron Underwood 

Response C-149-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-150a Thomas Urban 

Response C-150a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-150b Thomas Urban 

Response C-150b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-150c Thomas Urban 

Response C-150c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-151 Jason Ventress 

Response C-151-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-152a Joanne Verbon 

Response C-152a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-152b Joanne Verbon 

Response C-152b-1 

This comment is a statement in opposition to the project. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-152c Joanne Verbon 

Response C-152c-1 

This comment is a statement in opposition to the project. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-152d Joanne Verbon 

Response C-152d-1 

This comment is a statement. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the 

meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part 

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-153 Judy Villablanca 

Response C-153-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-154a Peri Vincent 

Response C-154a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-154b Peri Vincent 

Response C-154b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, which would improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form 

for three scenarios, Existing Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic 

Conditions Plus Project. Table 3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated 

improvements to intersection level of service after mitigation. 
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Letter No. C-155 Ronald Weiner 

Response C-155-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-156 Palomba Weingarten 

Response C-156-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Potential impacts to Aesthetics (visual resources) and Air Quality were analyzed in the Draft EIR in 

Section 3.1 and 3.2, respectively. Following the implementation of mitigation measures, potential impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Response C-156-2 

The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, which would 

improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form for three scenarios, Existing 

Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic Conditions Plus Project. Table 

3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated improvements to intersection level of 

service after mitigation. 

Response C-156-3 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 
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Letter No. C-157 Debbie Weiss and Adrian Lorimer 

Response C-157-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-158 Lou Westphal 

Response C-158-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-159 Cami Winikoff and Scott Greco 

Response C-159-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-160 Kathy Wittenberg 

Response C-160-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-161a Justin Wixsom 

Response C-161a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-161b Justin Wixsom 

Response C-161b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-161c Justin Wixsom 

Response C-161c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-162 Peg Yorkin 

Response C-162-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-163 David Zielski 

Response C-163-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-164 Beatrix Zilinskas 

Response C-164-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 

Response C-164-2 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions. The comment does not raise a specific 

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore no further response is provided. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the proposed project. 

The presumption that Whole Foods Market would be the anchor tenant of the proposed project is not 

speculative. In fact, a lease agreement between former the property owner, Cross Creek Ventures, LLC as 

“Landlord”, and Mrs. Gooch’s Natural Food Markets, Inc. (doing business as Whole Foods Market) as 

“Tenant”, was entered into on July 23 2007 (the “Original Lease”) in which the Tenant commits to leasing 

the premises as more particularly described in the Original Lease, including but not limited to, 

requirements as to site orientation, access and square footage which would not be met by the design and 

orientation of the building configuration presented in Alternative 2. 

To reflect Whole Foods Market’s continuing commitment to occupying the project once it is completed, to 

date, two Amendments have been made to the Original Lease, the most recent of which served to amend 

the Landlord to DBA Malibu Holdco LLC, the current property owner. Further, Whole Foods Market 

includes “California – Malibu” in its listing of “Stores in Development” on its website: 

http://www.wholefoodsmarket.com/company-info/stores-development. 
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Letter No. C-165a Gene and Dagmar Zilinskas 

Response C-165a-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-165a-2 

Whole Foods Market has given every indication that it will be the anchor tenant of the proposed project. 

A lease agreement between the former property owner, Cross Creek Ventures, LLC as “Landlord,” and 

Mrs. Gooch’s Natural Food Markets, Inc. (doing business as Whole Foods Market) as “Tenant,” was 

entered into on July 23 2007 (the “Original Lease”) in which the Tenant commits to leasing the premises 

as more particularly described in the Original Lease, including but not limited to requirements as to site 

orientation, access, and square footage, which would not be met by the design and orientation of the 

building configuration presented in Alternative 2. 

To reflect Whole Foods Market’s continuing commitment to occupying the project once it is completed, to 

date, two Amendments have been made to the Original Lease, the most recent of which served to amend 

the Landlord to DBA Malibu Holdco LLC, the current property owner. Further, Whole Foods Market 

includes “California – Malibu” in its listing of “Stores in Development” on its website: 

http://www.wholefoodsmarket.com/company-info/stores-development. 
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Letter No. C-165b Gene and Dagmar Zilinskas 

Response C-165b-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response C-165b-2 

Whole Foods Market has given every indication that it will be the anchor tenant of the proposed project. 

A lease agreement between former the property owner, Cross Creek Ventures, LLC as “Landlord,” and 

Mrs. Gooch’s Natural Food Markets, Inc. (doing business as Whole Foods Market) as “Tenant,” was 

entered into on July 23 2007 (the “Original Lease”) in which the Tenant commits to leasing the premises 

as more particularly described in the Original Lease, including but not limited to, requirements as to site 

orientation, access, and square footage, which would not be met by the design and orientation of the 

building configuration presented in Alternative 2. 

To reflect Whole Foods Market’s continuing commitment to occupying the project once it is completed, to 

date, two Amendments have been made to the Original Lease, the most recent of which served to amend 

the Landlord to DBA Malibu Holdco LLC, the current property owner. Further, Whole Foods Market 

includes “California – Malibu” in its listing of “Stores in Development” on its website: 

http://www.wholefoodsmarket.com/company-info/stores-development. 
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Letter No. C-165c Dagmar Zilinskas 

Response C-165c-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

All comments received on the Draft EIR by the City have been catalogued and responded to in this Final 

EIR. 
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Letter No. C-166 Henry Zinman 

Response C-166-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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Letter No. C-167 Katina Zinner 

Response C-167-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 
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ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following pages provide a summary of the oral comments made at the Planning Commission hearing 

on the Draft EIR held on March 2, 2015 and the City’s responses to these comments. 

 
Planning Commission Draft EIR public hearing – March 2, 2015 

Summary of Oral Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Commenter Comments 
D-1 Brad Thornton 1. As the director of the Shane's Inspiration project, Mr. 

Thornton stated that it is an international nonprofit 
that designs and develops ·inclusive playgrounds to 
bring playgrounds for ·children of all abilities to play 
together; and then works with communities to 
implement social inclusion programming. On behalf of 
Shane's Inspiration, he spoke in support of the project. 

Response D-1-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-2 Chuck Trout 1. As the development director for The Kitchen 
Community Mr. Trout outlined the design and 
purpose of the gardens and spoke in support of the 
project. 

Response D-2-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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D-3 Jeff Follert 1. Mr. Follert is president of the Serra Canyon Property 
Owners Association (SCPOA); an organization of 
approximately 110 properties in the Serra Canyon 
neighborhood and spoke on their behalf. The 
properties share common ingress and egress 
easements on private roadways (Serra Road and Cross 
Creek Road) which are required by the fire 
department for emergency, primary, and secondary 
access points for all properties in the neighborhood. 
SCPOA’s preliminary review of the project's traffic 
study resulted in many questions and raised doubt as 
to the practical reality of the impact analysis. 

2. The report seems to indicate that in the intersection 
study only three were potentially impaired and 
proposed for mitigation. These are PCH and Cross 
Creek Road at PCH, PCH, and Malibu Canyon Road 
at Malibu Canyon, and PCH and Webb Way and Civic 
Center Way, and Webb Way. Cross Creek Road and 
Civic Center Road, the ·intersection that's directly 
adjacent to the project, right next to it and most 
impacting SCPOA, is cited as having "No ·impact" 
from the proposed project. Despite the traffic 
engineer's estimates, SCPOA requests a further 
detailed analysis of the real and potential impacts on 
this most critical intersection. 

3. The report indicates that tri-axle truck traffic would be 
loaded into ingress or egress in the main Civic Center 
Way driveway. The report states that this will be 
accomplished by these vehicles being "prohibited" 
from using the private section across Creek Road.· 
How will this effectively be controlled?·By 
signage?·Furthermore, many, if not a majority of 
delivery vehicles for an organic market, restaurants 
and retail stores are not tri-axle vehicles. 

4. For at least one event during the fires in the early 
1990s, Serra Road access was entirely fire involved and 
closed. Residents and emergency vehicles were limited 
to the Cross Creek Road access point. Historically the 
private Cross Creek Road use has been limited to 
residents and a limited number of low-impact 
businesses. The practical potential impact and use of 
the secondary driveway on Cross Creek Road needs 
further analysis. The proposed use is active and 
significant. It will impact the safety of Serra Canyon 
residents.· If the access point is included in project 
emergency access requirements, at a minimum, 
consideration should be given to emergency use only 
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controlled by a gate and a Knox key. 
5. The Cross Creek Road and Civic Center Way 

intersection was considered a three-way intersection 
in the traffic study. With the approval of and used by 
the Urban Outfitters property parking area and the 
alignment of their driveway, the intersection has 
become a four-way intersection and should be 
analyzed as such.· The impact of a new driveway cut 
from private Cross Creek Road needs greater scrutiny. 

6. SCPOA feels strongly that the project traffic analysis 
should be viewed in its cumulative effect with the 
existing development with the existing development 
agreement for La Paz, the Santa Monica College use of 
the County buildings, the potential of other 
commercial developments. The project's EIR should 
include the cumulative impact of other approved and 
proposed developments in the Civic Center area. 

7. SCPOA is deeply concerned about the potential 
impact of this project and the traffic, the health and 
safety of our property owners and residents. Please do 
not simply accept the studies provided by the 
applicant without further independent analysis. 

Response D-3-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response D-3-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response D-3-3 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimate 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 
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Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 

Response D-3-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response D-3-5 

Draft EIR Section 3.13, Traffic and Circulation, identified the intersection of Cross Creek Road and Civic 

Center Way as a four way intersection. Please refer to Figures 3.13-2 through 3.14-4, Figures 3.13-8 

through 3.13-16, and Figures 3.13-20 through 3.13-25. As a result, the anticipated volume of vehicle trips 

utilizing the “driveway cut” proposed on the private section of Cross Creek Road during the AM/PM 

peak hour periods was analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response D-3-6 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. As required by CEQA, the technical analysis contained in each topic 

section in the Draft EIR examines both project-specific impacts and the potential environmental effects 

associated with cumulative development. A listing and a map (Figure 3.0-1, Location of Related Projects) 

of the 39 related projects considered in this cumulative analysis is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, pages 3.0-3 through 3.0-5. 

Response D-3-7 

The Draft EIR was prepared under contract to the City of Malibu and reflects the City’s independent 

judgment on its contents as required by CEQA. 

Please also refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 
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D-4 Linda Ellrod 1. Ms. Ellrod lives in Malibu and has two children with 
special needs. She is also the vice president of the 
Malibu Special Ed Foundation. She spoke in support 
of the project and specifically Shane's Inspiration 
playground. 

Response D-4-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-5 Justine Petretti 1. Ms. Petretti is a 25-year resident of Malibu with three 
children. She is vice-chair of the Parks and Rec 
Commission, as well an active executive board 
member of the local PTAs for the past 11 years. She 
spoke in support of the project. 

Response D-5-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-6 Mariane Schector 1. Ms. Schector is a resident of Malibu with a five-year-
old child. She spoke in support of the project. 

Response D-6-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-7 Anne Payne 1. Ms. Payne is a 38-year resident of Malibu. She is 
concerned that the City has not looked at the traffic 
impact of the trucks that unload and load every day 
now without any development in the Civic Center 
beyond what is already there.· The City continues to 
allow huge trailers and trucks to block Civic Center 
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Way, Cross Creek Road every day.” An accident 
waiting to happen.” 

2. The evacuation point for the Serra Retreat property 
owners or the residents who are there is huge. Cross 
Creek Road is the critical point for evacuation for all 
the people, animals, and vehicles. It would only take 
one truck or one trailer on Cross Creek Road to block 
several hundred people trying to get in and out, 
including visitors who might be at Serra Retreat. “I 
really think we have to look at the traffic and the 
traffic flow in Civic Center before we look at any 
projects in isolation.” 

Response D-7-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

This comment expresses concerns about three-axle truck traffic utilizing the private section of Cross 

Creek Road, north of its intersection with Civic Center Way. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.13, 

Traffic and Circulation, the proposed project would generate 2,290 weekday vehicle trips with 101 AM 

peak hour trips and 154 PM peak hour trips. In addition, the proposed project would generate an 

estimate 2,528 weekend trips with 226 weekend mid-day trips. Truck deliveries were included in these 

estimated trip generation figures. The Civic Center Way driveway would serve as the main entrance and 

exit for the shopping center. The driveway exit would have a stop sign at its intersection with Civic 

Center Way. The driveway would accommodate vehicular access to all on-site parking and to the service 

road located along the westerly property line which also provides truck access to the loading docks 

located behind the proposed Whole Foods market. Full access would be provided at the Civic Center 

Way driveway (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress). The project design accommodations 

combined with the required intersection improvements would ensure that traffic impacts resulting from 

truck deliveries would be less than significant. In addition, the City of Malibu will be including 

operational conditions of approval restricting the timing of truck deliveries to the project site to off-peak 

periods, restricting the truck traffic on the private section of Cross Creek Road (north of Civic Center 

Way), and restricting the use of Cross Creek Road (south of Civic Center Way) as a travel routes for large 

delivery trucks to off-peak periods. These restrictions will be enforced by the property owner as part of 

the project’s covenants, codes, and restrictions (CC&Rs) or by another appropriate legal instrument as a 

condition of approval. 
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Response D-7-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 1, Topical Response 2 and Response to Comment B-1d-9. 

D-8 Norm Haynie 1. Mr. Haynie stated that for over 20 years, he has said 
that the requirement for 40 percent of your land to be 
used for landscaping is a bad standard. It's a bad 
standard because it reduces the number of parking 
places that are necessary for people to go to the 20 
percent or the 15 percent floor area ratio buildings that 
ought to be built. Mr. Haynie is in support of the 
variance and believes that the City should grant 
landscaping areas associated with tree canopies and 
any other creative ways that provide landscaping 
without requiring the 40 percent.·  

Response D-8-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-9 Jo Giese 1. Ms. Giese is known as the founder and president of 
the Malibu Green Machine, sponsors of a major 
landscaping project on Pacific Coast Highway in the 
heart of Malibu. She spoke in support of the project. 

Response D-9-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-10 Michelle Kahen 1. Ms. Kahen lives in Malibu and has three children five 
and under. She spoke in support of the project and 
Shane's Inspiration playground. 
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Response D-10-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-11 Howard Schector 1. Mr. Schector is an attorney and a 37-year resident of 
Malibu with a five-year-old child. He spoke in support 
of the project and the findings of the EIR, in particular 
that he believes the project would not endanger the 
residents of Serra Canyon. 

Response D-11-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-12 Amy Cohen 1. Ms. Cohen is a resident of Malibu with two children. 
She spoke in support of the project. 

Response D-12-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-13 Steve Uhring 1. Mr. Uhring stated that at the scoping meeting in May 
2012 the public requested accurate traffic counts, 
including truck trips, stating that truck traffic on Cross 
Creek could have a major impact on the safety of Serra 
Canyon residents. 

2. Other scoping comments included: Is there an 
adequate water supply to fight both building fires and 
wildfires? 

 If a fire does occur, how will the traffic get out onto 
Civic Center Way and will it impact the ability of 
emergency vehicles to get in to deal with the 
emergency along with the evacuation the area schools 
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and businesses?· 
3. Concerns were raised about impacts to the intersection 

of Serra Road and PCH as more Serra Canyon 
residents would use it rather than Cross Creek. 

 More information was requested regarding the 
mitigation at Cross Creek and PCH. 

 Mr. Uhring stated that the requested information was 
not provided in the EIR. 

4. Mr. Uhring stated that the traffic counts performed for 
the report were done manually during low traffic 
periods and undercounted actual area traffic by 25 to 
28 percent. Mr. Uhring requests that new traffic counts 
be provided along with a new study. 

Response D-13-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response D-13-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response D-13-3 

The beneficial impacts associated with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, which would 

improve the PCH/Cross Creek intersection were quantified in tabular form for three scenarios, Existing 

Traffic Conditions (2012) Plus Project and Future 2017 and 2030 Traffic Conditions Plus Project. Table 

3.13-7, Table 3.13-8, and Table 3.13-8(a) quantify the anticipated improvements to intersection level of 

service after mitigation. 

Response D-13-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

D-14 Bob Perkins 1. Mr. Perkins is a resident of Malibu. He spoke in 
support of the project. 

Response D-14-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 
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no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-15 Paul Grisanti 1. Mr. Grisanti spoke in support of the project and the 
findings of the EIR 

Response D-15-1 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

D-16 Charlotte Jones 1. Ms. Jones is a resident of Malibu. She spoke of her 
concerns regarding traffic safety in the project vicinity 
and concurs with Mr. Uhring that a new traffic study 
is needed. 

2. Ms. Jones objects to the variance for the height of the 
building and the addition of new lighting, which she 
stated will alter the views of the mountains from PCH. 

3. Ms. Jones stated that there a multiple other venues to 
purchase organic food in Malibu and is generally not 
in support of the project. She stated that she has no 
objection to a park for children and that a park on the 
site would be “a great idea.” 

Response D-16-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response D-16-2 

Please refer to Responses to Comments B-1c-2, B-1d-11, B-1d-13 and C-156-1. 

Response D-16-3 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
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D-17 Commissioner John Mazza 1. Has there been any consideration of the loss of fire 
staging areas in the Civic Center on the cumulative 
impact in this particular project? 

2. Prior use at the project site suggests that there may be 
some soil contamination and soils testing should be 
performed. 

3. Prior and current EIR studies of traffic in the area 
show a 20 to 35·percent decrease in the traffic study on 
this particular property. Can you reconcile certified 
EIR studies versus this study and was that attempted? 

4. Is there any place in Malibu that has a two-story 
building or a one-story or any place other than a 
supermarket or a drug store that has 18-foot standard 
retail height retail stores? 

5. Is it possible and how many years would it take for a 
sycamore tree to grow to 28 feet with a 50-foot 
canopy? 

6. Have the traffic counts really dropped from other 
studies?  

Response D-17-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

Response D-17-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment A-2-6. 

Response D-17-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

Response D-17-4 

This comment is a set of general remarks and opinions, as well as a statement in support of the project. 

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, and therefore 

no further response is provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

Response D-17-5 

The western sycamore (Platanus racemosa) is native to California and can grow to a height of 40 to 80 feet 

tall and 30 to 50 feet wide. The tree has a fast growth rate of approximately 36 to 48 inches per year. They 

2.0-589



2.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  Whole Foods and the Park Shopping Center Project Final EIR 
0592.003  May 2015 

grow faster when they are young and the trees planted on the site are expected to put on new growth 

fairly quickly once established. 

A planting plan has been prepared indicating the location of the 80 western sycamores that would be 

included as part of the proposed project’s landscaping. These plans indicate the required sycamores 

would be planted in the following sizes: 15 of the 60-inch-box size; 15 of the 48-inch-box size; 10 of the 36-

inch-box size; 10 of the 24-inch-box size; and 30 of the 15-gallon size. 

The following is provided as an example of the typical growth pattern for the western sycamore planted 

from a 48 inch box. A typical “nursery container stock standard” tree would be would be approximately 

14 feet tall by 10 feet wide at installation. The actual size varies per tree and also depends on if the tree is 

a standard single trunk or a multi trunk tree. It would take approximately five to seven years for the 48 

inch box trees to reach around 25 feet in width as shown in the planting plans. In areas on the project site 

where they have more room to grow they could potentially reach up to 50 feet in width within 12 to 15 

years. The lifespan of a western sycamore can be greater than 150 years. 

The western sycamore typically has a naturalized, irregular canopy shape. In keeping with the project’s 

design intent to have a wider canopy of sycamores, trees would be selected for this project that have the 

largest canopy available at the time of purchase per the selected container sizes. Care would be taken 

during tree selection to ensure that trees with a more spreading form were chosen. Careful maintenance 

and selective tree trimming over time would also be performed to encourage the trees to take on more of 

the natural spreading form that they are so well known for and which is desired for this project. 

The trees would be maintained per the requirements of the LIP Section 5.6.2 and Title 32 of the Los 

Angeles County Fire Code, therefore they are not expected to pose a greater fire hazard than any other 

type of landscaping in the Civic Center area. 

Response D-17-6 

Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

 

2.0-590


