















































































































































































































































2. Responses to Comments

The level of survey effort recommended by the commenter is not needed to determine CBB
occupancy of the Public Open Space. The commenter also questions the methodology of the
surveys, including the timing. The survey report prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA),
included as Appendix C of the Draft Supplemental EIR, documented the focused surveys that
GLA biologists conducted for the Public Open Space. The surveys followed a protocol that is
consistent with the CDFW’s Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species Act
Candidate Bumble Bee Species (California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2023), referred to
here as the “Survey Considerations”. The survey report noted that the surveys largely
encompassed the CBB flight season, specifically three surveys were conducted on May 13,
June 7, and June 26, 2024. The commenter states that these dates “reflect a narrow temporal
window and do not demonstrate coverage of the full activity period for the species, including
queen emergence and nest establishment”. However, the survey dates are consistent with the
Survey Considerations, which state that at least three surveys should be conducted, ideally
spaced two to four weeks apart during the Colony Active Period (March to September). The
surveys of the Public Open Space coincided with the peak of the Colony Active Period.
Additional surveys conducted earlier or later can be appropriate depending on the blooming of
floral resources, although in this case it was not necessary. The focused surveys detected CBB
individuals in ten locations scattered throughout the Public Open Space, which confirmed the
presence of CBB as the purpose of the surveys.

No nests were incidentally observed during the surveys within the Public Open Space, although
there is potential for nesting (and overwintering) to occur in both the impact footprint within the
Project Site and the Public Open Space. However, one cannot rely on the detection of nesting
and/or overwintering sites to determine the impact and cannot require such information to
determine the sufficiency of lands to mitigate impacts. If the Project Site were specifically
surveyed for nests and none were detected, then based on the difficulty of detecting nests one
would not assume that nesting did not occur, since the Project Site contains suitable habitat for
nesting. The same assumptions hold for overwintering sites. Furthermore, if a nest and/or
overwintering site were detected at the Project Site, the lack of detecting nesting/overwintering
within the Public Open Space could not be the basis for rejecting those lands as sufficient to
mitigate the Approved Project’s significant impact on CBB. Along with the detection of foraging
CBB individuals, the extent of impacts and the sufficiency of mitigation must be determined
based on the habitat, i.e., vegetation resources present.

Comment No. B3-4

Lastly, the SEIR fails to evaluate indirect mechanisms of take that are foreseeable outcomes of
residential development. Landscape irrigation, ornamental vegetation, and the associated use of
pesticides and herbicides are known to pose acute and chronic risks to native pollinators,
including Bombus crotchii, through drift, runoff, and direct exposure. Sublethal effects on
behavior, reproduction, and colony establishment are well documented, yet the SEIR does not
analyze these pathways or propose mitigation. Similarly, the introduction of permanent artificial
lighting and increased vehicle traffic has the potential to disrupt activity patterns, displace
individuals, and fragment movement corridors. These sources of stress and mortality are
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2. Responses to Comments

scientifically supported and environmentally plausible. Their exclusion from the impact analysis
constitutes a failure to identify and evaluate potentially significant indirect and cumulative
effects, as required under CEQA Guidelines sections 15126.2 and 15130, and results in an
incomplete basis for assessing potential take under CESA.

Response to Comment No. B3-4

This comment presents what the commenter perceives as indirect mechanisms of take that
could affect CBB due to the Approved Project and states that the Draft Supplemental EIR fails
to evaluate them. However, although the commenter provides several general examples, they
do not provide any specifics, nor evidence as to how the Approved Project could result in
indirect take of CBB through these mechanisms.

One example of indirect effect mechanisms presented by the commenter is landscape irrigation,
however as mentioned in the paragraph above, the commenter does not explain how landscape
irrigation would result in such indirect effects, or that such effects have potential to be
significant. CDFW assumes there could be two theoretical aspects to irrigation indirectly
impacting CBB, including 1) runoff from Approved Project landscaped areas spreading into
open space and carrying chemical toxics that might harm CBB individuals, and 2) irrigation that
might alter the type of vegetation growing where areas are influenced by irrigation water
resulting in plants that are not suitable foraging resources for CBB. Because the Approved
Project is considered to have eliminated habitat for CBB within the entire impact footprint within
the Project Site, whether or not landscaping within the development areas supports CBB plant
resources is not relevant because CDFW is not relying on post-development habitat to mitigate
the Approved Project’'s impacts. Applied to the Public Open Space, the prospect of irrigation
effects would theoretically only apply to those edges where the development landscaped areas
would abut the open space. This is not applicable to any open space away from the
development edges, including the entirety of the portion of the Public Open Space south of the
freeway. However, applied specifically to where the development edge abuts with the open
space, the Approved Project is designed so that all irrigation would be contained within
development areas in accordance with water quality regulations. As such, no CBB impacts is
anticipated due to irrigation.

Regarding ornamental vegetation, CDFW guesses that the commenter is concerned the
ornamental vegetation would include plants that are not viable feeding resources for CBB.
However, because the Draft Supplemental EIR assumes that all suitable habitat in the Approved
Project’s footprint will be removed, and CDFW is not relying on new landscaping to mitigate
such impact, the presence of ornamental vegetation that is not a viable feeding resource for
CBB has no bearing on the impact analysis. Applied to adjacent Public Open Space, there is
limited to no concern of ornamental vegetation spreading into the Public Open Space, in part
because any adjacent landscaped areas will not be planted with invasive plant species.

The commenter also addresses pesticides and herbicides as risks to CBB “through drift, runoff
and direct exposure.” The last two (runoff and drift) are not relevant to the Approved Project’s

Requested ITP for Canyon Hills Project PAGE 2-76 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Final Supplemental EIR February 2026



2. Responses to Comments

impact analysis. There would be no Approved Project usage of pesticides or herbicides within
the adjacent Public Open Space, and as such there would not be any risk of direct exposure to
those open space lands. Regarding pesticide use within the developed areas, as noted above
the entire development footprint is treated as impacting CBB through loss of habitat.
Additionally, mitigation measure CBB-MM1 provides: “[i]f pesticides must be used, including for
habitat restoration and enhancement, [the Applicant] shall consult with CDFW and may only use
pesticides upon CDFW's written approval.” Pertaining to effects from runoff, as noted above with
irrigation, the Approved Project is designed such that runoff will not enter adjacent Public Open
Space in accordance with water quality regulations and existing CEQA mitigation measures,
besides that pesticide use in the adjacent developed areas would be limited to those approved
by CDFW related to habitat restoration and enhancement activities. The commenter’s reference
to “drift” is unclear. CDFW understands “pesticide drift’ to be defined as “the movement of
pesticide dust or droplets through the air at the time of application or soon after, to any site other
than the area intended. Pesticide droplets are produced by spray nozzles used in application
equipment for spraying pesticides on crops, forests, turf and home gardens. Some other
pesticides are formulated as very fine dry particles (commonly referred to as dust formulations).”
The Approved Project does not include croplands or forests and it is too speculative to assess
how future homeowners will care for their landscaping and whether, or to what extent, such care
would include the use of pesticides.

Finally, the commenter addresses artificial lighting and increased vehicle traffic as mechanisms
that could impact CBB. Lighting, however, would be limited to the developed areas and would
not impact the Public Open Space or open space within the Project Site. In addition, vehicle
traffic will be confined to the development areas. The Approved Project will involve the removal
of habitat within the development areas but will not fragment habitat in a way that would
adversely affect the ability for CBB individuals to move between open space areas. Refer to
Topical Response No. 3 (Habitat Connectivity) for additional analysis of habitat connectivity and
fragmentation. The habitat located both north and south of the freeway collectively represents
one larger habitat area for CBB live-in habitat and dispersal, and the construction of the
Approved Project will not adversely affect the overall use of the habitat areas for CBB in the
collective open space. CBB individuals fly over development areas (and through them
depending on landscaping and intermixed open space), including over freeways (such as
Interstate 210). In addition to the Public Open Space, the Approved Project’s overall footprint
includes multiple parcels of internal open space, including one larger parcel in the middle of the
footprint that will provide both live-in and dispersal habitat for CBB.

The Final EIR also identified measures to address dust emissions for air quality, which would
minimize potential indirect effects on plants and wildlife, including CBB. These include (1)
watering and/or temporarily covering exposed soils, including excavated soils piles, (2)
moistening soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and three times a day, or four
times a day under windy conditions, to maintain soil moisture of 12 percent, (3) no grading
operations when winds exceed 25 mph, (4) 15 mph speed limit for construction vehicles on
unpaved surfaces, and (5) that blasting and crushing equipment will be equipped with water
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spray devices. Furthermore, any indirect effects due to dust would be temporary during
construction activities.

Comment No. B3-5

In sum, the SEIR relies heavily on extrapolation from non-impact areas to infer conditions within
the development footprint. This methodological shortcut is inconsistent with both scientific
practice and CEQA jurisprudence. CEQA expressly prohibits substituting inference or
assumption for evidence. By relying on surveys conducted outside the project area to draw
conclusions about impacts within it, the SEIR replaces required site-specific analysis with
unsupported extrapolation. Taken together, these methodological failures—insufficient detection
probability, undocumented and inconsistent survey effort, inadequate spatial and temporal
coverage, lack of qualified observer disclosure, and improper reliance on off-site data—render
the biological analysis fundamentally flawed. As a result, the SEIR cannot reliably assess
impacts, evaluate take, or support mitigation measures for Bombus crotchii. Any conclusion that
impacts would be less than significant, or adequately mitigated, lacks a defensible scientific
foundation.

Response to Comment No. B3-5

Refer to the Responses to Comment Nos. B3-2 through B3-4, above.
Regarding the environmental baseline, refer to Topical Response No. 2.
Regarding the adequacy of mitigation, refer to Topical Response No. 4.

Comment No. B3-6

lll. Improper Refusal to Address Previously Raised Issues Based on a Misstatement of
Responsible Agency Authority

The Draft Supplemental EIR does not merely fail to analyze previously raised and substantiated
environmental issues; it affirmatively asserts that consideration of these issues lies outside the
scope of review because they are not directly tied to the incidental take permit for Bombus
crotchii. In support of this position, the SEIR relies on Friends of Westwood, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (191 Cal. App. 3d 259 (1987)) to argue that, as a Responsible Agency, CDFW’s CEQA
obligations are limited to impacts narrowly associated with the take authorization. This reliance
is legally incorrect and represents a misstatement of both CEQA and the holding of Friends of
Westwood.

As previously noted during the Notice of Preparation process, commenters identified extensive
new information of substantial importance demonstrating that the certified 2005 Final EIR and
2014 Addendum contain factually incorrect baseline assumptions and fail to disclose or analyze
multiple potentially significant impacts. These include, among other things, confirmed mountain
lion presence and movement through the project site, repeated vehicle strike fatalities
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immediately adjacent to the project boundary, the function of the site as part of a documented
wildlife corridor linking the San Gabriel and Verdugo Mountains, the presence of California Rare
Plant Rank species and protected native trees within the project footprint, unexamined impacts
to regional bird migration, increased downstream flood risk, and severe wildfire evacuation
constraints in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.

Rather than engage with this record, the SEIR expressly disclaims responsibility for addressing
these issues on the grounds that they fall outside the scope of CDFW’s discretionary action.
This position directly contradicts CEQA Guidelines §15096(g)—(h), which require a responsible
agency to consider the environmental effects of the project as shown in the EIR, reach its own
conclusions regarding approval, and require feasible mitigation for significant effects within its
jurisdiction. Nothing in CEQA authorizes a responsible agency to ignore new information of
substantial importance simply because those impacts extend beyond the immediate subject of a
permit.

By asserting that impacts to wildlife movement, rare plants, hydrology, wildfire risk, and
ecological connectivity are “outside the scope” of its CEQA review, the SEIR effectively
abdicates CDFW'’s independent responsibilities and undermines the very purpose of CEQA.

Response to Comment No. B3-6

Regarding the scope of the Draft Supplemental EIR, refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Requested ITP for Canyon Hills Project PAGE 2-79 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Final Supplemental EIR February 2026



2. Responses to Comments

LETTER NO. B4

Michael Bartz

720 Patterson Avenue
Glendale, CA 91203
mbartz94@gmail.com

December 15, 2025

Comment No. B4-1

To whom it may concern, my name is Michael Bartz a concerned longtime citizen of Glendale
writing to offer my public comment in strong opposition of the canyon hills development. In light
of the 2025 Eaton fire it is reckless and dangerous to sacrifice value landscapes for
developments that will be at extreme elevated risk of disaster. This is a known burn zone and
could be catastrophic to any residence that would live there if anything were ever to occur. Not
only detrimental to the humans residents, but also to the thousands of animals that call the
Verdugo mountains home. The mountains are already surrounded on all sides by human
development with only a couple of connection corridors where animals can cross over into the
greater Angeles National Forest. But this development would cut off one if not two of the
corridors, leaving the animals almost trapped inside the mountain system - which would
eventually lead to the demise of the incredible and unique species that call those mountains
home. It feels like a miss allocation of resources to demolish value habitat for the biodiversity of
the region including, but not limited to, the Crotches Bumblebee, the California mountain lions,
bears, and other endemic species found within the Verdugo mountain range. As a resident in
Glendale | have witnessed multiple bear sittings deep within our borders in the last couple of
months alone. Destroying even more of their habitat, and cutting them off even further from the
resources they need to survive will only drive them further and further into our neighborhoods
which could cause harm and destruction to everyone involved!

Response to Comment No. B4-1

Regarding the scope of the Draft Supplemental EIR, refer to Topical Response No. 1.
Regarding habitat connectivity, refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The portion of the comment about bear sitings in Glendale does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts contained in the Draft
Supplemental EIR. In addition, refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the scope of the Draft
Supplemental EIR. Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged and is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.
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The remainder of the comment provides information about the commenter and his opposition to
the Approved Project, which is now part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

Comment No. B4-2

The Verdugo mountains are also one of very few outdoor open air green spaces we have in Los
Angeles county and is utilities and enjoyed by tens of thousands of residents each year. But to
take away such a large swath of that precious ecosystem to build housing for just a few dozen
high income individuals is a massive miss use of our natural resources. The Verdugo mountains
are compromised of a very rare and important ecosystem found almost exclusively in California
- Chaparral. This is an ecosystem that is synonymous with California and takes hundreds of
years to form and would be completely destroyed by this development.

Response to Comment No. B4-2

Regarding the scope of the Draft Supplemental EIR, refer to Topical Response No. 1.
Regarding the adequacy of the mitigation, refer to Topical Response No. 4.

Comment No. B4-3

| support the requirement of a supplemental environmental review on the area, since clearly
there are endangered/protected flora and fauna located on the site that were not included in the
original environmental report. | also support the DENIAL of the Incidental Take Permit requested
by Whitebird Inc. who are trying to simply ignore these important findings in the name of
capitalism, greed, and their own self interests.

Response to Comment No. B4-3

Regarding the scope of the Draft Supplemental EIR, refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The remainder of the comment requests the denial of the requested ITP, which is now part of
the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.
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3. Additions and Corrections

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(a), this section of the Final Supplemental
EIR provides additions and corrections to the Draft Supplemental EIR that have been made to
clarify, correct, or supplement the information provided in that document. As demonstrated in this
Final Supplemental EIR, the changes presented in this section do not constitute new significant
information warranting recirculation of the Draft Supplemental EIR as set forth in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Rather, the Draft Supplemental EIR is comprehensive and has been
prepared in accordance with CEQA.

Changes to the Draft Supplemental EIR are indicated under the respective EIR section heading,
page number, and paragraph. Deletions are shown with strikethrough and additions are shown
with bolded underline.

Section 1. Executive Summary

No additions or corrections are required.

Section 2. Project Description

No additions or corrections are required.

Section 3. Environmental Impact Analysis

The second full paragraph on page 3-5 is revised as follows:

Therefore, the prior, permanent preservation of the Public Open Space has mitigated the
Approved Project’s significant impact on the CBB to below a level of significance. However, to
further ensure that the Approved Project’s impact on the CBB will be less than significant, the

Applicant will be required to_implement the list of Take Minimization Measures that are

included in Appendix B to this Final Supplemental EIR in connection with the development
ollowing-additional-mitigation-measures-be-implemented-aspart-of the Approved Project:

Section 4. Alternatives to the Project
No additions or corrections are required.
Section 5. Preparers of the EIR

No additions or corrections are required.
Section 6. References and Acronyms

No additions or corrections are required.
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