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Executive Summary 

ES.1 Introduction and Background 
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates implementation of the proposed Citywide Cat 

Program (proposed Project) in the City of Los Angeles (City). Per the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Los Angeles is the lead agency. This executive summary provides an 

overview of the proposed Project and its environmental effects. All impacts would be less than 

significant with adherence to standard regulatory and permit requirements. The proposed Project 

also includes publication and implementation of program guidelines and ecological conservation 

measures intended to minimize environmental and public health impacts of the existing population 

of free-roaming cats, and creation of a City Working Cat Program to facilitate the relocation of free-

roaming cats from the streets and into indoor/enclosed sites.  

The City’s Department of Animal Services (Los Angeles Animal Services [LAAS]) operates six animal 

services centers in the City, which serve approximately 60,000 animals annually and respond to 

20,000 emergency calls each year involving animals or people in danger. Currently, LAAS has 

contracts with five privately operated low-cost spay and neuter clinics and three mobile spay and 

neuter clinics that provide vaccinations and other low-cost assistance to the community, including 

spay and neuter services to owned cats of the general public and also to stray cats that are past their 

holding period at the animal services centers. They accept vouchers from the City to provide these 

services, which are rendered before the animals are released from the animal services centers. 
Funds for payment toward the clinic contracts and vouchers as well as the citizen vouchers come 

from the Animal Sterilization Fund. LAAS also implements the City’s no-kill policy, which had a 

target date of 2008; however, it has not yet been achieved.  

In 2006, the City proposed implementation of a “trap, neuter, return” (TNR) program to help 

address potential environmental and public health impacts associated with the existing population 

of free-roaming cats in the City. In 2008, a CEQA-based legal challenge to the TNR program was filed 

against the City, and, in 2010, as a result of the legal challenge, a permanent injunction was entered 

by the court that, in general, prohibits the City from engaging in TNR, or facilitating others to engage 

in TNR, until such activities are analyzed as required by CEQA. The City has now prepared this EIR to 

analyze the Citywide Cat Program under CEQA. 

The EIR process, as defined by CEQA, requires preparation of an objective, full-disclosure document 

to (a) inform agency decision makers and the general public of the direct and indirect environmental 

effects of a proposed project, (b) identify, where feasible, mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate 

any identified significant adverse impacts, and (c) identify and evaluate alternatives to the proposed 

project that might lessen or avoid some or all of the identified significant impacts of the project. 

ES.2 Proposed Project Summary 
The proposed Citywide Cat Program would apply to all areas within the boundaries of the City of Los 

Angeles. The City comprises approximately 465 square miles. Domestic cats and free-roaming cats 

(stray and feral cats) exist throughout the City, including in natural habitat areas. Free-roaming cats 

exist as individuals and in aggregations, and may or may not receive regular care. The proposed 
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Project would be implemented throughout the City by LAAS, principally through the City’s six animal 

services centers (see Figure ES-1): 

1. North Central Animal Services Center 

3201 Lacy Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90031 

2. *South Los Angeles Animal Services Center, Chesterfield Square 

1850 West 60th Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90047 

3. *West Los Angeles Animal Services Center 

11361 West Pico Boulevard 

Los Angeles, CA 90064 

4. *Harbor Animal Services Center 

957 North Gaffey Street 

San Pedro, CA 90731 

5. *East Valley Animal Services Center 

14409 Vanowen Street 

Van Nuys, CA 91405 

6. *West Valley Animal Services Center 

20655 Plummer Street 

Chatsworth, CA 91311 

* Animal services centers with spay and neuter clinics on site 

The proposed Project analyzed in this EIR would be implemented citywide (see Figure ES-1) and is 

guided by actions by the Board and the Los Angeles City Council (see Appendix D). The proposed 

Project would enable the following actions and policies to be administered under the Citywide Cat 

Program: 

a. Directly engage in spaying or neutering, or make the spaying or neutering of cats more 

affordable by allowing the City to provide funds by means of free or discounted spay or neuter 

coupons or other City, public, or grant funds to subsidize the spaying and neutering of any cat in 

the City of Los Angeles to prevent them from having litters of kittens, regardless of the cat’s 

status as either owned pet, stray, or feral. This includes spay and neuter of free-roaming cats 

that may be returned by their caretakers or a rescue organization to where they were found, 

relocated to a working cat program,1 or adopted. 

b. As part of changing the Los Angeles Administrative Code (LAAC) (Section 5.199), broaden the 

permitted use of Animal Sterilization Fund monies from “pet sterilization” (current language) to 

“animal sterilization.” Currently, Section 5.199 of the LAAC limits the use of funds for 

sterilization of “pets.” The proposed amendment would allow use of funds to sterilize pet, stray, 

or feral cats. The proposed Project would allow the LAAC’s Animal Sterilization Fund to also be 

used to spay or neuter free-roaming cats in the City. However, no monies intended to spay or 

neuter pet cats in the City would be reduced. 

                                                             
1 The placement of cats in warehouses and barns with rodents is commonly referred to as a “working cat program,” 
with many being indoor cats only. 
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c. Implement a modified TNR program that includes the following elements: 

i. Declaring that TNR is the preferred method of dealing with the free-roaming cat 

population and the City’s official policy. 

ii. Collaborating with organizations experienced and engaged in TNR and using animal 

services centers to provide information and training to citizens who wish to participate 

in TNR. 

iii. Implementing outreach by including links to TNR organizations on the LAAS website and 

directly referring the public to organizations for information on TNR. 

iv. Implementing a policy regarding free-roaming cat complaints that involves informing the 

complainant about the benefits of TNR and referring them to TNR organizations. LAAS 

will encourage that cats not be brought into local animal services centers, except if the cat 

is injured or sick, the cat has bitten someone, the cat’s welfare is in jeopardy, there is a 

public health hazard, or the potential exists for harm to people or companion animals.  

v. Using incentives, vouchers, and waived cat trap rental fees to encourage the capture, 

sterilization, and release of free-roaming cats. 

d. Release free-roaming cats that have been spayed and neutered from animal services centers’ 

custody to TNR groups that may have the intent of returning the animal to free-roaming status. 

In order to encourage more adoptions and meet the City’s no-kill goals, the currently permitted 

number of cats per household would be changed from three cats to five. This would involve an 

amendment to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) regarding the definition of “cat kennel” 

to exclude any location where five or fewer cats are kept (the current limit is three cats). 

Currently, LAMC Section 53.50 requires a permit from the City to “conduct or operate within the 

City of Los Angeles any dog kennel, cat kennel, zoo, animal rental establishment, animal 

grooming parlor, riding academy, livery stable, boarding stable, pony ring or pony ride, horse 

market, mule market, circus, rodeo, etc.” Any household with more than three cats would be 

subject to the following restrictions (this action would require an amendment to the LAMC): 

 All the cats must be kept indoors at all times, 

 All the cats must be microchipped and sterilized, and 

 The household must be registered with the Department as having more than three cats. 

e. Publish and implement program guidelines and ecological conservation measures that are 

intended to minimize the environmental and public health impacts of the existing population of 

free-roaming cats; guidelines include restricting release of free-roaming cats into 

environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) as feasible. 

f. Create a City of LA Working Cat Program to facilitate the relocation of free-roaming cats from 

the streets and into indoor/enclosed sites. The City’s Working Cat Program would prioritize 

admission of cats found in or near environmentally sensitive areas, in unsafe locations, or when 

it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat to its found location. 
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ES.2.1 Project Objectives 

Broadly stated, the purpose of the Project is to assist in achieving the City’s no kill goal and support 

the City’s adoption of TNR as the preferred method of dealing with free-roaming cat populations as 

well as the City’s official policy for reducing the relative number of free-roaming cats in the City of 

Los Angeles. 

The objectives of the proposed Citywide Cat Program include (not in order of priority): 

 Facilitate spaying and neutering of cats in the City. 

 Reduce the relative number of free-roaming cats in the City over time. 

 Facilitate more public and community education on animal-related topics, including free-

roaming cats. 

 Train animal services center staff members on cat management programs and engage in 

collaborative efforts with local rescue groups to help respond to and address free-roaming cat 

issues. 

 Further implement the City’s no-kill policy by reducing the rate of euthanasia of cats in City 

animal services centers.  

 Adopt TNR as the preferred policy to humanely address free-roaming cats. 

ES.3 Required Project Approvals 
Table ES-1 identifies the approvals that are likely to be required for the proposed Project.  

Table ES-1: Anticipated Permits and Approvals for the Citywide Cat Program 

Agency 

Required Approval  

or Permit Issue 

Los Angeles City 
Council 

Approve EIR in compliance 
with CEQA and approve the 
proposed Project 

Approve proposed Project, including modified TNR 
program and working cat program elements.  

Los Angeles City 
Council 

Amend City of Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and 
Administrative Code 

Amend municipal and administrative codes to 
implement the proposed Project, including an 
increase in the number cats per household from 
three to five; broaden definition of “animal 
sterilization” to include feral, stray, or free-
roaming cats; and amend definition of “cat kennel” 
to exclude any location where five or fewer cats 
are kept and a permit is required. 
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ES.4 Comments Received on the Notice of Preparation 
In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Project on August 31, 2017. The NOP was circulated for over 45 

days. The comment period ended on October 30, 2017.  

The NOP was made available for review online at: https://eng.lacity.org/citywide-cat-program-

e1907610. Over 550 comments were received from agencies, tribes, interested organizations, and 

the public. Scoping meetings were held on September 28 (East Valley Shelter), October 17 (South 

LA, Chesterfield Square Shelter), and October 23, 2017 (Ramona Hall Community Center) 

throughout the City. See Chapter 1 for the scoping comment summary table, and Appendix B for 

scoping comments received. The NOP public comments are included in Appendix C of this EIR.  

ES.5 Areas of Controversy 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(2) requires that areas of controversy known to the lead 

agency be stated in the EIR summary. The City distributed the NOP to solicit agency and public 

comments on the scope and content of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. 

Public and agency comments submitted during the scoping period expressed concerns regarding the 

following issues: 

 Potential impacts from the proposed Project on biological resources, public health/human 

health, and water resources in the City. 

 Alternatives to the proposed Project that would effectively reduce the feral cat population in the 

City. 

ES.6 Issues to Be Resolved 
The issues to be resolved by the lead agency include whether and how to mitigate the significant 

effects of the proposed Project, consideration of the various mitigation measures and alternatives 

recommended in the Draft EIR by the City, whether the benefits of the proposed Project outweigh 

their unavoidable environmental impacts, and whether the discretionary approvals required to 

implement the proposed Project should be granted. No significant and unavoidable impacts have 

been identified in this EIR for the proposed Project; therefore, a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations would not be required for the proposed Project. A detailed evaluation of alternatives 

to the proposed Project is presented in Chapter 5 of this EIR.  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 Executive Summary 
 

 

 

Citywide Cat Program 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
ES-7 

August 2019 
ICF 00663.16 

 

ES.7 Summary of Environmental Impacts 

ES.7.1 Impacts Determined to Require No Further Consideration in 
this EIR 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Screening Analysis, of this Draft EIR, the following environmental 

resources areas are not analyzed in this Draft EIR because it was determined that the proposed 

Project would have no impact on them: 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Cultural Resources 

 Energy 

 Geology and Soils 

 Land Use 

 Noise 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services 

 Transportation 

 Public Utilities 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Wildfire Hazards 

ES.7.2 Impacts Determined to Be Less than Significant 

The analyses presented in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR concluded that 

the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts, without any required mitigation, 

for the following resource areas: 

 Biological Resources 

 Water Resources 

 Human Health Hazards 

ES.7.3 Significant Unavoidable Impacts 

Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR must describe any significant 

impacts, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a less-than-significant level. Where 

there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their 

implications and the reasons the project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be 

described.  
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Considering the projected net decrease in the free-roaming cat population and the anticipated net 

reduction in cat care over the 30-year timeframe as a result of the declining free-roaming cat 

population citywide, the proposed Project would not result in significant environmental effects that 

cannot be avoided if the proposed Project is implemented. The proposed Project has been 

determined to result in no impacts or less-than-significant impacts for all resource areas. 

ES.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Based on the analysis included in the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in any cumulatively 

considerable impacts. All potential impacts from the proposed Project would be less than significant. 

ES.7.5 Summary of Environmental Impacts of the Project 

Table ES-2 at the end of this Executive Summary contains a summary of impacts by environmental 

resource area. The following are provided for each impact: the significance determination before 

mitigation, required mitigation measures (if any), and any remaining impacts after the 

implementation of mitigation. 

ES.8 Summary of Project Alternatives Analysis  
The City considered several alternatives to the proposed Project during the development of this 

Draft EIR for the proposed Project. Potential alternatives were developed to identify means other 

than the proposed Project to attain key project objectives while lessening or avoiding potentially 

significant environmental impacts caused by the proposed Project. The proposed Project would not 

result in significant impacts on the environment (Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4); accordingly reduction of 

significant impacts was not a factor considered in the development of alternatives to the Project. 

Scoping comments received for this EIR inform the identification and development of alternatives to 

the proposed Project.  

ES.8.1 Alternatives Considered 

Based on initial consideration, the following represent a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

proposed Project and have been identified by the City for consideration in this EIR.  

 No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, the City would not be able to engage 

in TNR nor would it be able to facilitate others to engage in TNR in any way, such as through 

funding, outreach, education, or collaboration with organizations that engage in TNR. The City 

will continue to operate in accordance with its current regulatory approach wherein the City 

provides traps and trapping permits for City residents wishing to trap nuisance cats (which 

could include owned or free-roaming cats) and take them to one of the six City animal services 

centers that accepts trapped cats. Once the cats are received, they would be scanned for a 

microchip to determine if they are owned, in an attempt to reunite them with their owners. If no 

owner can be identified, they would typically be held at the animal services center for the 4-day 

holding period and then made available for adoption at the center. Any cats that are not 

adopted, transferred to a nonprofit, animal rescue, or adoption organization organizations (who 

have signed the aforementioned affidavit), or returned to their owners, would be humanely 

euthanized. There would be no City-funded sterilization of all cats in the City, regardless of the 
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cat’s status as either owned pet, stray, or feral, nor would there be any spay and neuter of free-

roaming cats that would be returned by their caretakers or a rescue organization to where they 

were found, relocated to a working cat program, or adopted. The Animal Sterilization Funds 

would continue to be used for sterilization of “pets” only per Section 5.199 of the LAAC; no funds 

would be used toward sterilization of free-roaming cats. The definition of cat kennel would 

exclude any location where three or fewer cats are kept; anything above that would require a 

permit in accordance with LAMC Section 53.50 

 Alternative 1: Use of resources (for approximately 20,000 spay/neuter vouchers) for 

free/low-cost sterilization of owned cats instead of unowned cats. Additional LAAS 

resources would be used to subsidize the sterilization of owned cats only and would not be used 

for free-roaming cats as being proposed under the Citywide Cat Program. This would provide an 

additional 20,000 free/discounted sterilization vouchers to the public for owned cats.  

 Alternative 2: Enact a no-roaming ordinance for owned cats. A no-roaming ordinance for 

owned cats or enacting limits on roaming of owned cats would prohibit or restrict roaming of 

owned cats outside their owner’s property. 

 Alternative 3: Require licensing for owned cats. Required licensing for owned cats would 

entail registering all owned cats with LAAS and the cats being issued a unique identification 

number on a license tag that can be worn on a collar. The issued license tag would also identify 

the owner of the cat. Under this alternative, people who find a cat with a tag would be able to 

call LAAS on the number printed on the tag for identification of the owner, so the cat can be 

reunited with its owner. If a lost cat with a license tag is brought into one of the City’s animal 

services centers, LAAS staff can identify the registered owner by the tag number and contact 

them; during this time the animal would be held at the animal services center. 

 Alternative 4: Enact a City ban on outdoor feeding of owned or free-roaming cats. Enacting 

an express ban on outdoor feeding of owned and free-roaming cats would reduce access to 

human-subsidized food by banning feeding of all cats outdoors or in an unenclosed space. At 

present, except as permitted by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, no person may 

“feed or, in any manner, provide food or cause to be fed any non-domesticated mammalian 

predator, including, but not limited to, coyotes, foxes, possums, raccoons, and skunks” (LAMC 

Section 53.06.5). Cats are domestic animals and not considered to be non-domesticated 

mammalian predators, and thus feeding cats is not currently banned in the City. 

 Alternative 5. Enforce mandatory spay/neuter of owned cats. The City of Los Angeles 

already requires owned cats to be spayed or neutered; this alternative proposes increased 

enforcement activities to ensure compliance of the existing mandatory spay/neuter ordinance, 

which was approved by City Council on February 12, 2008, and requires all cats and dogs in the 

City to be spayed or neutered after the age of 4 months, with some specific exemptions allowed 

(LAMC Section 53.15.2). 

 Alternative 6: Facilitate free trapping/certified trapping and streamlined permitting to 

surrender stray/feral cats to shelter without return to the environment/direct removal. 

Free-roaming cat trapping would be streamlined and/or facilitated, and trapped cats would not 

be returned to the environment; they would either be adopted out, transferred to a City partner 

who signs an affidavit noting they will not release the cat back to the environment, transferred 

to a working cat program or a cat sanctuary, or, as a last choice, euthanized if none of the 

aforementioned options are feasible. Streamlining and/or facilitating trapping efforts would aim 

to increase trapping rates relative to the No Project Alternative conditions. 
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 Alternative 7: Reduce the number of permissible cats per residence in the City of Los 

Angeles. This alternative would reduce the number of cats permitted per residence in the City 

to less than the currently permitted three. Beyond this number of cats, in accordance with LAMC 

Section 53.50, a permit is required from the City to “conduct or operate within the City of Los 

Angeles any dog kennel, cat kennel, zoo, animal rental establishment, animal grooming parlor, 

riding academy, livery stable, boarding stable, pony ring or pony ride, horse market, mule 

market, circus, rodeo, etc.” 

 Alternative 8: Enact dusk-to-dawn curfews for owned cats so that they are kept in at night 

when most predation occurs. This alternative would enact a City ban on owned cats being 

allowed outdoors by their owners during the hours between dusk and dawn (typically between 

sunset and sunrise). During this time, pet owners would not allow their cats to roam outdoors 

and would keep them indoors or in an enclosed space within their property. 

 Alternative 9: Limit number of permissible cats based on residence square footage 

(Minimum square footage required per cat). The City of Los Angeles currently allows up to 

three cats per residence in the City irrespective of the square footage of the residence. This 

alternative would link the number of owned cats allowed per residence in the City to the size or 

square footage of the residence. 

 Alternative 10. Ban pet owners from allowing their animals to trespass on the private 

property of another person without the consent of such person, any unenclosed private 

property or any public property. This alternative would ban pet owners from allowing their 

cats to be outdoors and trespass on the private property of another person without the express 

consent of such a person; it would also ban cats on any unenclosed private property or public 

property. Currently, spayed or neutered cats can be indoor, indoor/outdoor, or outdoor cats 

(LAMC Section 53.06). Cats that have not been spayed or neutered that are also not in heat or 

season are exempted from the general proscription against allowing animals to roam at large, as 

follows: “No person owning or having possession, charge, custody, or control of any animal, 

except cats that are not in heat or season, shall cause, permit, or allow the animal to stray, run, 

or, in any manner, be at large in or upon any public street, sidewalk, or park, except as otherwise 

expressly provided in Section 63.44 of this code, or in the bed of the Los Angeles River or upon 

any unenclosed lot or land” (LAMC Section 53.06). 

 Alternative 11: Alternative locations in areas with lower resource sensitivity where 

appropriate. This alternative would implement the Citywide Cat Program in alternative 

locations to the City of Los Angeles.  

 Alternative 12: Trap and euthanize free-roaming cats. This alternative proposes trapping 

and euthanizing free-roaming cats in the City. Under this alternative there would be no options 

to euthanasia such as adoption, or transfer to a nonprofit, animal rescue, or adoption 

organization; a working cat program; or a cat sanctuary for cats impounded at the animal 

services centers and whose owner cannot be identified. 

ES.8.2 Analysis of Alternatives Carried Forward 

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(d)), the discussion of the 

environmental effects of the alternatives may be less detailed than the discussion of the impacts of 

the proposed Project. The following provides a comparative analysis of the impacts associated with 
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each of the alternatives carried forward (Alternatives 1 and 6) relative to the proposed Project. 

Additional detailed analysis is provided in Chapter 5, Alternatives 

Alternative 1: Use of resources (for approximately 20,000 spay/neuter vouchers) for 
free/low-cost sterilization of owned cats instead of unowned cats.  

Under Alternative 1, additional LAAS resources would be used to subsidize the sterilization of 

owned cats only and would not be used for free-roaming cats as being proposed under the Citywide 

Cat Program. This would provide an additional 20,000 free/discounted sterilization vouchers to the 

public for owned cats. Under Alternative 1, over the 30-year horizon period, the free-roaming cat 

population would be larger than under the proposed Project, increasing from 808 cats in year 2 to 

29,476 cats in year 30. The larger free-roaming cat population over the 30-year horizon period 

under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Project would result in greater impacts on biological 

resources and water resources from free-roaming cats in the study area. In addition, the increase in 

the population of free-roaming cats under Alternative 1 compared to the proposed Project could 

increase the potential risk of exposure to zoonotic diseases associated with free-roaming cats, and 

the larger population under Alternative 1 could result in an incremental increase in the frequency 

and severity of exposure to human health hazards resulting from zoonotic diseases transmitted 

directly or indirectly by free-roaming cats. This increase in the frequency and severity of exposure 

to human health hazards would apply to all populations in the City, including across all susceptible 

human groups.  

Alternative 6. Facilitate free trapping/certified trapping and streamlined permitting 
to surrender stray/feral cats to shelter without return to the environment/direct 
removal. 

Under Alternative 6, free-roaming cat trapping would be streamlined and/or facilitated, and trapped 

cats would not be returned to the environment; they would either be adopted out, transferred to a 

City partner who signs an affidavit noting they will not release the cat back to the environment, 

transferred to a working cat program or a cat sanctuary, or, as a last choice, euthanized if none of the 

aforementioned options are feasible. Streamlining and/or facilitating trapping efforts would aim to 

increase trapping rates relative to the No Project Alternative conditions. Under Alternative 6, larger 

numbers of annual trapping events and subsequent non-returns/direct removals from the 

environment would result in larger population declines than smaller efforts (e.g., trapping and 

removal of 5,000 versus 20,000 free-roaming cats annually). The population model estimated that 

with 20,000 free-roaming cat trapping and removal events (used as a comparison point for 20,000 

spay/neuter surgeries being proposed under the Project), in year 30 the citywide free-roaming cat 

population would decline to about 155,051 cats compared to 197,363 cats under the proposed 

Project and 228,077 cats under the future baseline without Project. Thus, under Alternative 6 there 

would be 42,312 fewer cats compared to the Project and 73,026 fewer cats compared to the future 

baseline without Project over the 30-year horizon period.  

The smaller free-roaming cat population over the 30-year horizon period under Alternative 6 

compared to the proposed Project would result in reduced impacts on biological resources and 

water resources from free-roaming cats in the study area. In addition, the decrease in the population 

of free-roaming cats under Alternative 6 (by 42,312 cats in year 30) compared to the proposed 

Project could decrease the potential risk of exposure to zoonotic diseases associated with free-

roaming cats over the 30-year horizon period. This could result in an incremental decrease in the 
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frequency and severity of exposure to human health hazards resulting from zoonotic diseases 

transmitted directly or indirectly by free-roaming cats. This decrease in the frequency and severity 

of exposure to human health hazards would apply to all populations in the City, including across all 

susceptible human groups. 

ES.8.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a proposed project and its alternatives, 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” 

alternative be identified and the reasons for such a selection be disclosed. In general, the 

environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the least 

amount of adverse impacts. As detailed in Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, the proposed Project would not 

have any significant impacts on the environment related to biological resources, water resources, 

and human health hazards; the remaining environmental issues were screened out in Chapter 3 as 

clearly having less-than-significant or no adverse impacts. Accordingly, the context for the 

comparison of potential impacts of the No Project Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 6 over 

the 30-year horizon period is the relative increasing or decreasing degree of their impacts compared 

to those under the proposed Project, with all impacts being less than significant (Table 5-2 in 

Chapter 5). Therefore, the alternatives would not lessen any significant impacts because there are 

none that would result from the proposed Project; rather, with the larger or smaller free-roaming 

cat population under the alternatives, their comparative impacts should be evaluated in the context 

of increased or decreased degree of effects compared to the proposed Project’s less-than-significant 

impacts.  

In this case, as detailed above and presented in Table 5-2, Alternative 6—with 20,000 free-roaming 

cat trapping and removal events that would result in 42,312 fewer free-roaming cats over the 

30-year horizon period—would result in relatively reduced impacts related to biological resources 

and water resources, and could result in an incremental decrease in the frequency and severity of 

exposure to human health hazards compared to the proposed Project. Therefore, because 

Alternative 6 would result in relatively reduced impacts compared to the proposed Project, the No 

Project Alternative, and Alternative 1 over the 30-year horizon period, it would be considered the 

environmentally superior alternative, even though it would impede to some degree the attainment 

of project objectives, as discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Significance before Mitigation  Mitigation Measures 
Significance after 
Mitigation 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1: The proposed Project would not result in 
the loss of individuals, or the reduction of 
existing habitat, of a state- or federally listed 
endangered, threatened, rare, protected, or 
candidate species, or a Species of Special 
Concern or federally listed critical habitat. 

Less than significant  

 
No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable  

BIO-2: The proposed Project would not result in 
the loss of individuals or the reduction of 
existing habitat of a locally designated species or 
a reduction in a locally designated natural 
habitat or plant community. 

Less than significant  

 
No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable 

BIO-3: The proposed Project would not result in 
interference with wildlife movement/migration 
corridors that may diminish the chances for 
long-term survival of a sensitive species. 

Less than significant  
 

No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable 

BIO-4: The proposed Project would not result in 
alteration of an existing wetland habitat. 

Less than significant  
 

No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable 

BIO-5: The proposed Project would not result in 
interference with habitat such that normal 
species behaviors are disturbed (e.g., from the 
introduction of noise, light) to a degree that may 
diminish the chances for long-term survival of a 
sensitive species. 

Less than significant  
 

No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable 

Water Resources 

HyWQ-1: The proposed Project would not result 
in discharges that could create pollution, 
contamination, or a nuisance, or cause 
regulatory standards to be violated for the 
receiving water body.  

Less than significant  
 

No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 Executive Summary 
 

 

 

Citywide Cat Program 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

ES-14 
August 2019 

ICF 00663.16 

 

Environmental Impact Significance before Mitigation  Mitigation Measures 
Significance after 
Mitigation 

Human Health Hazards 

HAZ-1: The proposed Project would not increase 
the probable frequency and severity of 
consequences to people from exposure to the 
health hazard,  

Less than significant  No mitigation 
measures required 

Not applicable 

Table ES-3. Summary of Citywide Cat Program Implementation Guidelines and Ecological Conservation Measures 

Focus Area Guideline/Measure 

Trap Neuter and Return  The City will create partnerships with third parties who offer free-roaming cat trapping 
trainings so people can learn how to trap responsibly. 

 Traps should be monitored at all times and partially covered once occupied. 

 The City recommends release generally where cats are found, or as close as possible, but does 
not recommend release of free-roaming cats within 1 mile (estimated free-roaming cat home 
range; see Appendix E and H) of ESAs. If a free-roaming cat is trapped in or within 1 mile of an 
ESA, it is recommended the cat be placed in a working cat program or relocated, based on 
availability.  

 Maps of ESAs in the City will be provided for reference in the City shelters and on the Animal 
Services website for downloading and printing. 

Responsible Feeding and Care  No feeding within 1 mile of ESA, except when used for baiting traps for TNR purposes. Feeding 
should also not occur at locations where vulnerable human populations are present (children, 
the elderly, and those with compromised immune systems). 

 To avoid attracting wildlife and discourage overfeeding, feeding should be supervised and 
limited to 30 minutes. No free access to any food should occur or be facilitated.  

 Feeding times should only occur between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. to help avoid conflicts with 
nocturnal wildlife. 

 Feeding locations should be kept clean so that no traces of food or refuse are left behind after 
feeding events. 

 Fecal matter accumulation near feeding or shelter areas should be monitored and removed. 
Contaminated surfaces should be disinfected as needed to help maintain cleanliness and 
contain the potential spread of disease. 
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Focus Area Guideline/Measure 

Medical Treatment  Free-roaming cats should be sterilized and ear tipped. Microchipping is recommended if 
funding is available. Free-roaming cats that will be placed in a working cat program will be 
microchipped.  

 The rabies and feline viral rhinotracheitis, calicivirus, and panleukopenia virus (FVRCP) vaccine 
should be administered, along with flea treatment and deworming, at the time of sterilization. 
Participants are requested to provide ongoing flea treatments and vaccination updates as 
feasible. 

Public Education/Engagement/Outreach  Noticing efforts about the CCP—including code updates, TNR program, working cat program, 
and related conservation and responsible management guidelines—could occur through press 
releases, posting on the LAAS website, posters at City shelters, fliers, mailers, radio 
advertisements, and social media posts and ads. The information shared will be multilingual as 
needed. 

 Community engagement can occur through community meetings hosted by local City shelters 
and prior to mobile clinics. City shelter volunteers will learn about the CCP and conservation 
measures through shelter orientations and the volunteer onboarding process.  

 The City will collaborate with non-profit organizations, including wildlife and cat advocacy 
groups, to share information about how the CCP can reduce the existing free-roaming cat 
population and their effects on sensitive biological resources present in the City. 
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