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‘Shelley Mario Owe!

_ 3345 Alabama Street '\
iLa Crescenta, California 91214
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Departmcnt of ity Planing BN
; 200 North Spring Street, Roon 763
. Los Angeles, California 90012:

: December 6, 2003

: RE: Canyon Hills Project Draft Environmental Tmpact Report Prepared by Christopher A. Joseph
. & Associates, Prepared for the City of Los Angeles (ENV-2002-2481-EIR_ SCH No.i
 2002091018). -

Dear Ms. Zaiizevsky,%

- The following comments concemn the cultural resources section of the DEIR. I am a memberiof

' VOICE, a former Historic Preservation Commissioner for the City of Glendale, and a retired;

: Cultural Resources Consultant and Archaeologist. I have several concerns regarding the adequacy’
. of the impact analysis, and have identified potential flaws in the technical study conducsed for thei
 Project. 16-1

1) The DEIR does not provide the reader with a definitian of “cultural resources™ as defined
‘hy federal, state, and local guidelmes. The significance criteria for cultural resources and|
ithe thresholds of significance for impacts cannot be applied without an adequate
definition of what constitutes a cultural resource under the law.;

12) Local City of Los Angeles historic preservation guidetines and ordinances are nor
referenced and appear to have not been consulted. The City of Los Angeles Cultural; 16-2
‘Heritage Commission was not consuited, stor was the City of Los Angeles Hillside -
.Ordinance zoning regulations as they pertain to cultural resources and effective!
‘nitigation measures for protecting those resources.

3) . The DEIR references compliance with the California Environmentat Quality Act, the:
:National Environmental Policy Act, and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
without mentioning why thesc are important to the stady. Each of these laws defines;
.cultural resources in detail and outline significance criteria utilized by professionals to
‘determine a project’s significance on the environment; these should be outlined in the! .

DEIR. In addition, neither the DEIR nor the technical report, are in compliance with ' !

Jucing the cultural resources study. Section 106 of the NHPA is roquisite when a projoc; | 16-3

‘legal issues before the report is completed and/or approved. While it is common pracﬁcc
.to complete Section 106 review after the project’s approval, or when the federal peqmits|
iare actually applied for, this does not provide the public with an opportunity to comment.
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The mitigation measures offered in the DEIR for archaeological resources are vague and ! 16-4

{:relevzjmt local archival depositories, An adiacent portion of the Verdugo Mountains m 16-5

statlsucally true in Southem California that in arcas of rugged, steep topography, i 16-6

jcompleted the bear minimum of acceptable research and survey for this project. Basad 16-7

the potential for impacts to cultural resources. The mitigation measures offered are inadequate 16-8
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