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Chapter 1

Introduction
1.1

Final EIR Organization

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Los Angeles,
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (City) to assess the potential environmental
impacts that could result from the implementation of the proposed Citywide Cat Program (proposed
Project) in Los Angeles, California. The City is the Lead Agency for the proposed Project, pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR and supporting appendices (State Clearinghouse Number
2013101008) together with this Final EIR, and the record of proceedings of the City, comprise the
Lead Agency’s CEQA environmental analysis of the Citywide Cat Program. Numerous references are
made throughout this Final EIR to the Draft EIR and to the Draft EIR appendices. These documents
were circulated previously and are not being reproduced. Copies, however, are available for review
at the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, and remain available at the City’s
website: https://eng.lacity.org/citywide-cat-program-e1907610.
The abbreviated format used for this Final EIR complies with State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132.
This Final EIR is organized as follows:
⚫

Chapter 1 – Introduction

⚫

Chapter 2 – Response to Comments

⚫

Chapter 3 – Modifications to the Draft EIR

⚫

Appendices
The Final EIR appendices are identified as follows and are in addition to those already included
in the Draft EIR.


Updated Appendix J – Cat Population Modeling



Updated Appendix K – Free-Roaming Cat Density Data Table



Appendix O – Notice of Availability and Newspaper Notice



Appendix P – Public Hearing Transcript, Speaker Cards, and Sign-In Sheet



Appendix Q – Public Comments on Draft EIR: State and Local Government Agencies








Appendix R – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Non-Profit Organizations and Neighborhood
Groups
Appendix S – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals
Appendix T-1 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form
Letter Category 1
Appendix T-2 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form
Letter Category 2
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Appendix T-3 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form
Letter Category 3
Appendix T-4 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form
Letter Category 4
Appendix T-5 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form
Letter Category 5
Appendix U – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Draft EIR Public Hearing

Proposed Project

The proposed Project1 analyzed in the EIR would be implemented citywide (see Figure 2-1 in the
Draft EIR) and is guided by actions by the Board of Animal Services Commissioners (Board) and the
Los Angeles City Council (see Appendix D). To assist in the implementation of the City’s no-kill policy
and reduce the relative population of free-roaming cats in the City, the Department of Animal
Services (Department; Los Angeles Animal Services [LAAS]) proposes to:
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 (WCP),2 or adopted.

b. As part of changing the City of 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.
c.

Implement a modified trap, neuter, and return (TNR) program that includes the following
elements:
i. Declaring that TNR is the preferred method of addressing the free-roaming cat population
and the City’s official policy.

1 As set forth more fully in this

Final EIR, including the modifications discussed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR and in
the responses to comments in this Final EIR, the proposed Project has been modified based on the comments
received to clarify project elements and, in some cases, further minimize already-analyzed, less-than-significant
project impacts. Because the project revisions do not result in a new significant impact, a substantial increase in the
severity of an impact requiring mitigation measures, or a considerably different feasible alternative and mitigation
measure, and would not otherwise meet the recirculation requirements under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,
recirculation of the EIR was not necessary. The proposed Project, as revised, is summarized in this Section 1.2.
2 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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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.3
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,
unless the cat is a nuisance cat. 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 that highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the proposed Project.

f.

Create a public education and outreach campaign that would focus on growing public awareness
of the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat population on wildlife, habitat, and public health.

g. Create a City of Los Angeles WCP to facilitate the relocation of free-roaming cats from the streets
and into indoor/enclosed sites. The City’s WCP would prioritize admission of cats found in or
near Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs), in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable to
return a free-roaming cat to its found location (nuisance cats, including cats found near water
bodies impaired for bacteria and/or nutrients).

3 Current nuisance

cat protocol as described in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR will remain unchanged by the modified
TNR Program described here, aside from the opportunity to enroll the cat in the City of Los Angeles WCP, as space
allows.
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Modified TNR Program Implementation

LAAS currently does not perform targeted spay and neuter services on free-roaming cats. Any stray
cats that are past their holding period and altered by LAAS must be friendly and able to be handled;
otherwise, they are not fixed. LAAS does not sterilize feral cats.
Upon implementation of the modified TNR Program, LAAS will release a Task Order Solicitation to
an existing list of pre-qualified spay and neuter veterinarians for those willing and able to
participate in the spay/neuter program for free-roaming cats. Upon selection of service providers,
LAAS will issue a notice to proceed with funding authorization for at least 20,000 free-roaming cat
sterilizations and related medical treatments (based on availability of additional funding) annually.
LAAS currently has a voucher program in place for owned cats, which will be adjusted to include the
free-roaming cat spay/neuter program. Each voucher will cover the costs associated with spaying or
neutering a free-roaming cat. The City Council has assigned the value of $70 to the free vouchers,
reimbursable to the City’s veterinary partners for spaying and neutering shelter cats per surgery
(C.F. 16-0114). If additional City funding is available, the rabies and feline viral rhinotracheitis,
calicivirus, and panleukopenia virus (FVRCP) vaccine should be administered, along with flea
treatment, at the time of sterilization. If City funds are not available to cover these additional
services, participants in the modified TNR Program will be encouraged to cover these services.
Individuals and organizations wishing to participate in the LAAS free-roaming cat spay/neuter
program must register with LAAS as an authorized participant. This will entail signing an agreement
stating that each cat the participant submits for a free spay/neuter voucher had been trapped and
released within the City of Los Angeles limits. A unique identifier will be provided to each cat
submitted under the program to receive a spay/neuter voucher. This unique identifier will be
alphanumeric and begin with the letters FR, which will serve as an abbreviation for the term freeroaming. The newly implemented unique identifier specific to this program will allow for fiscal and
data analysis, which will enable LAAS to monitor and track data specific to the free-roaming cat
spay/neuter program. Each free-roaming cat should be sterilized and ear-tipped. Microchipping,
vaccinations, deworming, and flea treatment are also recommended if funding is available.
The City understands that working with free-roaming cats requires special expertise, and while
individuals are encouraged to participate, responders to the Task Order Solicitation on behalf of
organizations will be asked to demonstrate their expertise by sharing their experience in
participating in TNR work and facilitating the sterilization of free-roaming cats. These organizations
will be asked to document the number of free-roaming cats in the City that they have sterilized
annually through TNR efforts in the past. If selected, these organizations will be asked to commit
through an affidavit to sustain this level of effort to help ensure that the City vouchers would be
additive to free-roaming cat sterilizations occurring within the City.

1.2.2

Program Implementation Guidelines

This section presents the guidelines developed for implementation of the Citywide Cat Program.
As set forth in the analysis of environmental impacts, no significant environmental impacts were
identified in the analysis of the proposed Project. The program implementation guidelines are
intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR under the proposed Project. LAAS will
distribute a copy of these guidelines to those who receive vouchers under the proposed Project,
publish them on its website, and include a map of ESAs mentioned herein to educate the public and
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facilitate implementation of these best practices. Note that as these guidelines are part of the
proposed Project, they are not mitigation measures as defined under CEQA.
Recipients who receive vouchers from the City for free-roaming cat medical and spay and neuter
services will be expected to commit to the guidelines by signing an affidavit declaring their intent.

1.2.2.1

Free-Roaming Cat Trap/Neuter/Return Guidelines

⚫

The City shall 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.

⚫

If a free-roaming cat is trapped in an ESA, it is recommended that the cat be enrolled in a WCP,
based on availability, or adopted through a rescue group if possible. If these options are not
available, the cat should be returned to the ESA.

⚫

If trapping in or near an ESA, avoid undisturbed areas and vegetation; traps should be placed on
paved or developed areas.

⚫

Maps of ESAs in the City shall be provided for reference in the City shelters and on the LAAS
website for downloading and printing.

⚫

Where feasible, to avoid potential interactions/conflict with vulnerable populations (children,
the elderly, and those with compromised immune systems), trapping should not occur in
proximity of individuals from such populations.

⚫

Trapping locations should be kept clean so that no traces of food, refuse, or fecal matter are left
behind after trapping events. Contaminated surfaces should be disinfected as needed to help
maintain cleanliness and contain the potential spread of disease. Gloves should be used when
handling traps. Wash hands and clean equipment afterwards.

⚫

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 WCP will be microchipped.

⚫

At the time of sterilization, the rabies and FVRCP vaccine should be administered, along with flea
treatment and deworming.

1.2.3

Public Education and Outreach

To help grow public awareness of the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat population, LAAS
would initiate a broader public education and outreach campaign. This would include messaging
about the biodiversity of Los Angeles, the City’s biological resources and sensitive habitat areas, and
how wildlife and habitat is affected by the existing free-roaming cat population. LAAS will look for
opportunities to collaborate and partner with public agencies and non-profit organizations,
including wildlife and cat advocacy groups, to raise public awareness about these issues. The
campaign would also identify tools and approaches that the public can use to help control the
impacts from pet overpopulation, specifically free-roaming cats, on public health and wildlife by
ensuring, for example, that pets are sterilized, provide on-going flea treatments, and prevent fecal
accumulation.
The public education program, intended to help address the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat
population, may include information regarding the responsible feeding of free-roaming cats related
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to existing feeding activities. There is an existing condition of feeding of free-roaming cats. The City
is trying to balance the humane treatment of animals with addressing the existing impacts of pet
overpopulation. Public messaging would encourage existing feeders to fix those cats, and encourage
them to participate in the Citywide Cat Program, and emphasize no new feeding. Additional targeted
messaging to existing feeders would be “please follow best practices regarding cleanliness, feeding
times, etc. to manage existing impacts of free-roaming cats related to public health and wildlife.”
LAAS would tell the general public that feeding is not encouraged and to “please don't start feeding
if you don't already,” and would explain the potential impacts on wildlife from these practices.
Noticing efforts about the Citywide Cat Program, including code updates, the TNR program, related
guidelines, the WCP, and the public education campaign could occur in a variety of ways, including
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. Opportunities for partnering with organizations and institutions to amplify these
messages will also be explored.
Community engagement can occur through community meetings hosted by local City shelters and
prior to mobile clinics. City shelter volunteers will learn about the Citywide Cat Program and
program implementation guidelines through shelter orientations and the volunteer onboarding
process.

1.2.4
1.2.4.1

Proposed City of Los Angeles Working Cat Program
Existing Efforts

Currently, several non-profits within the City of Los Angeles (e.g., Best Friends, Kitty Bungalow, Paw
Mission, and others) work to facilitate the placement of free-roaming cats that are not good
candidates for traditional adoptions into “working cat” situations where they serve as rodent and
pest deterrents. Such arrangements aim to help to reduce the rate of euthanasia in homeless cats in
Los Angeles. These efforts would benefit from additional support (e.g., funding, dedicated staff,
advertising) to help create additional opportunities to relocate free-roaming cats.
The City of Los Angeles proposes a WCP to facilitate the relocation of free-roaming cats from the
streets and into indoor/enclosed sites. The City’s WCP would prioritize admission of cats found in or
near ESAs, in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat to its found
location (nuisance cats, including cats found near water bodies impaired for bacteria and/or
nutrients).

1.2.4.2

Working Cat Opportunity Sites

Potential working cat opportunity sites within the City that could host working cats include
residential backyards with enclosed structures (including “catios”), barns, stables, warehouses,
factories, industrial parks, churches, wineries, breweries, and City facilities, such as police stations,
libraries, and fire stations.
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Criteria for Appropriate Locations

Ideal locations for working cats would be:
⚫

Sites that are not within known ESAs;

⚫

Enclosed spaces that do not include routine interactions with vulnerable populations, such as
children, the elderly, or those with compromised immune systems; and

⚫

Sites where a caregiver is available to provide daily food and water and refresh a litter box.

1.2.4.4

Adoption Process

Placements through the City’s WCP would be treated as no-fee adoptions. Free-roaming cats placed
through the program would be sterilized, ear-tipped, microchipped, vaccinated for rabies and
FVRCP, treated for fleas, dewormed, and placed in pairs.
Adopters would complete an adoption agreement to host the cats within an enclosed space and
provide daily food and water and future medical treatment as needed, including regular treatments
for fleas and parasites. Food would be provided in compliance with responsible feeding guidelines
and at an indoor location to minimize attraction of wildlife. A litter box must also be provided.
Adopters would be trained regarding the rehoming process and commit to spending the suggested
time helping the cats become familiar with their new home.

1.2.4.5

Program Placement Targets

Once the program is established (within the first 3 years of implementation of the Project), the City
would initially target placing approximately 75 cats per year, utilizing support from non-profits,
volunteers, and social media advertising (Facebook, NextDoor, etc.). The City would aim to increase
the capacity for working cat placements through the program over time.
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2.1

Introduction

The public comment and response component of the CEQA process serves an essential role. It allows
the Lead Agency to assess the impacts of a project based on the analysis of other responsible,
concerned, or adjacent agencies and interested parties, and it provides the opportunity to amplify
and better explain the analyses that the Lead Agency has undertaken to determine the potential
environmental impacts of a project. To that extent, responses to comments are intended to provide
complete and thorough explanations to commenting agencies and individuals, and to improve the
overall understanding of the project for the decision-making bodies.
Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the requirements for evaluation of and response to
comments for an EIR, which include the following stipulations:
(a)

The Lead Agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from
persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead
Agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received
during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond to late
comments.

(b)

The Lead Agency shall provide a written proposed response, either in a printed copy or
in an electronic format, to a public agency on comments made by that public agency at
least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report.

(c)

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead
Agency‘s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the
comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and
suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.
Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. The level of
detail contained in the response, however, may correspond to the level of detail
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). A
general response may be appropriate when a comment does not contain or specifically
refer to readily available information, or does not explain the relevance of evidence
submitted with the comment.

(d)

The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a
separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments makes important
changes in the information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the Lead Agency should
either:
(1) Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or
(2) Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to
comments.
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Distribution of the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR was distributed to the public and regulatory agencies on August 29, 2019 through
October 28, 2019, for a 60-day public review period. Over 500 mailers of the notice of availability
(NOA) were distributed via certified mail to local, state, and federal agencies, individuals that
commented during scoping, and interested non-profit organizations and neighborhood groups. Hard
copies of the Draft EIR and NOA were made available at the six Los Angeles Animal Services shelters
across the City. One full hard copy of the Draft EIR and NOA were made available at the City of Los
Angeles Central Public Library. The full Draft EIR, including the appendices and NOA, was also
posted to the City’s website. The City conducted a public hearing regarding the Draft EIR on
October 7, 2019 to provide an overview of the proposed Citywide Cat Program (CCP) and its
alternatives and to accept public comments on the proposed Project, alternatives, and the
environmental document.
The Draft EIR was available for review at the following locations:
⚫

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, 1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90015

⚫

City of Los Angeles Central Library, 630 W. 5th Street Los Angeles, CA 90071

⚫

City of Los Angeles Animal Shelter – North Central, 3201 Lacy Street Los Angeles, CA 90031

⚫

City of Los Angeles Animal Shelter – East Valley, 14409 Vanowen St Van Nuys, CA 91405

⚫

City of Los Angeles Animal Shelter – West Valley, 20655 Plummer Street Chatsworth, CA 91311

⚫

City of Los Angeles Animal Shelter – South Los Angeles, 1857 W. 60th Street Los Angeles, CA
90047

⚫

City of Los Angeles Animal Shelter – West Los Angeles, 11361 West Pico Blvd Los Angeles, CA
90064

⚫

City of Los Angeles Animal Shelter – Harbor, 957 N. Gaffey Street San Pedro, CA 90731

In addition to printed copies of the Draft EIR, electronic versions were made available. The Draft EIR
was available in its entirety on the City’s web site at: https://eng.lacity.org/citywide-cat-programe1907610, along with the NOA.

2.3
2.3.1

Comments on the Draft EIR
Introduction and Organization

The following sections of this chapter include the public comments received on the Draft EIR.
Commenters on the Draft EIR were various, including state, local and federal agencies; non-profit
and neighborhood groups; interested parties and individuals; and commenters from the Draft EIR
public hearing. The comments are organized into each sub-group below.
⚫

Section 2.4.2, State and Local Government Agencies, includes comments from regulatory
agencies, including state and local agencies.

⚫

Section 2.4.3, Non-Profit Organizations and Neighborhood Groups, includes comments received
from groups recognized as non-profit organizations and local neighborhood groups.
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Section 2.4.4, Interested Parties and Individuals, is composed of three different types of
comments: general comments from interested parties and individuals, short messages in
support of the project, and form letters.






⚫

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

The general comments from interested parties and individuals include comments that make
a general comment in support of or against the proposed Project, or request more
information on the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.4.1, Short Messages in Support of the Project, includes comments received from
the public that express general support of the project.
Section 2.4.4.2, Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letters, contains comments from
different commenters using an identical or slightly altered version of a form letter. Five
different types of form letter comments were received. Each form letter submission was
sorted into one of the five form letter batches.

Section 2.4.5, Draft EIR Public Hearing, includes comments received at the Draft EIR public
hearing. Comments consisted of written comments on the forms provided at the public hearing
and oral comments from speakers at the public hearing. The oral comments were recorded by a
Court Reporter, and a transcript was provided. The transcript was used to extract oral public
comments received at the public hearing.

This chapter also includes a section of three comments that were received after the conclusion of the
public comment period, which ended on October 28, 2019.

2.3.2

Summary of Public Comments Received on the Draft EIR

There were 450 comment letters, forms, or public meeting comments submitted on the Draft EIR.
The table below details the number of comment letters, forms, or public meeting comments received
by sub-group of commenters. Note that most comment letters included several separate or
individual comments within them. For example, one agency letter included 37 comments. Each of
these comments has been annotated and responded to individually.
The Draft EIR received approximately 1,000 annotated comments.

Table 1 Summary of Public Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Total Number
of Letters,
Forms, Public
Meeting
Comments

Final EIR
Appendix

Commenter Type

Appendix Q

State and Local Government Agencies

5

Appendix R

Non-Profit Organizations and Neighborhood Groups

27

Appendix S

Interested Parties and Individuals

168

Appendix T-1

Interested Parties and Individuals - Form Letter Category 1

26

Appendix T-2

Interested Parties and Individuals - Form Letter Category 2

45

Appendix T-3

Interested Parties and Individuals - Form Letter Category 3

30

Appendix T-4

Interested Parties and Individuals - Form Letter Category 4

12

Appendix T-5

Interested Parties and Individuals - Form Letter Category 5

100
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Total Number
of Letters,
Forms, Public
Meeting
Comments
30

TOTAL Comment Letters

2.4

450

Responses to Comments

In accordance with CEQA (Guidelines § 15088), the City has evaluated the comments on
environmental issues received from agencies and other interested parties and has prepared written
responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy of the environmental analyses contained in
the Draft EIR. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines § 15088(b), the written responses address the
environmental issues raised. In addition, where appropriate, the basis for incorporating or not
incorporating specific suggestions into the proposed Project is provided. In each case, the City has
expended a good faith effort, supported by reasoned analysis, to respond to comments.
This section includes responses not only to comments made at the public hearing for the Draft EIR
but also to written comments received during the 60-day public review period of the Draft EIR.
Some comments have prompted changes to the text of the Draft EIR, which are referenced and
shown in Chapter 3. Master Responses to key topics that were recurring throughout the comments
received on the Draft EIR are provided below.
All comments received and their responses are presented in a table format; the table includes whom
the comment is from, the comment number, annotated comment text from the comment letter, and
the specific response to the annotated comment. A copy of each annotated comment letter is
provided in the respective appendix for reference.

2.4.1

Master Responses

A large number of the comment letters received had similar concerns; therefore, to streamline
responses and ensure that commonly raised topics are comprehensively addressed, the City
developed a set of Master Responses that are referenced throughout specific responses to comments
in tables in the subsequent sections.
The Master Responses include the City’s feedback on the following topics:
1. Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis
2. Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes
3. Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
4. Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs
5. Mitigation Measures Are Not Required
6. The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding
7. Removal of Nuisance Cats
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8. Public Education and Outreach
9. Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats
10. Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the Proposed Project
11. Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines
12. Working Cat Program
13. CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort
14. This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
15. Beyond the Scope
16. Rodent Control
17. Vacuum Effect
18. Alternatives Analysis
Individual comments to all comment letters received on the Draft EIR are presented following the
Master Responses and refer to the Master Responses, in total or in part, as needed.

2.4.1.1

Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis

Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR presents the approach to the environmental setting and environmental
impacts analysis for the proposed Project. Understanding the proposed Project’s impacts on
environmental resources in the study area requires an inventory of existing recourses in the study
area and comprehensive analysis of the potential effects of domestic cats on the environment, which
are documented extensively in published scientific literature and other studies. A comprehensive
literature review was undertaken to identify, screen, review, and summarize the existing potential
effects of free-roaming cats on the environment in the context of the CEQA environmental resources
and City thresholds that were analyzed in detail in the EIR (biological resources, water resources
[surface water quality], and human health hazards [public health considerations]). See Section
4.1.2.1 and Appendix I for a detailed discussion of the Literature Review Methods.
As explained in Section 4.2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, to facilitate informed decision-making and elucidate
impact analyses from the proposed Project related to free-roaming cats, it is reasonable to assume
that impacts from free-roaming cats are generally proportional and positively correlated to their
population size, presuming all other influencing variables are held relatively constant; i.e. the
magnitude of the environmental effects of free-roaming cats are density-dependent. Therefore, any
change in the population dynamics of free-roaming cats as a result of implementation of the
proposed Project in the study area could accordingly change the existing effects of domestic cats on
environmental resources. Domestic cat population dynamics modeling was conducted to estimate
how the population of free-roaming cats would likely change under the proposed Project over the
30-year horizon period, which has been established as the duration of the proposed CCP program
for impacts analysis in the EIR. See Section 4.1.2.2 for a detailed discussion of how the spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats was estimated in the study area. See Section 4.1.2.4 and Appendix J
for the assessment and disclosure of the free-roaming cat population trends in the study area under
the proposed Project and future baseline without Project.
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As discussed in Section 4.1 and in Appendix J of the Draft EIR, the free-roaming cat population
dynamics modeling indicates that the proposed Project would result in fewer free-roaming cats
throughout the City of Los Angeles and a lower rate of population growth as compared to the future
baseline without Project conditions. As such, the total population of free-roaming cats would be
expected to decrease under the proposed Project over the 30-year period leading up to the Project
horizon year of 2049 as compared to the baseline without Project conditions, even when taking into
consideration the free-roaming cats that would be released (i.e., undergo trap, neuter, release [TNR]
rather than euthanasia) under the proposed Project. (They make up between 0.18% and 1.05% of
the total free-roaming cat population under the proposed Project, over the 30-year horizon period.
See Section 4.1.2.4 and Table 4.1-2 in the Draft EIR for details.) Based on this approach, Sections
4.2.3.1, 4.3.3.1, and 4.4.3.1 of the Draft EIR outline the impacts analysis methods for biological
resources, water resources, and human health hazards, respectively.
As detailed in Sections 4.2.3.2, 4.3.3.2, and 4.4.3.2 in the Draft EIR, and based on substantial evidence
in the record, the City’s impacts analysis of biological resources, water resources, and human health
hazards concluded that, considering (1) the projected net decrease in the free-roaming cat
population, (2) decreased free-roaming cat reproduction, (3) anticipated net reduction in cat feeding
and care activities (as a result of the declining citywide free-roaming cat population over time), and
(4) relatively lower magnitude of indirect effects related to TNR impacts due to the progressively
decreasing free-roaming cat population in the City, the proposed Project would not result in
additional direct and indirect impacts related to biological resources, water resources (surface
water), and human health hazards; accordingly, impacts would be less than significant on these
environmental resources.
The City’s analysis derived from the cat population model in the Draft EIR was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above.
Accordingly, after considering the information provided in all the comments submitted in response
to the cat population model, the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

2.4.1.2

Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes

In response to comments on the cat population model used in the Draft EIR, the model was revised
in several ways for the Final EIR to present the most accurate calculations to support the Draft EIR
analysis. None of the revisions to the cat population model would result in a change in any of
significance conclusions or result in a substantial increase in the severity of the impacts analyzed in
the Draft EIR. These technical changes can be broadly grouped into two categories: revisions
requiring adjustments to the model code, and minor parameter revisions.
The following adjustments were made to the model:
⚫

An error in the Flockhart and Coe (2018) equation for reproduction, survival, and sterilization
was corrected.

⚫

An equilibrium abundance parameter was added to the owned cat subpopulation in the model,
placing a limit on how large that subpopulation can grow.

⚫

The model begins from a state of equilibrium in model year 0, meaning that the size of the
modeled cat population and the distribution of cats within it will remain unchanged unless and
until the model parameters change.
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⚫

The modeled intake from the free-roaming cat subpopulations was modified to exactly match
the number of intakes recorded in the Los Angeles Animal Services data used to inform this part
of the model.

⚫

Intact cats were assigned different survival rates than sterilized cats.

⚫

The owned cat equilibrium abundance was modified to grow (or shrink) proportionally to the
growth of the human population in Los Angeles.

Before revising parameter values, a sensitivity analysis was conducted on the model. The sensitivity
analysis measured how much the key metrics of interest change when each of the model parameters
were increased or decreased by 5%. The key metrics of interest are the initial free-roaming cat
abundance (in model year 0) and the final free-roaming cat abundance with the proposed Project (in
model year 30). The sensitivity analysis was completed before revising the parameter values so that
parameter revisions could be made in order from the most to the least sensitive parameters—that
is, starting with the parameters that have the largest effect on the model. Table 2 summarizes the
model parameters that were revised in the Final EIR and the reasons why they were revised. Table 3
presents the model parameters that were not revised in the Final EIR and the reasons why they
were not revised. Table 4 lists Draft EIR parameters that were not revised because no comments
were received about them.
The increase in the owned cat limit from 3 to 5 cats per household under the proposed Project was
not modeled quantitatively in the Draft EIR or in the Final EIR. Accurately projecting the effect of the
owned cat limit requires an estimate of the number of households that would adopt more cats under
a higher owned cat limit. The literature review did not identify any papers that could be used to
estimate how many households would adopt more cats under the higher limit, making the potential
effect of the policy difficult to quantify. However, the increase in the owned cat limit is intended to
encourage adoption of cats both from Animal Services and off the street (from the stray
subpopulation), and therefore is intended to move cats from the shelter and stray subpopulations
into the owned subpopulation. Because of the no roaming requirement on households with 4 or 5
cats, this policy is unlikely to lead to a net increase in transition of cats from the owned to the stray
subpopulation.
Quantitatively, the model revisions resulted in a higher initial population estimate for the freeroaming cat population in Los Angeles—from approximately 220,000 in year 0 in the Draft EIR to
approximately 340,000 in year 0 in the Final EIR. Qualitatively, the trajectory of the No Project and
proposed Project scenarios relative to each other did not change. The free-roaming cat abundance
projected under the No Project scenario is essentially unchanged after 30 years in both the Draft EIR
and the Final EIR. The free-roaming cat abundance projected under the proposed Project scenario
declines somewhat over the 30-year horizon period for the proposed Project in both the Draft EIR
and the Final EIR, with the decline in the Final EIR being smaller relative to the initial population
size. With the abovementioned model updates in the Final EIR, at the end of the 30-year horizon
period, the projected free-roaming cat population was estimated to be 296,196, which is 46,719
fewer cats at the end of the 30-year horizon period compared to 342,915 cats at existing conditions
(at the time of preparation of the Notice of Preparation in August 2017).
As described above and detailed in Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, after the
model updates, like in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would result in fewer free-roaming cats
compared to baseline conditions. Accordingly, based on the reasonable assumption that impacts
from free-roaming cats are generally proportional and positively correlated to their population size,
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presuming all other influencing variables are held relatively constant (see Section 4.2.3.1 of the
Draft EIR), the proposed Project would not result in additional direct and indirect impacts on
environmental resources, including biological resources, water resources (surface water), and
human health hazards; impacts would be less than significant and the impacts analysis and
conclusions presented in Sections 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR remain valid.

Table 2 Model Parameters Revised in the Final EIR
Parameter

Draft EIR
Value

Final EIR
Value

Reason Revised

Feral
Equilibrium
Abundance

226,970

341,661

Exclude some outliers/non-representative regions and
regions with extended periods of freezing temperatures.

Feral Adult
Survival
(intact)

70%

79.4%

Draft EIR value may be biased downward by small
sample size and does not account for the effect of mild
climate, observed longevity of feral cats in Los Angeles.

83.3%

Observed increase in feral cat life expectancy after
sterilization.

Feral Adult
Survival
(sterilized)
Feral
Juvenile
Survival

21%

34.7%

Survival rate in Draft EIR is on low end of published
values.

Feral to
Shelter

0.01% of feral
cat population
each year

959
cats/year

Stray to
Shelter

17,137
cats/year

16,178
cats/year

Some cats impounded by Los Angeles Animal Services
(LAAS) are never taken to the adoption floor and can be
used to give a more informed estimate of shelter intake
of feral cats than in the Draft EIR. Over 2010–2017 this
was approximately 5.6% of the 17,137 cats/year used
to set the stray to shelter parameter in the Draft EIR.

Owned
Sterilization
Rate

93%

80%

Income is most predictive of pet sterilization. Income
profile of national survey cited by Draft EIR is not
representative of Los Angeles.

Owned
Equilibrium
Abundance

N/A

738,727

Parameter added to model. Product of number of
households by proportion of households with cats and
number of cats owned per cat-owning household.
Number of household changes over time according to
population projections.

Owned to
stray

0.14%

3.4%

0.49% of owned cats lost each year. 2.9% of owned cats
abandoned each year.

Table 3 Parameter Values Not Revised from the Draft EIR
Parameter

Draft EIR
Value

Reason not revised

Feral Adult
Fecundity

3.5 kittens/
litter

Project will not lead to increased feeding, so fecundity will not
increase.

Feral Juvenile
Fecundity

0.4192 × adult
fecundity

Project will not lead to increased feeding, so fecundity will not
increase.

Shelter juvenile
survival

80%

LAAS operates a fostering/bottle-feeding program, but the
effects of this program on survival are reflected in the data on
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Reason not revised
live/non-live outcomes used to calculate the Draft EIR
parameter.

Table 4 Parameter Values Not Revised from the Draft EIR
Parameter

Draft EIR Value

Litters per Year

1.7

Redistribution Distance

1,680 m

Redistribution Proportion

21%

Owned Adult Survival

91.7%

Owned Juvenile Survival

77.8%

Owned Adult Fecundity

4.5 kittens/litter

Feral Sterilization Rate

2.3%

Stray Juvenile to Stray

0%

Owned Juvenile Fecundity

0.4192 × adult fecundity

Owned to Shelter

0.6%

Shelter to Owned

79%

Shelter Adult Survival

80%

The City’s analysis based on the cat population model in the Draft EIR, as modified above by these
technical changes, was based on substantial evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections referenced above and the modifications noted above, which do not change any of
the impact conclusions and do not increase the severity of any of the impacts. Accordingly, after
considering the information provided in all the comments submitted in response to the cat
population model, the City has determined that its analysis, as modified by technical changes, was
appropriate.

2.4.1.3

Revised Program Implementation Guidelines

The initial program implementation guidelines presented in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIR were
included to address existing impacts from the free-roaming cat population (as described in Sections
4.2.2.9, 4.3.2.4, and 4.4.2), and to establish best practices to further protect the health, safety, and
welfare of wildlife and people when implementing CCP. The program implementation guidelines and
ecological conservation measures described in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIR specifically focused on
free-roaming cat trap/neuter/return, as well as non-mandatory guidelines focusing on the impacts
from the existing free-roaming cat population, which did not address impacts from the proposed
Project, including responsible ongoing feeding and care, free-roaming cat medical treatments, and
public education/engagement/outreach efforts.
After taking into consideration input from the public during the Draft EIR public review period—
including but not limited to clarifying impacts from the proposed Project versus impacts from the
existing environment, the discretionary nature of the guidelines, and the intent of the guidelines
described in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIR in relation to the CCP, as described in Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR—the City has revised the program implementation guidelines to now focus on best
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practices when conducting TNR under the proposed Project. The City’s previous recommendations
to address existing impacts from free-roaming cats on the environment (including ongoing
responsible feeding and care) are now included as information that will be made available in the
Public Education and Outreach campaign to be implemented by the City, which is described in
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR and further discussed in the Master Response Public Education and
Outreach. With these revisions, the City is clarifying that the program implementation guidelines
solely focus on highlighting best practices when implementing the proposed Project rather than the
existing environmental conditions. The public education campaign to be implemented in the future
would focus on raising public awareness of the existing effects of free-roaming cats on the
environment, including the impacts of feeding on wildlife.
The updated program implementation guidelines focus specifically on TNR activities with best
practices to minimize any impacts on sensitive habitats including ESAs; minimize potential
interactions/conflicts with vulnerable populations across the City; maintain clean trapping locations
with no traces of food, refuse, or fecal matter being left behind after trapping events; and, where
feasible, administer the rabies and FVRCP vaccines, along with flea treatment and deworming, at the
time of sterilization using a CCP voucher, if funding allows.
The City will still require CCP authorized participants to sign an affidavit to declare their intent to
comply with the best practices described in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR when conducting TNR
using vouchers under the CCP. As described in the Draft EIR, the updated program implementation
guidelines are not intended to be mandatory components of the proposed Project or necessary
proposed conditions of approval imposed pursuant to CEQA to reduce significant impacts from the
proposed Project. Rather, the program implementation guidelines are intended to be best practice
“guidelines” that are recommended, but not mandated, to be followed and are not considered
mitigation because there are no significant impacts from the proposed Project that require
mitigation under CEQA.

2.4.1.4

Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs

In the Draft EIR, guidelines for implementation of the proposed Project initially recommended a
1-mile buffer area around identified Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) in the City as places
where free-roaming cats should not be released or fed. One mile is the approximate mean diameter
of the free-roaming cat home range. This calculation is based on the compilation of reported freeroaming cat home ranges gathered from the literature review conducted as part of the Draft EIR
(See Appendix I for Literature review methods). The home range analysis can be referenced in
Appendix M and Appendix J (J.8 Immigration) in the Draft EIR. In the Draft EIR, this 1-mile area was
proposed as a buffer around identified ESAs in the City in an attempt to address existing conditions,
and not impacts of the CCP. The program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures described in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Draft EIR included guidelines that recommended not
releasing free-roaming cats within this 1-mile buffer around ESAs, and they recommended that cats
trapped within or in the 1-mile buffer of an ESA be placed in a Working Cat Program (WCP) or
relocated, based on availability. In addition, Section 2.5.2.2 of the Draft EIR recommended no feeding
of free-roaming cats within the 1-mile buffer except when used for baiting traps for TNR purposes.
After taking into consideration input from the public during the Draft EIR public review period—
including but not limited to comments on the practical feasibility of relocation in certain areas of the
City and potential, although not scientifically verified, indirect impacts from redistribution in
relation to existing conditions—the City has decided to remove the 1-mile buffer guidelines
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described above from the CCP’s program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures, which are now simply known as program implementation guidelines. Please see Section
3.2.3 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for the updated program implementation guidelines. Regarding
ESAs, the updated program implementation guidelines recommend prioritization of cats trapped
within ESAs to be enrolled in a WCP, based on availability, or adopted through a rescue group if
possible. If these options are not available, the cat should be returned to the ESA. The guidelines also
recommend avoiding trapping in undisturbed areas and vegetation, if trapping in an ESA.

2.4.1.5

Mitigation Measures Are Not Required

Several comments were raised that suggest that mitigation measures are required or recommend
mitigation measures be added to minimize environmental impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4(a), CEQA requires that for each significant impact identified in the EIR that the EIR
must discuss feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce the project’s significant
environmental effect. Section 15126.4 (a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines explicitly states that,
“Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant.” Determining
whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment is based on scientific and factual
data.
Generally under CEQA, lead agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate way to evaluate
environmental impacts and are not required to use any particular analytical method so long as their
analysis and choice of methodology are supported by substantial evidence. The Draft EIR sets forth
the scientific research, literature review methods, population modeling approach, and impact
analysis as determined by expert City staff and expert consultants. The City has determined, based
on the thresholds of significance established in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and
other substantial evidence, that the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on the
environment. These conclusions are well substantiated in the analysis contained within the EIR in
Chapters 3 and 4. As set forth in the individual responses, the City has determined that there is no
substantial evidence to the contrary; however, in any event, any contrary analysis and the City’s
reasons for accepting its own analysis are based on substantial evidence in the record and are
further set forth in those individual responses. Therefore, no mitigation is warranted.

2.4.1.6

The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding

The proposed Citywide Cat Program does not include any project elements that are designed to
increase feeding of free-roaming cats in the City (as opposed to placing food in traps for purposes of
TNR). Based on substantial evidence in the Draft EIR and record, the Citywide Cat Program is not
anticipated to have any indirect impacts that would result in increased feeding, especially in light of
the fact that the overall free-roaming cat population is expected to decrease as a result of the
Project.
Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR describes the actions and policies to be administered under the
proposed CCP, the focus of which is the sterilization of free-roaming cats through TNR. Sections
4.2.2.11 and 4.3.2.4 of the Draft EIR describe existing activities occurring in the environment related
to free-roaming cats, including feeding and its impacts. Feeding of existing free-roaming cats in the
environment is part of the baseline conditions described in the Draft EIR. The proposed Project is
only facilitating TNR wherein existing free-roaming cats would be trapped, sterilized, and returned
to where they are found. As analyzed in detail in Sections 4.2.3, 4.3.3, 4.4.3, and 4.5.4 of the Draft
EIR, indirect impacts of TNR under the proposed Project, with respect to feeding, are not expected to
Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-11

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

increase relative to baseline conditions and future baseline without Project. For example, private
resources available to existing feeders are expected to remain the same. City-funded vouchers are
reimbursable to veterinary partners for spay/neuter surgeries and medical treatments only, if
additional funding allows.
As noted in Section 2.6, the City will develop a public education and outreach program designed to
discourage any new or increased outdoor feeding and increase awareness in the community on the
potential negative effects of existing outdoor feeding of free-roaming cats in the City.
It should also be noted that not all TNR participants engage in cat management activities such as
feeding or monitoring cats, which decouples the trapping, sterilizing, and returning activities of TNR
from ongoing cat management. Ongoing free-roaming cat care and management is not part of the
proposed Program, as discussed in Section 3.2.3 in the Final EIR. Potential impacts from existing cat
management activities in the City are discussed in Section 4.2.2.11. In order to clarify any potential
ambiguity in the project elements and analysis, the Draft EIR has been revised to make clear that the
Citywide Cat Program only applies to placing food in traps, as part of conducting TNR of freeroaming cats (as opposed to long-term feeding and cat care/maintenance of free-roaming cats).
Furthermore, as described above, the Draft EIR has been revised to include a public education
program to raise public awareness about the existing conditions of long-term feeding and cat
care/maintenance of free-roaming cats. This public education program would be intended to, at
most, result in public education and awareness to maintain existing, responsible feeding of freeroaming cats, and it is not designed to either increase or decrease the existing feeding of freeroaming cats.

2.4.1.7

Removal of Nuisance Cats

As described in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project involves provision of funds to
support the spay/neuter of free-roaming cats; amendments to the City of Los Angeles
Administrative Code (LAAC) to broaden the permitted use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to the
City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) regarding the definition of a cat kennel; and
implementation of a modified trap, neuter, and return (TNR) program wherein existing freeroaming cats would be trapped, sterilized, and returned to where they are found. It also includes
TNR-related community education and outreach, collaboration with TNR organizations, publication
and implementation of program guidelines (as amended and described in Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR), creation of a City of LA Working Cat Program (WCP), and public education and outreach
regarding the existing impacts of free-roaming cats. The City’s WCP would prioritize admission of
cats found in or near ESAs, in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat
to its found location (nuisance cats, including cats found near water bodies impaired for bacteria
and/or nutrients). The proposed Project is not altering or removing any existing nuisance cat
management options, including permanent removal. Indeed, in the full Project Description provided
in Appendix D, Page 11, the City made clear that the proposed Project does not include any change in
the regulatory approach for nuisance cats, aside from the opportunity to enroll the cat in the WCP,
as space allows.
Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR describes the City’s current regulatory approach for trapping nuisance
cats. As described, a City resident can bring a trapped nuisance cat to any of the six animal services
centers, where they are 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 are held at the animal services
center for 4 days and then made available for adoption. If they are not adopted, transferred to
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rescue organizations, or returned to their owners, they are humanely euthanized. None of the
proposed CCP elements described in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR propose a change to this regulatory
approach of addressing nuisance cats in the City, aside from the proposed Working Cat Program,
which offers an additional management option.
To further clarify this, the City has included a definition of nuisance cats in Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR and added a footnote to Draft EIR Section 2.5 c. (iv) clarifying that current nuisance cat protocol
as described in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR will remain unchanged by the modified TNR Program
described under the Project, aside from the opportunity to enroll the cat in the WCP, as space allows.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for these changes.

2.4.1.8

Public Education and Outreach

The proposed Project includes several components of public outreach and education, including the
original proposed Project components, outreach related to the program implementation guidelines,
and the Public Education and Outreach project element that was added to the Final EIR to help raise
public awareness about the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat population:

Original Proposed Project Components
1. LAAS Animal Service Centers would serve as venues for collaborating with organizations
experienced and engaged in TNR and to provide information and training to citizens who wish
to participate in TNR, as discussed in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, Part C ii. These outreach
efforts would also include making available links to TNR organizations on the LAAS website and
directly referring the public to organizations for information on TNR, as discussed in Section 2.5
of the Draft EIR, Part C iii.
2. When receiving complaints related to free-roaming cats, LAAS Animal Service Centers would
inform the complainants about the benefits of TNR and refer them to TNR organizations.
Current nuisance cat protocols, as described in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR, would remain
unchanged.

Program Implementation Guidelines Outreach
Implementation of program implementation guidelines, which are intended to highlight best
practices when conducting TNR under the proposed Project, would include public outreach. LAAS
will distribute a copy of these guidelines to those who receive vouchers under the proposed Project,
publish them on its website, and include maps and/or lists of ESAs mentioned in the Draft EIR and
Final EIR to educate the public and facilitate implementation of these best practices. See Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR for details related to the revised program implementation guidelines.

Public Education Campaign
As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, LAAS would initiate a broader public education
campaign that would focus on growing public awareness of the existing impacts of the free-roaming
cat population on wildlife, habitat, and public health. This would include messaging about the
biodiversity of LA, the City’s biological resources and sensitive habitat areas, and how wildlife and
habitat is affected by the existing free-roaming cat population. LAAS will look for opportunities to
collaborate and partner with non-profit organizations, including wildlife and cat advocacy groups, to
raise awareness about these issues. The campaign would also identify tools and approaches that the
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public can use to help control the impacts from pet overpopulation, specifically free-roaming cats,
on public health and wildlife by ensuring, for example, that they are sterilized, providing on-going
flea treatments, and preventing fecal accumulation.
The public education program, intended to help address the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat
population, may include information regarding the responsible feeding of free-roaming cats related
to existing feeding activities. There is an existing condition of feeding of free-roaming cats. The City
is trying to balance the humane treatment of animals with addressing the existing impacts of pet
overpopulation. Public messaging would encourage existing feeders to fix those cats, encourage
them to participate in the CCP, and emphasize no new feeding. Additional targeted messaging to
existing feeders would be “please follow best practices regarding cleanliness, feeding times, etc. to
manage existing impacts of free-roaming cats related to public health and wildlife.” LAAS would tell
the general public that feeding is not encouraged and to “please don't start feeding if you don't
already.” Public messaging would explain the potential impacts on wildlife from these practices.
Noticing efforts about the Citywide Cat Program—including code updates, TNR program, related
guidelines, WCP, and the public education campaign—could occur in a variety of ways, including
through press releases, information on the LAAS website, posters at City shelters, fliers, mailers,
radio advertisements, and social media posts and ads. The information shared would be multilingual
as needed. Opportunities for partnering with organizations and institutions to amplify these
messages would also be explored.

2.4.1.9

Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats

After taking into consideration the comments received on the Draft EIR regarding the proposed
relocation of free-roaming cats trapped in or within 1 mile of an Environmentally Sensitive Area
(ESA)—including comments on the practical feasibility of relocation in certain areas of the City—
and potential, although not scientifically-verified, indirect impacts from redistribution in relation to
existing conditions, the City has amended the CCP program implementation guidelines with respect
to relocation of cats trapped in or within 1 mile of an ESA.
The program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures described in Section
2.5.2.1 of the Draft EIR recommended not releasing free-roaming cats within 1 mile of the City’s
ESAs, which were depicted on Figures 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b of the Draft EIR. Further, the Draft EIR
program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures stated that if a freeroaming cat was trapped in or within 1 mile of an ESA, it was recommended that the cat be placed in
a WCP or relocated, based on availability.
After careful consideration, the City has decided to amend the guidelines and has removed the
recommended relocation of free-roaming cats trapped in an ESA or within 1 mile of an ESA. The City
is no longer proposing relocation of free-roaming cats trapped and sterilized under the CCP. After
being sterilized, these cats would be returned to the location where they were trapped. However, if a
free-roaming cat is trapped in an ESA, after being sterilized, it is recommended that the cat be
handled in accordance with the amended program implementation guidelines for cats trapped in an
ESA. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for the updated CCP program implementation guidelines.
The updated program implementation guidelines described in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR
recommend that free-roaming cats that are trapped in an ESA and subsequently sterilized using one
of the City’s CCP vouchers be considered for enrollment in a WCP or for adoption through a rescue
group. If neither is feasible, they would be returned to the location where they were trapped. FreeCitywide Cat Program
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roaming cats that are trapped outside an ESA and subsequently sterilized using one of the City’s CCP
vouchers would also be returned to the location where they were trapped. The consideration of the
1-mile buffer around a City ESA and any related recommendations are no longer being proposed
under the CCP as part of the updated program implementation guidelines.

2.4.1.10

Consideration of Public Health Impacts under The Proposed
Project

The proposed Project’s elements and key objectives (see Sections 2.4, 2.5, 5.3, and Appendix D of the
Draft EIR) are focused on increasing sterilization of cats, reducing the relative number of freeroaming cats, and further implementing the City’s no-kill policy by reducing cat euthanasia in the
City. In addition, the Project objectives include facilitating increased public education on freeroaming cats, improving training of City staff on cat management programs, and collaborating with
local rescue groups and other public agencies and organizations to address free-roaming cat issues.
The baseline conditions include free-roaming cats on the landscape and concomitant public health
considerations. None of the proposed Project elements or objectives include public health issues
such as vaccinations, parasite treatments, or fecal accumulation related to already-existing freeroaming cats. As the proposed Project reduces the numbers of free-roaming cats, no increase in
public health concerns would accrue. While the CCP does not specifically include addressing these
already-existing public health issues, it does include program implementation guidelines to focus on
best practices when conducting TNR under the proposed Project and provides recommendations for
vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation. As presented in Section 3.2.3 in Chapter 3 of the Final
EIR, the updated program implementation guidelines recommend the following:
⚫

Trapping locations should be kept clean so that no traces of food, refuse, or fecal matter are left
behind after trapping events. Contaminated surfaces should be disinfected as needed to help
maintain cleanliness and contain the potential spread of disease. Gloves should be used when
handling traps. Wash hands and clean equipment afterwards.

⚫

At the time of sterilization, the rabies and FVRCP vaccine should be administered, along with flea
treatment and deworming.

Under the proposed Project, the City would implement the use of an affidavit, which would be
required to be signed by a CCP voucher recipient as a declaration of their intent to comply with the
program implementation guidelines. As discussed, the program implementation guidelines
represent TNR best practices that are widely implemented. As analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 of the
Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been determined to have less-than-significant impacts, without
relying on implementation of the guidelines.
In addition, as noted in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, the City will develop a public education and
outreach program designed to increase awareness for the public and City staff, partners, and
volunteers to address the potential impacts of the existing free-roaming cat population. This
program will focus on impacts of overpopulation of free-roaming cats and what they can do to help
minimize impacts related to public health such as providing sterilization and on-going flea
treatments, as well as keeping clean shelter areas free of fecal accumulation.
As noted in Section 2.5.1 of the Draft EIR, the City has assigned the value of $70 to each free voucher
under the CCP. The voucher would be reimbursable to the City’s veterinary partners for spaying and
neutering free-roaming cats at one voucher per surgery (C.F. 16-0114). If additional City funding is
available, it is recommended that the rabies and feline viral rhinotracheitis, calicivirus, and
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panleukopenia virus (FVRCP) vaccine should be administered, along with flea treatment, at the time
of sterilization. If City funds are not available to cover these additional services, participants in the
CCP will be encouraged to cover these services. Microchipping, vaccinations, deworming, and flea
treatment are also recommended if funding is available.
Please see Sections 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of existing human health hazards
conditions in the study area, with a focus on the existing effects of the population of free-roaming
cats. Please see Section 4.4.3 for a discussion of human health hazards impacts, specifically related
to a potential increase in the probable frequency and severity of consequences to people from
exposure to a health hazard under the proposed Project. As concluded in the Draft EIR based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced
above, 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 an increase in the probable frequency
and severity of consequences to people from exposure to health hazards relative to baseline
conditions and the future baseline without project. Increased TNR activities would occur under the
proposed Project, thereby resulting in a nominal increase in the potential frequency and severity of
exposure to zoonotic diseases associated with free-roaming cats by TNR practitioners and
veterinary staff. The City has determined that its analysis was appropriate, and impacts would be
less than significant under CEQA.
Finally, the City invites partnerships and support from other public agencies and non-profit
organizations to increase the available funding for items that would reduce public health risks,
including rabies vaccines and parasite control products.

2.4.1.11

Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines

The program implementation guidelines described in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIR and revised in
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, are not mitigation measures under CEQA proposed to lessen
significant impacts of the project, because based on substantial evidence in the Draft EIR and the
record, the Project would not result in any significant impacts. Rather, as initially proposed in the
Draft EIR, the program implementation guidelines were intended to be best practices to address
existing impacts in the environment, rather than impacts of the Project as required by CEQA.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a), CEQA requires feasible mitigation measures that
are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments
for each identified significant impact to avoid or substantially reduce the project’s significant
environmental effect. Based on the thresholds of significance established in the City of Los Angeles
CEQA Thresholds Guide and other substantial evidence, the City has determined that the proposed
Project would not result in significant impacts on the environment. These conclusions are well
substantiated in the analysis contained within the Draft EIR in Chapters 3 and 4, and there is no
substantial evidence raised to the contrary. Therefore, no mitigation is warranted and no mitigation
measures are included in the EIR, either in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, or as
incorporated in the proposed CCP.
As clearly stated in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIR, the initial program implementation guidelines
were included to address existing impacts from the free-roaming cat population and to establish
best practices to further protect the health, safety, and welfare of wildlife and people, as described
respectively in Sections 4.2.2.9, 4.3.2.4, and 4.4.2. Under the Project, the City would use an affidavit
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to be signed by a CCP voucher recipient as a declaration of their intent to comply with the program
implementation guidelines. However, under CEQA Guidelines 15126.2, CEQA does not require the
project applicant to mitigate impacts resulting from existing conditions. Therefore, the program
implementation guidelines were not intended to be mandatory components of the proposed Project
or fully enforceable conditions imposed pursuant to CEQA. Rather, the program implementation
guidelines were again intended to be best practices “guidelines” that were recommended, but not
mandated, to be followed. This is further shown by primarily using the word “should” rather than
“shall” in the guidelines, and not imposing any further enforcement mechanisms, such as penalties,
beyond the signing of an affidavit.
In response to comments received on the enforceability and intent of the guidelines described in
Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIR, and to further clarify their intention under the CCP, as described in
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, the City has revised the program implementation guidelines to focus
on best practices when conducting TNR under the proposed Project. The City’s recommendations to
address existing impacts from free-roaming cats on the environment are now included in the Public
Education and Outreach campaign to be implemented by the City, which is described in Section 3.2.3
of the Final EIR. The City will still require CCP voucher recipients to sign an affidavit to declare their
intent to comply with the best practices described in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR when conducting
TNR using vouchers under the CCP. However, as shown above, these guidelines are not considered
mitigation measures under CEQA, as the proposed Project does not result in any significant
environmental impacts, even without the guidelines in place.

2.4.1.12

Working Cat Program

Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR describes the proposed Project actions and policies, and Section 2.5 (f)
specifically includes the creation of a City of Los Angeles Working Cat Program (WCP) to facilitate
the relocation of free-roaming cats from the streets and into indoor/enclosed sites. Section 2.5.3.1 of
the Draft EIR states that some existing WCP efforts in the City anecdotally report that working cats
in their programs may assist with or serve as rodent deterrents and note that WCPs aim to help
reduce euthanasia in homeless cats in the City. The City does not include deterrence of rodents as
the purpose of its WCP, but it aims to facilitate relocation of free-roaming cats from the streets and
into indoor/enclosed sites while prioritizing admission of cats found in or near ESAs, in unsafe
locations, or when it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat to its found location (nuisance cats,
including cats near waterbodies impaired by bacteria and/or nutrients) (see Section 2.5 (f) in the
Draft EIR). Sections 2.5.3.2, 2.5.3.3, 2.5.3.4, and 2.5.3.5 include additional details on the City’s
proposed WCP, including potential opportunity locations, criteria for locations to implement a City
WCP, and the details regarding the adoption process, including medical treatments, adopter
agreements, and standards for ongoing medical care, such as regular flea and parasite treatments.
As described in Section 2.5.3.4 of the Draft EIR, the City’s proposed WCP includes that cats enrolled
in the WCP would be sterilized, ear-tipped, microchipped, vaccinated for rabies and FVRCP, treated
for fleas, and dewormed prior to adoption Once a cat is adopted, the caretaker would partake in an
agreement with the City that would specify that the caretaker would host the cat within an enclosed
space and provide daily food and water and future medical treatment as needed, including regular
treatments for fleas and parasites. Under the City’s WCP, all food would be provided at an indoor
location to minimize attraction of wildlife; a litter box must also be provided. The purpose of the
agreement is to ensure that cats enrolled in the WCP do not have access to the outdoors, they are
kept healthy and free of parasites, their food is not available to wildlife or pests, and their waste is
properly disposed of.
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It should be noted that adopters who wish to participate in the City’s WCP are self-selecting; they
will be volunteering to adopt the cats and partake in the WCP adoption agreement and minimum
standards set therein. Concerns raised by commenters related to workplace hazards, ADA
compliance, and potential liability issues are considered legal issues that do not pertain to potential
physical adverse impacts on the environment from the Project; please see Master Response This Is a
Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue.
Regarding additional details related to Project funding or implementation, these will be available
during the annual budget review process, should the proposed Project be approved. CEQA analyzes
the Project as it is actually proposed (based on funding assumed) and not based on other activities
that may or may not occur or be necessary in the future. Additionally, proposed Project funding is
not a CEQA issue that would result in physical impacts. If the Project is not funded, the Project would
not occur and existing conditions would remain (as set forth in the baseline discussion and the No
Project Alternative).
As clearly noted in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, WCP is one of the actions under the proposed Project
that aims to achieve the Project Objective related to reducing the rate of euthanasia in the City (see
Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR). The City’s WCP is not a mitigation measure, as the proposed Project
does not have any significant impacts; therefore, no mitigation is required for the proposed Project.
Specifically, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a), CEQA requires that for each
significant impact identified in the EIR that the EIR must discuss feasible mitigation measures to
avoid or substantially reduce the project’s significant environmental effect. Section 15126.4 (a)(3)
explicitly states, “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be
significant.” The City has determined, based on the thresholds of significance established in the City
of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and other substantial evidence, that the proposed Project
would not result in significant impacts on the environment. These conclusions are well
substantiated in the analysis contained in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft EIR. As set forth in the
individual responses, the City has determined that there is no substantial evidence to the contrary.
The City’s reasons for accepting its own analysis are based on substantial evidence in the record and
are further set forth in those individual responses. Therefore, no mitigation is warranted for the
proposed Project.

2.4.1.13

CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort

As stated in Section 1.5.3 of the Draft EIR, per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, an EIR should
be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that
enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Considering this,
generally under CEQA, an agency is not required to exhaust all research methodologies or complete
all possible tests, surveys, and data collection; an agency may exercise its discretion and decline to
undertake additional tests, including those recommended by regulatory agencies—such as protocol
surveys, reconnaissance-level surveys, and prolonged sampling—as long any concerns raised in
comments have been addressed.
Further, as noted in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the courts look not for perfection but
for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. As discussed in Section 4.1.2 of
the Draft EIR and described in detail in Appendix I, an extensive systematic literature review of
published peer-reviewed scientific literature was completed to support the environmental setting
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and environmental impacts analyses presented in the Draft EIR. Further, the information gathered
from the literature review and the population dynamics modeling (see Section 4.1.2.4 and Updated
Appendix J), which are discussed extensively in the Draft EIR, provide comprehensive
environmental context and disclosure to allow decision-makers to clearly see and understand the
existing effects of domestic cats on the environment and how they would change under the
proposed Project.
Considering the above, the City believes it has put forth a good faith effort at full disclosure of readily
available data and information pertaining to the environmental resources, including biological
resources and potential impacts of the proposed Project on these resources in the Project study
area. As set forth in the individual responses, the City has determined that there is no substantial
evidence to the contrary. The City’s reasons for accepting its own analysis are based on substantial
evidence in the record and are further set forth in those individual responses.

2.4.1.14

This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue

The comment raises legal issues or reaches legal conclusions that do not pertain to the adequacy of
the analysis of the proposed Project under CEQA in this EIR. The comment requires no further
response under CEQA. The findings and requirements under CEQA for this EIR relate to the
environmental impacts of the proposed Project on the existing environment, and they do not limit or
preclude the separate application of other federal, state, or local laws. This EIR is not the
appropriate forum for determining the nature and consequences of other laws other than the
physical impacts of the proposed Project, which have already been analyzed in the Draft EIR.

2.4.1.15

Beyond the Scope

Many issues have been raised that are beyond the scope of the proposed Project and CEQA analysis.
CEQA analysis is limited to the environmental impacts of the proposed Project on the existing
environment, and it does not extend to non-CEQA issues, including but not limited to the
consideration of other federal, state, or local laws; the impacts of actions that are not part of the
proposed Project; and the impacts of existing conditions. These non-CEQA issues, therefore, do not
require any further response under CEQA.

2.4.1.16

Rodent Control

The purpose of the proposed Project is not rodent control. Section 2.5.3.1 of the Draft EIR states that
some existing WCP efforts in the City anecdotally report that working cats in their programs may
assist with or serve as rodent deterrents and note that WCPs aim to help reduce euthanasia in
homeless cats in the City. The City does not include deterrence of rodents as the purpose of its
proposed Project or the proposed WCP project element but aims to facilitate relocation of freeroaming cats from the streets and into indoor/enclosed sites while prioritizing admission of cats
found in ESAs, in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat to its found
location (see Section 2.5 (f) in the Draft EIR and Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR).

2.4.1.17

Vacuum Effect

Comments submitted on the Draft EIR have used the term “vacuum effect” to describe a specific
scenario of a group of feral/stray (free-roaming) cats maintaining overlapping territories (such as a
“colony”). This circumstance—coupled with domestic cat territoriality and competition for limited
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resources (e.g. food, water, shelter, space)—results in a colony of free-roaming cats that prevents or
reduces the immigration of other stray/feral cats into the area occupied by these cats. This “vacuum
effect” theory is based on the notion that removal/loss of any of the existing cats in the colony would
make available an unoccupied territory (a vacuum) that would soon become occupied by a new
immigrant from a nearby location that would have otherwise been excluded by the group as a
whole. Note that the term “vacuum effect” is not a Term of Art in the fields of Ecology and Biology.
Although a scenario like the “vacuum effect” scenario may occur in specific situations, it should be
noted that there are many other variables that may affect the population and community ecology of
domestic cats. Such variables may include location, context, proximity to humans, resource
availability and distribution, interspecific and intraspecific conflict and competition, sex, geography,
size of the colony, and others, which are known to influence population factors such as spatial
distribution, density, movement patterns, fecundity, survival, and immigration/emigration rates.
With this in mind, the removal of an individual from an existing colony does not necessarily result in
a linear replacement of that individual in all cases. The factors listed above are influenced by
availability of resources, resulting in highly variable cat behaviors, spatial distributions, and
population dynamics of free-roaming cats over space and time. These factors are discussed further
in Draft EIR Sections 2.1.3, 2.3.1, 4.1.2.2, and 4.2.2.9 and references therein.
For the purposes of the proposed Project analysis, factors relevant to the “vacuum effect”—as well
as other relevant domestic cat population ecology factors listed above—were evaluated and
included in the Draft EIR analysis. The Draft EIR analysis incorporated, in detail, the current science
and data on the population and community ecology of domestic cats (See Appendix I, Systematic
Literature Review Methods). A domestic cat population dynamics model was run to estimate the
effect of the proposed Project (and Alternatives) on domestic cat population dynamics and
population size in Los Angeles, compared to a no-project scenario over a 30-year period. For details
on the methods, parameters, and findings of the domestic cat population dynamics modeling, see
Updated Appendix J, Domestic Cat Population Modeling.

2.4.1.18

Alternatives Analysis

Several comments were raised as to the adequacy of the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR.
Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR describes the CEQA requirements for conducting alternatives analysis.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR evaluate “a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” An EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to the project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not
required to consider alternatives that are infeasible.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) requires that the alternatives discussion focus on
alternatives to the project or to the project location that can avoid or substantially lessen any
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede, to some degree, the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. Furthermore, as noted in State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), the range of potential alternatives to the proposed project evaluated
in an EIR must feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The Lead Agency is responsible for
selecting a range of project alternatives to be evaluated and must disclose in the EIR its reasoning
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for selecting those alternatives as well as identify and explain why alternatives that may have been
considered by the Lead Agency during the scoping process were rejected as infeasible. The Lead
Agency may use the following factors to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration:
(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid
significant environmental impacts.
As stated throughout the Draft EIR, no significant environmental impacts were found to occur as a
result of the proposed Project. These conclusions were based on the thresholds of significance
established in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and other substantial evidence, as well
as the environmental impact analysis supported by substantial evidence in the record, contained in
Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, selecting alternatives that would attempt to reduce
significant environmental impacts was not possible. Instead, for informational purposes, the
alternatives analysis focused on alternatives that were raised by commenting parties and agencies
during the scoping process that would meet most of the basic project objectives. These alternatives
were evaluated to determine whether they would result in relatively fewer (or more) adverse
impacts than the proposed Project.
This EIR identified and analyzed 12 possible alternatives in Section 5.3, Screening of Alternatives
Considered of the Draft EIR (in addition to the No Project Alternative, as required under CEQA).
While there were some comments that suggested combining elements to create an entirely new
alternative, components were evaluated separately because multiple comments during scoping
were raised in support or in opposition to various issues. Additionally, the elements were separated
to better understand the impacts of the various factors and parameters that were being suggested in
the comments. Furthermore, no other combination of alternatives—besides in combination with
Alternative 1 and/or Alternative 6 that were carried forward in the Draft EIR for further analysis—
would meet most of the basic project objectives because the other alternatives considered in the
Section 5.3 screening would not meet two out of three basic project objectives (Objective 1:
Facilitate spaying and neutering of cats in the City; Objective 2: Reduce the relative number of freeroaming cats in the City over time; and Objective 5; Further implementation of the City’s no-kill
policy by reducing the rate of euthanasia of Cats in City animal services center). Finally, no other
combination of alternatives with Alternative 1 and/or Alternative 6 would result in a different
conclusion in relative environment impacts compared to the proposed Project. Nevertheless, where
comments raised unique issues related to combination of alternatives, a specific response was
provided to that particular comment.
A rigorous screening process was undertaken in the Draft EIR to conduct precursory evaluations of
the alternatives in the context of their ability to attain the project objectives. The project objectives
are included in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR and are again presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.3. The six
objectives are:
1. Facilitate spaying and neutering of cats in the City.
2. Reduce the relative number of free-roaming cats in the City over time.
3. Facilitate more public and community education on animal-related topics, including freeroaming cats.
4. 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.
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5. Further implementation of the City’s no-kill policy by reducing the rate of euthanasia of cats in
City animal services centers.
6. Adopt trap, neuter, and return (TNR) as the preferred policy to humanely address free-roaming
cats.
Of the six Project objectives, the screening of alternatives focuses on the key Project Objectives 1, 2,
and 5. These objectives are considered key as the remaining Project Objectives 3 and 4 are broad
enough that they can be accomplished by addition to any of the considered alternatives, and
Objective 6 is too narrowly defined to apply to the other alternatives. Therefore, to ensure that each
considered alternative is evaluated objectively, meaningfully, and systematically, the alternatives
screening analysis focuses on whether an alternative meets the proposed Project’s Objectives 1, 2,
and 5.
Following the screening analysis in Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR, two alternatives were carried
forward for detailed analysis—Alternatives 1 and 6 (in addition to the No Project Alternative, as
required under CEQA). All other considered alternatives were found not to meet most of the basic
project objectives and therefore need not be further considered under CEQA. Specific responses
were provided to comments regarding the other considered alternatives found not to meet the basic
project objectives if they related to whether they met the basic project objectives; otherwise, those
further comments do not further informed decision-making under CEQA and need not be further
considered.
In the Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative and Alternative 1 were found not to have the same level
of long-term reduction in the population of free-roaming cats compared to the proposed Project.
Alternative 6 was modeled under a range of scenarios from 5,000 to 20,000 removals per year as
roughly equivalent in terms of resources needed for comparison purposes with the proposed
Project, with the highest removal model of 20,000 chosen without regard to precise economic
resources needed for analysis. The analysis of the high-end estimate of 20,000 removals for
Alternative 6 resulted in relatively reduced impacts as compared to the proposed Project, even
though Alternative 6 would not reduce any significant impacts from the proposed Project (because
there were not any significant impacts found) and would not attain basic Project Objective 5 of
further implementing the City’s no-kill policy in City animal service shelters. In response to a
particular comment regarding a technical correction to the model that would not change the
conclusions of Alternative 6 but would change the relative impact calculations, it was found that the
technical correction would result in an even higher amount of economic and other resources
needed, approximately 27,000 removal events versus 20,000, in excess of that needed for the
proposed Project, to achieve the same level of relatively reduced impacts as stated in the Draft EIR
(Los Angeles 2020).
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The annotated comments letters from State and Local Government Agencies are located in Appendix Q.
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Los Angeles Water
Board (LAWB)

Comment
#
LAWB-1
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City
of Los Angeles Public Works, Bureau of Engineering,
Environmental Management Group Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the
Citywide Cat Program (Cat Program). Under the
proposed Project, the City would:
- Directly engage in, or make available funds for, the
spay/neuter of free-roaming
cats that may be returned to where they were found ,
relocated to a working cat program, or adopted ;
- Make amendments to the City of Los Angeles
Administration Code to broaden the permitted use of
Animal Sterilizations Funds and to the City of Los
Angeles - Municipal Code regarding the definition of a
cat kennel;
Implement a modified trap, neuter, and return (TNR)
program that includes facilitation trapping, neutering,
and returning,
- Conduct TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations,
and use incentives to encourage the capture,
sterilization, and release of free-roaming status; and
- Publish and implement program guidelines and
ecological conservation measures.
The Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (Los
Angeles Water Board) comments are submitted in
compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15096, which
requires California Environmental Quality Act
responsible agencies to specify the scope and content
of the environmental information germane to their
statutory responsibilities and lead agencies to include

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 1.2
in the Final EIR for the updated project description of
the proposed Project.
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that information in their environmental documents.
Los Angeles Water Board comments are provided for
specific aspects of the plan; however, the full plan,
including the modeling of cat populations and
projections based on this model have not been
evaluated.
The Los Angeles Water Board regulates discharges to
protect the quality of water of the State, broadly
defined as “the chemical, physical, biological,
bacteriological, radiological, and other properties and
characteristics of water which affects its use”1.
LAWB

LAWB-2

As the Draft EIR acknowledges, free-roaming cats are a
potential source of pathogens and nutrients into
surface waters throughout the city. As discussed in the
Draft EIR, beaches, estuaries, rivers, and streams
throughout the City of Los Angeles are impaired by
fecal indicator bacteria and nutrients2. Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs), regulatory mechanisms to
address these impairments, have been developed by
the Los Angeles Water Board and dischargers,
including the City of Los Angeles, are implementing
measures to achieve water quality standards as
required by the TMDLs. The City of Los Angeles is
subject to the requirements of the Santa Monica Bay
Bacteria TMDL, the Marina del Rey Bacteria TMDL, The
Ballona Creek Bacteria TMDL, the Los Angeles Harbor
(Inner Cabrillo Beach) Bacteria TMDL, the Los Angeles
River Bacteria TMDL, the Machado Lake Nutrients
TMDL and the Los Angeles River Nutrients TMDL.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

LAWB

LAWB-3

The Los Angeles Water Board supports efforts that will
reduce the transmission of cat feces and urine to local
waters.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

LAWB

LAWB-4

The Los Angeles Water Board recommends that the
Draft EIR explicitly identify how the Cat Program will
adapt to incorporate scientific advances in identifying

Thank you for your comment. This request is beyond
the scope of the proposed Project. Please see Master
Response Beyond the Scope for a detailed response on
this issue. Please also see Sections 2.4 and 2.5 of the
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and minimizing the sources of cat feces to local waters
(see specific comment 4, below).

Draft EIR for details on the objectives and elements of
the proposed Project, and as revised in the Final EIR
Section 3.2.3.

LAWB

LAWB-5

Section 2.5.3.1 of the Draft EIR states that “The City’s
WCP (Working Cat Program)
would prioritize admission of cats found in or near
ESAs (Environmentally Sensitive Areas), in unsafe
locations, or when it is undesirable to return a freeroaming cat to its found location. In order to ensure
surface waters are protected, the Los Angeles Water
Board recommends that waterbodies impaired for
bacteria and/or nutrients, which are identified in the
Draft EIR, be included for prioritization in the
proposed WCP.

Thank you for your comment. Free-roaming cats
found near waterbodies impaired for bacteria and/or
nutrients, as identified in the Draft EIR, will also be
considered for prioritization in the proposed WCP, as
space allows. Please see Section 1.2 in the Final EIR
for the updated project description of the proposed
Project.

LAWB

LAWB-6

In addition, the Los Angeles Water Board provides the
following comments on specific portions of the Draft
EIR:
1. Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIR states that water
quality standards consist of two components:
designated beneficial uses for a particular receiving
water and the water quality criteria necessary to
support those uses. Antidegradation, the third
component of water quality standards (40 CFR
131.12), is not discussed in the Draft EIR.

Thank you for your comment. This information has
been incorporated in the Final EIR. Please see Section
3.2.5.3 of the Final EIR for updated text and addition
of antidegredation policy information.

LAWB

LAWB-7

2. Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIR states that water
quality standards for 303(d) listings of impaired
waterbodies are promulgated under the National
Toxics Rule (NTR) or the California Toxics Rule (CTR).
NTR and CTR are criteria for listing water bodies
impaired by toxic pollutants. Other pollutants,
including bacteria and nutrients, are evaluated for
303(d) listing based on water quality criteria
promulgated through different mechanisms than NTR
and CTR. The Water Quality Control Policy for
Developing California’s Clean Water Act Section 303(d}

Thank you for your comment. This information has
been incorporated in the Final EIR. Please see Section
3.2.5.3 of the Final EIR.
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List provides the basis for all 303(d) determinations in
California.
LAWB

LAWB-8

3. Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIR includes discussion of
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits utilized to regulate pollution from
point sources. The Los Angeles Water Board also has
the authority to regulate pollution from non-point
sources. The State Water Board has adopted the Policy
for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint
Source Pollution Control Program (Nonpoint Source
Policy), which sets forth policies for the regulation of
nonpoint sources. It is foreseeable that bacteria and
nutrient pollution from cat feces and urine may be
further regulated through non-point source regulatory
mechanism(s) in the future.

Thank you for your comment. This information has
been incorporated in the Final EIR. Please see Section
3.2.5.3 of the Final EIR for updated text and addition
of nonpoint source policy information.

LAWB

LAWB-9

4. Section 4.3.2.4 of the Draft EIR includes discussion of
source identification as a means of identifying specific
locations and/or organisms responsible for fecal
indicator bacteria transmission to receiving waters.
Genetic markers are currently available to differentiate
sources of bacteria pollution in surface waters, such as
human, cattle, and birds. A reliable genetic marker has
not yet been identified to differentiate between
bacteria from cats and that deposited by other
organisms. Future developments in microbiological
source identification may allow bacteria pollution from
cats to be differentiated from other animals. It is also
possible that future water quality modeling will
quantify the contribution of cat feces and/or urine to
water body impairments.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

LAWB

LAWB-10

We welcome the opportunity to work with the City of
Los Angeles to make the Cat Program protective of
water quality. If we may clarify any of our comments or
be of further assistance, please contact Shana Rapoport
at (213) 576-6763 or at

Thank you for your comment.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-26

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Comment
#

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment Text

Response

Shana.Rapoport@waterboards.ca.gov or Dr. L.B. Nye at
(213) 576-6622 or at L.B.Nye@waterboards.ca.gov.
California
Department of Fish
and Wildlife
(CDFW)

CDFW-1

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

Subject: Notice of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for Citywide Cat Program Project, City of Los Angeles,
County of Los Angeles, California
Dear Dr. Green Rebstock:
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
has reviewed the above-referenced Notice of
Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for Citywide Cat Program (Project). Thank you
for the opportunity to provide comments and
recommendations regarding those activities involved
in the Project that may affect California fish and
wildlife. Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to
provide comments regarding those aspects of the
Project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry
out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.
CDFW’s Role
CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and
wildlife resources and holds those resources in trust by
statute for all the people of the State. [Fish & Game
Code,§§ 711.7, subdivision (a) & 1802; Public
Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386,
subdivision (a)]. CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat
necessary for biologically sustainable populations of
those
species (Id .,§ 1802). Similarly, for purposes of CEQA,
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available,
biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing
specifically on projects and related activities that have
the potential to adversely affect state fish and wildlife
resources.
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CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA (Public Resources Code,§ 21069;
CEQA Guidelines,§ 15381). CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by
the Fish and Game Code, including lake and streambed
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & Game Code, §
1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent implementation
of the Project as proposed may result in “take”, as
defined by State law, of any species protected under
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish &
Game Code, § 2050 et seq.), or state-listed rare plant
pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA;
Fish and Game Code §1900 et seq.) authorization as
provided by the applicable Fish and Game Code will be
required.
Project Description and Summary
Objective: The Project consists of:
1) Directly engaging in spaying and neutering, or
providing 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, or adopted;
2) Changing the Los Angeles Administrative Code from
“pet sterilization” to “animal sterilization” to allow
feral cats or stray cats to receive funding;
3) Implementing a Trap-Neuter-Release (TNR)
program;
4) Releasing spayed/neutered cats to free-roaming
status, changing the permitted number of cats perhouse from three to five, and requiring houses with
more than three cats to keep them inside;
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5) Publishing Program guidelines and ecological
conservation measures; and
6) Creating a City of LA Working Cat Program to
·remove cats from the streets.
Location: The Project involves implementing a TNR
program that would be implemented throughout the
City of Los Angeles, comprising over 465 square-miles.
CDFW

CDFW-2

Comments and Recommendations
CDFW offers the comments and recommendations
below to assist the City of Los Angeles (City) in
adequately identifying, avoiding and/or mitigating the
Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct
and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological)
resources.
Project Description and Related Impact Shortcoming
Comment #1: Impacts to Wildlife
Issue 1: The 1.0-mile buffer where cat releases would
be prohibited was applied and mapped inconsistently
in the DEIR
Issue 2: The 1.0-mile buffer in the DEIR does not
include sensitive biological resources just outside of
the City’s boundaries.
Issue 3: The 1.0-mile buffer provided in the DEIR does
not appear adequate to reduce impacts to sensitive
biological resources.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
Draft EIR found that the proposed Project would not
result in any significant impacts on biological
resources. Please see Master Response Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis for additional discussion. Regarding the
program implementation guidelines, please see
Master Response Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs.
As the CEQA Lead Agency, the City acknowledges that
there are existing sensitive biological resources just
outside the City boundaries, including but not limited
to the Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas
(SEAs) (includes the Palos Verde Hills Peninsula and
Coastline SEA), Los Angeles River, Verdugo
Mountains, and National Forest lands. These
resources have been added to the list of existing
sensitive biological resources in Section 3.2.5.2 of the
Final EIR. Due to the similar nature of these resources,
it is reasonable to expect that the existing baseline
impacts of free-roaming cats on the resources
referenced above and the potential impacts from the
proposed Project on these resources would be similar
to what has been respectively discussed in Sections
4.2.2.9 and 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR.

CDFW

CDFW-3

Specific impact:
Issue 1: The DEIR states, “The City will also provide
program implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures for the proposed Project to

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
Draft EIR found no significant impacts from the
proposed Project related to biological resources.
Please see Master Response Domestic Cat Population
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include recommendations not to release trapped cats
within a 1.0-mile buffer surrounding ESAs in the City.”
Figure 4.2-2a, City of Los Angeles Environmentally
Sensitive Areas is the only figure provided in the DEIR
that includes the 1.0-mile buffer. This figure is not
consistent with Figure 4.2-2b, City of Los Angeles
Environmentally Sensitive Areas Detailed, which
includes substantially more area marked as
being environmentally sensitive, with no 1-mile buffer.
The DEIR defines Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESA) as “For the purposes of this EIR, ESAs include the
following and are mapped on Figure 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b
(note that a 1-mile buffer has been added to depict the
estimated average free-roaming cat home range for
cats dwelling within any ESA areas; see Appendix M for
input data for this estimate).”
The 1.0-mile buffer was only applied to Figure 4.2-2a
and not 4.2-2b. Both maps include the same categories
in the legend [County Significant Environmental Areas,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/National Marine
Fisheries Service Critical Habitat, CDFW Areas of
Conservation
Emphasis Landscape Vegetation (erroneously called
Sensitive Natural Vegetation Communities
- see https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/DataNegCAMP/
NaturalCommunities#environmental%20review), Rim
of the Valley Corridor Boundary, State Park Lands, U.S.
National Forest Boundary, Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area, Steelhead and Black Abalone Critical
Habitat] but the two maps are drastically different and
would result in two very different Projects. For
example, the Rim of the Valley overlay seems to be left
off Figure 4.2-2a, even though it is included in the
legend. It is unclear why the Rim of the Valley
boundary depicted in Figure 4.2-2b results in a
drastically different Project then the boundary in
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Figure 4.2-2a, with miles of area adjacent to sensitive
biological resources not being included in the 1-mile
buffer. If the 1-mile buffer is only being applied to the
areas identified in Figure 4.2-2a, this would result in
significantly more biological impacts.
CDFW

CDFW-4

Issue 2: The DEIR omits known sensitive biological
resources that occur just outside of City boundaries.
The entire Palos Verdes Hills area, parts of which have
a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP), are
not included in the DEIR analysis. Additional areas of
concern include the Port of Los Angeles (adjacent to
California Least Tern), Los Angeles River, Los Angeles
Airport (burrowing owl and El Segundo Blue
Butterfly), Verdugo Mountains, National Forest Land,
Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills, Hollywood
Reservoir, Eagle Rock Reservoir (potential restoration
for habitat being discussed), Scholl Canyon, among
many others.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. The City
acknowledges that there are existing sensitive
biological resources just outside the City boundaries,
including but not limited to the Los Angeles County
SEAs (includes the Palos Verde Hills Peninsula and
Coastline SEA), Los Angeles River, Verdugo
Mountains, and National Forest lands. These
resources have been added to the list of existing
sensitive biological resources in Section 3.2.5.2 of the
Final EIR. Additionally, note that the Port of Los
Angeles least tern colony, the El Segundo Dunes,
Verdugo Mountains, Santa Monica Mountains, and
Simi Hills are included in Los Angeles County SEAs as
Terminal Island (Pier 400) and are either located or
partially located within the City boundary. Also, the
Hollywood reservoir (within the City boundaries) and
Los Angeles River are included in the Draft EIR
existing conditions (see Section 4.2.2.3) and impact
discussions (see Section 4.2.3).
The City’s analysis of sensitive biological resources in
the Draft EIR was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-5

The DEIR maps Critical Habitat for endangered species
within City boundaries, not actual species occurrences.
In doing so, the DEIR analysis omits many locations of
sensitive species (e.g., California gnatcatcher, snowy

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response on CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort.
The City acknowledges that there are additional
existing resources within the City boundaries, such as
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plover roosts, least tern nesting sites, and Palos Verdes
blue butterfly). The DEIR analysis also omits areas
restored as mitigation habitats, such as the constructed
salt marsh at Cabrillo Beach, and areas proposed for
habitat restoration such as Eagle Rock Reservoir and
the Los Angeles River. Omitting these known resources
from the DEIR analysis presents an incomplete picture
of Project biological impacts.

the list provided below, which were not provided in
the Draft EIR. These are now included in the Final EIR
as noted in Section 3.2.5.2. Please refer to Section
4.2.3 of the Draft EIR for the Biological Resources
Environmental Impact Analysis, which describes
potential project-related impacts. Due to the
similarity of these resources to the ones described in
Section 4.2.2 of the Draft EIR, and because the spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats is not expected to
change directly as a result of the proposed Project, the
resources in the list below would have impacts that
are similar to those described in Section 4.2.3 of the
Draft EIR, which are all less than significant.
Additional Biological Resources within the City
Boundary
⚫
Resources within the Sepulveda Basin Recreation
Area
⚫
Non-SEA Natural Habitat areas listed in the L.A.
CEQA Thresholds Guide Exhibit C-6, including Van
Norman Reservoir and vicinity, Pacoima
Spreading Grounds, San Gabriel Mountains,
Jessup Park, Los Angeles Pierce College, Chalk
Hills and related areas, Sepulveda Flood Control
Basin, Los Angeles River, Elysian Park/Dodger
Stadium, Mount Washington and vicinity, areas
east of Occidental College, Rose Hill/Arroyo Secco
Parks and vicinity, Silverlake and Ivanhoe
Reservoirs, San Rafael Hills, Baldwin Hills, Will
Rogers State Park and Coastline, Stone Canyon
Reservoir, and San Pedro Harbor
⚫
Salinas de San Pedro Salt Marsh at Cabrillo Beach
⚫
Defense Fuel Support Point
⚫
Ernest E. Debs Regional Park
⚫
Significant natural protected lands along Arroyo
Secco within the City
⚫
Vista Hermosa Natural Park
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Augustus F. Hawkins Natural Park
South Los Angeles Wetlands Park
⚫
California Least Tern colony at Venice Beach
⚫
Soft-bottom channels of the Los Angeles River,
Ballona Creek, or other waters within the City
The City’s analysis of habitat in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including
but not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.
⚫
⚫

CDFW

CDFW-6

Project-related activities may trespass onto adjacent
land and result in the loss of protected wildlife habitat.
Project implementation includes activities that may
result in direct mortality, population declines, or local
extirpation of sensitive species.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that as
discussed in Section 4.1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, and as
updated in Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR, the
majority of existing free-roaming cats (X %) are
expected to be located in urban/suburban areas, as
would most Project-related activities. For those
Project-related activities that could occur within or
near an ESA, please see revised program
implementation guidelines as discussed in Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR. Please also see Master Response
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. In addition, please
see Responses to Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5,
which also address this issue.

CDFW

CDFW-7

Issue 3: The DEIR analyzed 16 studies’ mean/median
values for free-roaming cats home range area, and then
uses an average of all 16 mean/median values to
calculate a single value for home range. This means
half of the cats will have a home range that is larger
than the listed median (middle) values. Goltz, et al.
(2008) reports a mean/median home range of
3,503.95 acres for the male territory. This translates to
5.5 square miles, and this is just the median/mean and
not the maximum range. The DEIR only proposes a
buffer of 1-mile, which is the mean/median home
range value for 16 studies’ averages combined. Impact

Thank you for your comment. Please see this issue
addressed in Master Responses Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs and Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines; please see revised
program implementation guidelines as discussed in
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR.
The City’s analysis of buffers and home ranges in the
Draft EIR was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced in the Master Response above;
accordingly, after considering the information
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from cats can be reasonably expected up to the
maximum documented median/mean home range of
5.5 square miles and should be evaluated to include an
unaveraged maximum home range value.

provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-8

Why impact would occur: The use of averages without
disclosing a maximum value, error values, sample
sizes, or differentiating between median and mean
calculations for home range, does not allow CDFW to
fully analyze potential impacts from the segment of
cats with larger than median/mean home ranges. The
DEIR should include data on the sample size and
confidence for each study value referenced and analyze
statistical outliers.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
City concluded in the Draft EIR that the proposed
Project would not result in any significant impacts
related to biological resources. Please also see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. In
addition, please see the updated program
implementation guidelines in Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR.
The City’s analysis of buffers and home ranges in the
Draft EIR was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections and Master Responses referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-9

The DEIR assumes short-term impacts to endangered
species. According to the DEIR analysis, the number of
cats will increase in the short run, resulting in
additional risk to endangered species in the Project
area.

Thank you for your comment. The number of cats is
not projected to increase under the proposed Project
relative to baseline. Please see Master Responses
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes for updated modeling results and
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis and Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required regarding the impact analysis and
conclusions.

CDFW

CDFW-10

Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures for impacts to sensitive, rare, or listed
species will result in the Project continuing to have a
substantial adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans,

Thank you for your comment. Through analysis
presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft EIR, the
City concluded that the proposed Project would not
result in any significant impacts under CEQA and
therefore mitigation measures are not required.
Please see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are
Not Required for a detailed response to this issue.
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policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

In addition, the Project includes implementation of
updated program implementation guidelines to
clarify that they are non-mandatory elements that
address only potential Project activities and not
existing conditions (see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR).
Please see Master Responses Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs and Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines.
The City is also recommending a public education and
outreach campaign to reduce existing baseline effects
from free-roaming cats on the environment. Please
see Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding and Public Education and
Outreach.
The City’s analysis of species in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including
but not limited to the Draft EIR and Final EIR sections
and Master Responses referenced above; accordingly,
after considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

The State of California (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 251.1)
considers feeding of free-roaming cats harassment of
wildlife and is prohibited where wild animals would
have access to this artificial food. Subsidizing freeroaming cats, in or near natural areas with food,
enables cat populations to persist in greater numbers
in localized areas that could results in increased
predation on native wildlife.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding; This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue; and
Beyond the Scope. In addition, in the Draft EIR, please
see Section 2.1.3, Introduction to Domestic Cats and
Their Ecology, Section 4.2.2.9, Existing Effects of
Domestic Cats on Biological Resources, Section
4.2.2.10, Existing Effects of Free-Roaming Cats on
Biological Resources, and Section 4.2.2.11, TrapNeuter-Return, for a detailed account of existing
effects from free-roaming cats on the environment,
including predation, effects of feeding on freeroaming cat population dynamics and spatial
distribution, and potential related effects on wildlife
and natural resources. Lastly, see Section 4.2.3 of the
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Draft EIR for the Biological Resources Environmental
Impact Analysis for the proposed Project.

CDFW

CDFW-12

Evidence impact would be significant: CDFW has a
responsibility “to protect threatened or endangered
native plants, wildlife, or aquatic organisms or
specialized habitat types, both terrestrial and
nonmarine aquatic, or large heterogeneous natural
gene pools for the future use of mankind through the
establishment of ecological reserves (Fish & Game
Code, § 1580).
CDFW considers adverse impacts to a species
protected by CESA to be significant without mitigation
under CEQA. As to CESA, take of any endangered,
threatened, candidate species, or State-listed rare plant
species that results from the Project is prohibited,
except as authorized by state law (Fish and G. Code,§§
2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 786.9).
CDFW cannot authorize the take of any fully protected
species as defined by State law. State fully protected
species may not be taken or possessed at any time and
no licenses or permits may be issued for its take except
for collecting those species for necessary scientific
research and relocation of the bird species for
protection of livestock (Fish & G. Code, §§ 3511 , 4700,
5050, 5515). Any species designated as fully protected
under the Fish and Game Code is prohibited. CDFW
recognizes that certain fully protected species are
documented to occur on, or in, the vicinity of the
project area, or that such species have some potential
to occur on, or in, the vicinity of the project area, due to
the presence of suitable habitat.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required; This
Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue; and Beyond the
Scope.
The City’s analysis of species in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including
but not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in
the Master Responses above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-13

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation
Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: The Project Area should
extend, at a minimum, 5.5 miles both within and
beyond the City boundaries to show a more accurate

Thank you for your comment. Although we have not
adjusted the study area to outside the City
boundaries, we have acknowledged in Responses to
Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5 that sensitive
biological resources do exist adjacent to the City
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assessment of the potential affects of the Project. Any
areas with sensitive biological resources outside of the
City limits should have a 5.5-mile buffer that extends
into the City to further restrict cat releases/feeding
adjacent to these areas.

boundaries but that such areas are not expected to
have unique impacts not already analyzed in the Draft
EIR. Additionally, please see Master Responses
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats, and Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required.
The City’s analysis of the project area, biological
resources, and buffer in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the
Master Responses above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

Mitigation Measure# 2:CDFW recommends the City
apply for coverage under an incidental take permit for
Project impacts to CESA-listed species. CDFW also
recommends the City consider developing an
associated Habitat Conservation Plan if the City
believes that there will be long-term benefits.
Enforceable mitigation measures, monitoring, and
adaptive management measures should be in place,
especially if free-roaming cat populations do not
decline.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required; This
Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue; and Beyond the
Scope.
In addition, the extensive analyses presented in
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR led to the conclusion that
the proposed Project would not result in any new or
increased biological impacts on listed species when
compared to existing baseline conditions and future
baseline conditions if the proposed Project were not
implemented. Please also see Master Response
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis.
Regarding declines in the free-roaming cat
population, one of the objectives of the proposed
Project is to reduce the relative number of freeroaming cats in the City over time. If the proposed
Project were implemented, it could lead to a reduction
of 46,409 free-roaming cats by 2030, compared to the
No Project Alternative.
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Furthermore, CEQA does not require a determination
of other statutes, such as the California and federal
Endangered Species Acts.
The City’s analysis of species was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to
the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-15

Mitigation Measure #3: The City must fully avoid all
impacts to fully protected species.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.
In addition, through the analysis in Section 4.2.2 of
the Draft EIR, the City has determined that Projectrelated effects will not increase above baseline
conditions for any species, including sensitive, listed,
and/or fully protected species.

CDFW

CDFW-16

Comment #2: Impacts to Nesting Birds
Issue #1: All birds, when nesting, are protected under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. However, the DEIR
presumes no impacts on migratory birds in urban
areas, which are not identified in the DEIR as
environmentally sensitive.
Issue #2: The Project may impact burrowing owls.
Specific impacts: Feeding cats does not stop them from
killing or injuring wildlife, and they frequently do not
eat what they kill. The possibility for disease
transmission among feral cats
and wildlife is a serious concern where feral cats are
abundant.
The Project may result in direct and indirect
burrowing owl mortality or injury, the disruption of
natural burrowing owl breeding behavior, and loss of
breeding, wintering and foraging habitat for the
species. Project impacts would contribute to statewide
population declines for burrowing

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs (pertaining to the home range values), and
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.
In addition, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act is included
in Section 4.2.1, Biological Resources Regulatory
Setting, and is referenced throughout Section 4.2.2,
Biological Resources Environmental Setting, and is also
discussed, along with the Pacific Flyway, in Section
2.2.2.6, Ecological Connectivity Areas. Impacts on
migratory birds and their habitat are also discussed
throughout Section 4.2.3.2, Impacts Analysis.
Furthermore, the Draft EIR acknowledges that
wildlife may be well adapted to urban areas and be
present within developed/urban areas of the City (See
Section 4.2.2) and also recognized in Section 4.2.3.2
that many urban-adapted species include migratory
birds that “move through, forage in, and nest in
developed settings (e.g., parks, backyards, city trees).”
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owl. Ground-nesting birds, such as burrowing owl, are
particularly susceptible to being killed by cats.
According to the home range values listed in Appendix
M, Table M-1 , the highest median home range is 3,504
acres (or 5.5-mile territory). Impacts to wildlife can
reasonably be expected to occur within a cat’s 5.5-mile
maximum territory size. Given that 50 percent of cats
will have a larger home range then the median value,
CDFW recommends using the highest home range
value, not the highest median/mean value.

Burrowing owl was included in the Draft EIR list of
species with potential to occur in the study area
located in Appendix L and was included in the Draft
EIR analysis. Ground-nesting birds are also discussed
in Section 4.2.2.10.
The Draft EIR acknowledges the existing effects of
free-roaming cats on biological resources, including
migratory birds regardless of whether they are inside
or outside on an ESA. The analysis in Section 4.2.3 has
determined that Project-related effects will not
increase above baseline conditions and will not be
significant under CEQA.
The City’s analysis of nesting birds, including
burrowing owl, was based on substantial evidence in
the record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections and Master Responses referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.

Why impact would occur: Impacts to nesting birds
could result from both cat feeding and cat releases.
Project-disturbance activities could result in mortality
or injury to nestlings, as well temporary or long-term
loss of suitable nesting and foraging habitats.
Harassment by cats during the bird-breeding season
could result in the incidental loss of breeding success
or otherwise lead to nest abandonment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-16 and note that existing effects of
free-roaming cats on nesting birds have been
discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.2.2.9, Existing
Effects of Domestic Cats on Biological Resources, and
Section 4.2.2.10, Existing Effects of Free-Roaming Cats
on Biological Resources in the Study Area.
Indirect impacts from Project-related activities
(trapping, return, etc.) on nesting birds are discussed
in Section 4.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR. Citywide TNR
activities are primarily occurring in existing
developed, residential areas and not within ESAs.
While the return of free-roaming cats to where they
were found could affect habitat availability, the
projected reduction in the number of free-roaming
cats under the proposed Project over time would
result in a reduction of the associated impacts of free-
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roaming cats. Based on the analysis in the Draft EIR,
the City also found that the proposed Project would
not result in additional direct and indirect impacts
that may cause losses of individuals of special-status
species within the study area, or reductions in
existing habitat or habitat use, relative to baseline
conditions and the future baseline without Project
scenario.
The City’s analysis of nesting birds was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-18

Citywide Cat Program
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Impacts to burrowing owl could result from both cat
feeding and cat releases. Project disturbance activities
may result in the death or injury of adults, eggs and
young. The Project may remove burrowing owl
foraging habitat by encouraging feral cat occupation of
habitat that contains burrowing owl, or, that supports
essential rodent, insect, and reptile that are prey for
burrowing owl.
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Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-16 and CDFW-17 and note that
existing effects have been discussed in the Draft EIR
in Section 4.2.2.9, Existing Effects of Domestic Cats on
Biological Resources, and Section 4.2.2.10, Existing
Effects of Free-Roaming Cats on Biological Resources in
the Study Area.
Indirect impacts from Project-related activities
(trapping, return, etc.) are discussed in Section 4.2.3.2
of the Draft EIR. Citywide TNR activities are primarily
occurring in existing developed, residential areas and
not within ESAs. While the return of free-roaming cats
to where they were found could affect habitat
availability, the projected reduction in the number of
free-roaming cats under the proposed Project over
time would result in a reduction of the associated
impacts of free-roaming cats. Based on the analysis in
the Draft EIR, the City also found that the proposed
Project would not result in additional direct and
indirect impacts that may cause losses of individuals
of special-status species within the study area, or
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reductions in existing habitat or habitat use, relative
to baseline conditions and the future baseline without
Project scenario.

CDFW

CDFW-19

Evidence impact would be significant: Migratory
nongame native bird species are protected by
international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (Title 50, § 10.13, Code of
Federal Regulations). Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513
of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of
all birds and their active nests including raptors and
other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the
Federal MBTA). Proposed Project activities including
(but not limited to) feeding and releases of feral cats,
and disturbances to native and nonnative vegetation,
structures, and substrates, cannot be constrained to
only occur outside of the bird breading season (which
generally runs from February 1 through September 1
(as early
as January 1 for some raptors)) to avoid take of birds
or their eggs.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-16 and CDFW-17 and Master
Response The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, and note that existing effects have been
discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.2.2.9, Existing
Effects of Domestic Cats on Biological Resources, and
Section 4.2.2.10, Existing Effects of Free-Roaming Cats
on Biological Resources in the Study Area.

CDFW

CDFW-20

Take of individual burrowing owls and their nests is
defined by Fish and Game Code section 86, and
prohibited by sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513. Without
appropriate take avoidance surveys prior to project
operations including, but not limited to, ground and
vegetation disturbing activities and rodent control
activities, adverse impacts to burrowing owl may occur
because species presence/absence has not been
verified. In addition, burrowing owl qualifies for
enhanced consideration afforded to species under
CEQA, which can be shown to meet the criteria for
listing as endangered, rare or threatened (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15380(d)).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-14, CDFW-16, and CDFW-17 and
note that these effects have been discussed in the
Draft EIR in Section 4.2.2.9, Existing Effects of
Domestic Cats on Biological Resources, and Section
4.2.2.10, Existing Effects of Free-Roaming Cats on
Biological Resources in the Study Area.

CDFW

CDFW-21

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation
Measure(s):

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs and Mitigation Measures Are Not Required. Also
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Mitigation Measure #1: To avoid Project impacts to
birds, the City should use the maximum values for cat
home ranges (5.5-mile territory) and ensure releases
of cats will not occur within
this area.

please see Response to Comment CDFW-13, which
addresses this issue.

CDFW

CDFW-22

CDFW recommends that the Project adhere to CDFW’s
March 7, 2012, Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation
(https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentlD
=83843). All survey efforts should be conducted, and
results included in the DEIR to allow CDFW to analyze
impacts, avoidance, minimization and mitigation
measures.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required and
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. Please also see
Response to Comment CDFW-16, which addresses
this issue.

CDFW

CDFW-23

Comment #3: Definition and Mapping of CDFW
Sensitive Natural Vegetation
Communities and Sensitive Species
Issue 1: The DEIR states ‘The California Department of
Fish and Game’s Significant Natural Areas Program is
no longer in operation. The areas of Conservation
Emphasis is now used by the Department. The ACE
program identifies relative biodiversity values across
the state.” The CDFW Areas of Conservation Emphasis
website (CDFW, 2019) states, “The ACE maps provide a
coarse level view of information for conservation
planning purposes, ranging from ecological research
and modeling to local land-use planning and
conservation decision-making. However, they do not
replace the need for site-specific evaluation of
biological resources and should not be used for
regulatory purposes.”

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted. The
Areas of Conservation Emphasis (ACE) program was
not used to identify specific locations of resources
within the City. ACE was mentioned because the
Significant Natural Areas Program is cited in the City
Municipal Code as City ESA and it was noted in the
Draft EIR (footnote in Section 4.2.2.1 on page 4.2-8)
that this program is no longer active and has been
ostensibly replaced with the ACE program. This note
and clarification was for informational purposes only.

CDFW

CDFW-24

Issue 2: Using California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) occurrences as the extent of occupied habitat
for state sensitive plants and animals, and not
analyzing on-the-ground suitable habitat by species,
provides an incomplete picture of biological resources.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
response on this issue.
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CDFW

CDFW-25

Specific impacts:
Issue 1: The DEIR did not analyze Sensitive Vegetation
Communities and deferred to using the ACE model.
CDFW is concerned the DEIR did not explain how ACE
was used in the DEIR analysis. ACE is a model that
identifies large scale biodiversity scores for a subset of
species. and the ACE tool description states, “Note that
ACE does not replace the need for site-specific
evaluation of biological resources and should not be
used for regulatory purposes.” In other words, ACE is
not sufficient to determine impacts to biological
resources for a Project. ACE is a model that scores the
state-wide conservation value of an area based on
biodiversity and species richness. In CEQA analysis,
impacts to a single sensitive species can be considered
significant regardless of an area’s species richness or
biodiversity scoring. ACE was not designed to detect
CEQA-level biological impacts.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-23. The ACE program was not used
to identify specific locations of resources within the
City. ACE was mentioned because the Significant
Natural Areas Program is cited in the City Municipal
Code as City ESA and it was noted in the Draft EIR
(footnote in Section 4.2.2.1 on page 4.2-8) that this
program is no longer active and has been ostensibly
replaced with the ACE program. This note and
clarification was for informational purposes only.

CDFW

CDFW-26

In 2007, the State Legislature required CDFW to
develop and maintain a vegetation mapping standard
for the state (Fish and Game Code,§ 1940). This
standard complies with the National Vegetation
Classification System which utilizes alliance- and
association-based classification of unique vegetation
stands. CDFW utilizes vegetation descriptions found in
the Manual of California Vegetation (MCV), found
online at http://vegetation.cnps.org.

Thank you for your comment. The City does not
currently have a complete citywide vegetation dataset
and is currently unable to map all sensitive vegetation
communities. Please note that the proposed Project
would not have significant impacts on biological
resources including sensitive vegetation communities.
Additionally, please see Master Response CEQA Lead
Agency Level of Effort, which relates to this issue. The
City invites CDFW and others to partner with the City
to document the locations of sensitive biological
resources to better assist with future assessment and
conservation efforts and to participate in community
education regarding these resources.
The City’s analysis of vegetation was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the
Master Response above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
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comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-27

Issue 2: Relying on the CNDDB for species occurrences,
without conducting an accurate, species-specific
habitat suitability analysis, runs the risk of overlooking
habitat that is potentially occupied by sensitive
species. Since CNDDB is only a positive sighting
database, any areas that have not been surveyed, or
were surveyed but the data was not sent to CNDDB,
will show no data for sensitive species being present.
ACE general maps, without manipulating the metadata
for species specific habitat suitability predictions, is
not an adequate tool for determining Project biological
impacts.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-23 and Master Response CEQA Lead
Agency Level of Effort for a response on this issue.
The City’s analysis of species was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to
the Draft EIR sections referenced in the Master
Response above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-28

Why impact would occur: CDFW considers vegetation
communities, alliances, and associations with a
statewide ranking of S1 , S2, S3, and some S4 as
sensitive and declining at the local and regional level
(Sawyer et al. 2008). An S3 ranking indicates there are
21 to 80 occurrences of this community in existence in
California, S2 has 6 to 20 occurrences, and S 1 has less
than 6 occurrences. The Project may have direct or
indirect effects to these sensitive vegetation
communities. For the DEIR to determine the rarity
ranking of vegetation communities potentially affected
by the Project, the MCV alliance/association
community names should be provided as CDFW only
tracks rare natural communities using this
classification system. Evidence impact would be
significant: Project impacts may result in substantial
adverse effects, either directly or through
predator/prey/pollinator modifications, on a
vegetation community identified by CDFW as sensitive.

Please see Response to Comment CDFW-26 for a
response on this issue.

CDFW

CDFW-29

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation
Measure(s):

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project would not have significant impacts
on biological resources including sensitive natural
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Mitigation Measure #1 : CDFW recommends avoiding
any sensitive natural communities found on the
Project. If avoidance is not feasible, the Project
proponent should mitigate at a ratio sufficient to
achieve a no-net loss for impacts to special status plant
species and their associated habitat. Impacts for S2
communities should be mitigated at a higher ratio due
to its higher rarity rank. All revegetation/restoration
areas that will serve as mitigation should include
preparation of a restoration plan, to be approved by
USFWS and CDFW prior to any ground disturbance.
The restoration plan should include restoration and
monitoring methods; annual success criteria;
contingency actions should success criteria not be met;
long-term management and maintenance goals; and, a
funding mechanism to assure for in perpetuity
management and reporting. Areas proposed as
mitigation should have a recorded conservation
easement and be dedicated to an entity which has been
approved to hold/manage lands (Assembly Bill 1094;
Government Code, §§ 65965-65968).

communities. Please refer to Section 4.2.3 of the Draft
EIR for the Biological Resources Environmental
Impact Analysis, which describes potential projectrelated impacts. In addition, please see Master
Response Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.
The City’s analysis of sensitive natural communities
was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections and
the Response referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-30

Mitigation Measure #2: Some areas of the Project have
already been mapped to the alliance level and are
available at
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/DataNegCAMP/Reportsand-Maps. At a minimum, the DEIR should incorporate
these previously mapped areas and include any S1 to
S3 ranked vegetation community as a sensitive
resource.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-26 for a response to this issue.

CDFW

CDFW-31

Mitigation Measure #3: CDFW recommends
conducting a detailed, species-specific habitat
suitability analysis utilizing best-available information
including vegetation maps using alliance-based
mapping and species-specific habitat overlays.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
response on this issue.
The City’s analysis of habitat was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to
the Draft EIR sections referenced in the Master
Response above; accordingly, after considering the
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information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-32
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Comment #4: Model and DEIR Analysis
Issue #1: The DEIR makes assumptions based on a
model. The DEIR does not include any sampling or
monitoring to 1) demonstrate the baseline
assumptions of the model are correct or
2) demonstrate the short- and long-term predictions of
the model are accurate.
Issue# 2: The model used in the DEIR appears to have
significant errors. Specific Impact:
Issue #1: Based on the model, the DEIR assumes the
Project will be self-mitigating. The DEIR assumes the
number of cats will initially increase, but over time,
will decrease. However, studies indicate that
trap/neuter/release programs generally do not result
in lower numbers of free roaming cats (Castillo et al.,
2003, Lepczyk, et al., 2010, Longcore, et al., 2009).
Issue #2: The two formulas of the model that are used
for each of the four subpopulations appears to
transpose the juvenile sterilization rate with the adult
sterilization rate. This error means that the DEIR
assumes juvenile cats are sterilized at the much lower
adult sterilization rate in the case of owned cats and at
the much higher adult sterilization rate in the case of
stray and feral cats. The error appears replicated from
a typographic error in the original paper on which the
model is based. The results of this model erroneously
show a no project condition resulting in the owned
subpopulation increasing 350% over 30 years, due to
the use of the low annual adult sterilization rate for the
juvenile owned cats (Evans, et al., 2019). This affects
the no project baseline and the analysis that compares
Project alternatives to this incorrect baseline.
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Thank you for your comment. The City has taken into
consideration comments on the proposed Project
population modeling and impacts analysis, which
included comments from academic modelers, and has
made technical updates to the model, including
correction of typographical errors in equations;
updated parameter values including survival, subpopulation transition rates and equilibrium
abundance; and also conducted a sensitivity analysis,
which measured how much the key metrics of interest
change when each of the model parameters were
increased or decreased by 5%. Please see Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes, which provides an
overview of how the model was updated based on
comments received, includes updated results, and
concludes that, with these updates, the impacts
analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR still remain
valid. Also see Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR,
which shows in strikethrough and underline all
changes made to the population model and presents a
discussion of the modeling approach, including
limitations of any model (which were also included in
Section J.11 of the Draft EIR). In addition, please see
Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR, which presents
updated results of the population model.
Please see Master Response Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis for a
discussion of the method and approach to impacts
analysis under CEQA, including with the model
updates. In addition, regarding mitigation, please see
Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required, which describes why no mitigation is
required. Regarding on-the-ground or field sampling,
monitoring, and verification, under CEQA, an agency is
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not required to exhaust all research methodologies or
complete all possible tests. Please refer to Master
Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on this issue.
Regarding the referenced studies that are cited as
indicating that TNR programs generally do not result
in lower numbers of free-roaming cats, note that
unlike existing TNR literature and studies, the
analysis included in the EIR, including the Domestic
Cat Population Modeling and systematic literature
review that informed the model assumptions and
analysis, was specifically developed for the purposes
of the CEQA analysis (see Appendix I of the Draft EIR
and Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR for details);
the City’s approach was tailored for the particular
context and elements of the Project proposed for
implementation in the City of Los Angeles. In any
event, the studies reviewed in the Draft EIR’s
comprehensive literature review showed a range of
results on the effects of various other TNR programs
on the population of free-roaming cats, and their
generalized nature and diverse parameters used in
those studies informed the site-specific modeling
used in the Draft EIR.
Please see Section 1.5 of the Draft EIR for a discussion
of the sections of the CEQA Guidelines that served as
key principles guiding the preparation of the EIR,
including the population modeling and systematic
literature review. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR
based on its modeling was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to
the Draft EIR sections and Master Response
referenced above and as updated by the Final EIR;
accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.
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Why impact would occur: The DEIR does not include
any validation or sampling to ensure the assumptions
made in their model are accurate. The DEIR relies on a
literature review based on studies, in which it is
uncertain whether these results were validated on the
ground for model accuracy.
The model used in the DEIR analysis is a deterministic
model, which means there is only one possible output.
There is also no evaluation of uncertainty pertaining to
the model assumptions or the statistical confidence in
the output of the model. The model design appears to
not allow for a larger population size of stray/feral cats
in thirty years.
Evidence Impact would be significant: Without an
accurate model that has been validated, the results and
impact analysis are incomplete. CDFW is unable to
verify the accuracy of the model predictions or make
specific recommendations for avoidance and/or
minimization.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32. The City believes it has put forth
a good-faith effort at utilizing readily available data
and information, to create an understanding of
baseline conditions in the Project study area and what
might happen if the proposed Project were
implemented. To conduct this work, the City has
relied on established scientific methods, such as the
comprehensive literature review and use of a
deterministic model. Deterministic models are
commonly used and have been published in the area
of free-roaming cats.
An extensive effort was invested to represent the cat
population dynamics and interactions between the
owned, shelter, free-roaming, feral cat subpopulations within the City of Los Angeles and
implications thereof on the proposed Project and
alternatives analyzed in EIR (See Draft EIR Chapter 4,
Appendices I, J, K, M, N) A good faith effort was made
to identify best estimates based on known City data
and published science to inform the selection of
model parameters. The model was applied across
different scenarios to represent estimates and the
relative trends and differences in the results were
used as the basis for comparisons in the CEQA
analysis. Further, there is no requirement within the
scientific community or CEQA to implement a
stochastic modeling approach in such analyses.
Further, as mentioned previously, under CEQA, an
agency is not required to exhaust all research
methodologies or complete all possible tests. Please
refer to Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of
Effort for a detailed response on this issue.
Regarding the statement that the model design does
not allow for a larger population size of stray/feral
cats in thirty years, this modelling choice is explained
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in Appendix J of the Draft EIR and Updated Appendix J
of the final EIR. In brief, “populations of feral cats are
frequently at carrying capacity[.]” (Lohr, Cox, and
Lepczyk 2013; Gibson et al. 2002).
In the absence of the commenter providing a different
modeling approach and results based on substantial
evidence, the City is unable to provide any further
response to the comment.
Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this
issue.

CDFW

CDFW-34

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation
Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends the DEIR
include a corrected model analysis along with the error
analysis. Validation based on sampling should also be
included.

CDFW

CDFW-35

Mitigation Measure #2: CDFW recommends that the
DEIR contain a short- and long-term monitoring plan
that includes tracking released cats to assess realistic
home ranges. In addition, the DEIR should ensure
adequate indoor cat rescue facilities are available to
prohibit the need to release these cats within the City.
In addition to the City committing to 20,000 additional
sterilizations per year for the next 30 years (roughly a
$60 million commitment), CDFW recommends the City
also commit to fund monitoring, adaptive
management, enforcement, vaccinations, flea control,
and all other project elements.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the need for
mitigation, please see Master Response Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required. The City will take into
consideration these suggestions for future program
implementation, and notes that the City’s analysis did
not result in any uncertainty such that mitigation or
other measures were necessary and that CEQA
requires analysis of the Project as proposed by the
Project proponent. Regarding additional data
collection, monitoring, and management, the City
invites CDFW and others to partner with the City on
such efforts in the future.
The City’s analysis of the Project as proposed was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including
but not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in
the Master Response above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

CDFW

CDFW-36

Filing Fees

Thank you for your comment. The City will pay any
required fees.
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The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish
and/or wildlife resources, and assessment of filing fees
is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice
of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help
defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW.
Payment of the fee is required in order for the
underlying Project approval to be operative, vested,
and final. (California Code of Regulations, tit. 14, §
753.5; Fish and Game Code, § 711.4; Public Resources
Code,§ 21089).
CDFW

CDFW-37

Conclusion
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
project to assist the City of Los Angeles in adequately
analyzing and minimizing/mitigating impacts to
biological resources. Questions regarding this letter
and further coordination on these issues should be
directed to Kelly Schmoker-Stanphill, Senior
Environmental Scientist (Specialist), at (626) 3359092 or Kelly.schmoker@wildlife.ca.gov.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

Caltrans

Caltrans-1

Thank you for including the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental review
process for the above referenced DEIR. The proposed
project would involve creating a citywide cat program
that focuses on public education and policy
implementation in the City of LA. The City of Los
Angeles is the Lead Agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
From reviewing the DEIR, Caltrans does not expect
project approval to result in a direct adverse impact to
the existing State transportation facilities.
If you have any questions about these comments,
please contact Emily Gibson, the project coordinator, at
Emily.Gibson@dot.ca.gov, and refer to GTS # 07-LA2017-02800.

Thank you for your comment acknowledging that the
Project would not result in a direct adverse impact on
state transportation facilities. It has been noted.

Los Angeles
County

LACPH-1

Thank you for providing an opportunity for the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Health (DPH) to

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
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review and comment on the draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) released on August 29, 2019,
related to the proposed Los Angeles Citywide Cat
Program. Upon review of the report, references, model,
and evaluation by individuals experienced with the
development and use of population models, we are
unable to support the declaration that the proposed
project would be less than significant in its impact on
human health. Our lack of support is based on
problems identified with the model utilized for this
DEIR and the known human health risks associated
with free-roaming cats.

Based on Technical Changes and Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response regarding
the modeling. Please also see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the
Proposed Project for a detailed response related to
potential human health risks as analyzed under CEQA.

LACPH

LACPH-2

The report correctly identifies potential human health
hazards related to free-roaming cats and notes best
practices that could mitigate some of these hazards.
However, the recommended practices are not
mandatory since the report states that there are
minimal health risks associated with the program.
Some key preventive measures such as vaccinating,
deworming, and treating cats for external parasites
were noted as being provided after trapping if funding
was available, rather than being required or
mandatory for the Program. This is concerning as the
department regularly receives complaints from
residents who are having difficulty addressing
excessive feces or fleas in their yards due to the
presence of free-roaming cats in their neighborhoods.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts
under the Proposed Project, which describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites,
and fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential
public health impacts under the proposed Project
were addressed in the Draft EIR under both the
proposed Project and for the existing environment. In
addition, please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability
of Program Implementation Guidelines for a discussion
of how the program implementation guidelines were
updated based on comments received as well as the
use of an affidavit for implementation of program
implementation guidelines as recommended best
practices under the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR for updated program implementation
guidelines.

LACPH

LACPH-3

Trap/Neuter/Release (TNR) programs must, but
frequently do not, address the problems of fecal
accumulation and of fleas associated with colonies
supported by the program and ensure that wildlife is
not attracted by the feeding station, all of which may

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines. Please note that
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increase associated human health risks for fleaborne
diseases and other issues associated with wildlife.
Without requiring all TNR groups to address these
issues, such problems and the associated human health
risks could increase as the City uses TNR as the
preferred method of dealing with local feral cats.

under the proposed Project, the existing population of
free-roaming cats is expected to decline over time.
Specific information is also available in the Master
Responses regarding how the City has updated the
program implementation guidelines to focus on TNR
activities under the proposed Project, along with
recommendations of best practices related to
conducting TNR to be implemented under the Project.
Please see Master Responses Consideration of Public
Health Impacts under the Proposed Project and The
Proposed Project does Not Encourage Feeding for
further discussion on consideration of potential
public health impacts under both the proposed
Project and the existing environment. See Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.
Notwithstanding, as set forth in the Master
Responses, there is substantial evidence to support
that TNR programs, which the proposed Project is
limited to, do not increase feeding or maintenance of
free-roaming cat colonies. This comment, along with
others considered herein, does not provide any
substantial evidence to the contrary. In any case, to
the extent there is disagreement, the City’s analysis in
the Draft EIR of the effect of TNR on feeding and cat
colonies was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR and
Final EIR sections and Master Responses referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.

The determination that the human and environmental
risks of the program would be less than significant
hinge on data from a cat population dynamics model
that has multiple and significant weaknesses, which
render it unreliable to inform decision-makers. The
input values were developed based on estimates

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this
issue, which addresses updates to the population
modeling based on comments received.
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provided by various individuals and published articles
related to surveys conducted around the world, and
thus are assumptions rather than concrete facts.
LACPH

LACPH-5

Few of the referenced studies are related to areas with
a climate similar to Los Angeles, where moderate
temperatures are the norm year-round.

Thank you for your comment. The population density
analysis has been updated to omit data from
outliers/non-representative regions and regions with
extended periods of freezing temperatures. Please see
Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes, which provide a
detailed description on how the model was updated
based on comments received and includes updated
results. In addition, please see Section 3.2.5.1 of the
Final EIR, which presents updated results of the
population model. Also see Response to Comment
CDFW-32.

LACPH

LACPH-6

The population estimates also assume that cat density
only varies based on land use type and don’t take into
account variations related to human intervention (e.g.
feeding, health care, abandonment).

Thank you for your comment. The purpose of
estimating free-roaming cat density as a function of
land cover/land use type was to account for
differential free-roaming cat population dynamics and
spatial distribution in different settings across the
city, such as in urban settings where human
subsidization is prevalent. The free-roaming cat
population data obtained from the Systematic
Literature Review (see Appendix I of the Draft EIR)
used in the analysis include inherent variations in
such cat-human interactions and other resources such
as cover and food/prey availability, which is why the
population data reported in the literature and in turn
the Draft EIR population estimates vary as a function
of land cover type. Also note that the population
estimates have been updated. See Response to
Comment LACPH-5 for details on this.

LACPH

LACPH-7

The model used in the DEIR is a deterministic model, a
model that is not useful when looking at real-life
conditions as it lacks assessment of uncertainty in the

Thank you for your comment. Deterministic models
are commonly used and have been published in the
area of free-roaming cats. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-32 and CDFW-33.
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parameter estimates, random variation in the
environment and random variability in the population.
LACPH

LACPH-8

The authors did not conduct any sensitivity analysis to
determine the level of impact for this random variation
as well as varied baseline assumptions (i.e. initial
values inputted into the model).

Thank you for your comment. A sensitivity analysis
was conducted. Please see Responses to Comments
CDFW-32 and CDFW-33. Please also see Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes, which addresses the
sensitivity analysis that was conducted in response to
comments received on the Draft EIR.

LACPH

LACPH-9

The model also assumes that there is a certain carrying
capacity that will limit population growth, but this
doesn’t take into account the impact of feeding, shelter
and health care which could increase carrying capacity,
reproductive rate, and survival.

Thank you for your comment. The free-roaming cat
population data obtained from the Systematic
Literature Review (See Appendix I of the Draft EIR)
used in the analysis includes measurements of cat
density in urban settings where human subsidization
is prevalent. Please also see Responses to Comments
CDFW-32 and LACPH-6 for a detailed response on this
issue.

LACPH

LACPH-10

In addition, there was a grave error in the model used as
the DEIR model authors switched the juvenile

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-32 and LACPH-6 for detailed
response on this issue.

Finally, notwithstanding the error, the original
developers of the model noted in their paper that “in
its current form the model is not ready for immediate

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
model used in the EIR was not identical to the
Flockhart and Coe (2018) model. Although the

sterilization rate for adult sterilization rate in two
formulas meaning their model assumed juvenile cats
are sterilized at the much lower adult sterilization rate
in the case of owned cats and at the much higher adult
sterilization rate in the case of stray and feral cats.
While this error has no direct effect on the shelter
population, the increase in the owned cats has a
considerable effect on the stray and shelter
subpopulations. The authors likely made this mistake
by copying a typographical error in Figure 7 of the
Flockhart and Coe 2018 paper upon which this model
was based, but had they checked any of their
assumptions and each parameter against expected and
realistic outcomes, they would have seen the error.
LACPH

LACPH-11
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use.” Please see attached addendum for further details
on the model errors.

Flockhart and Coe (2018) model did inform the City’s
efforts and used a similar approach (modeling
subpopulation dynamics and interactions), the model
used in the EIR was developed, structured, and
parameterized using information gathered from
systematic literature reviews, Los Angeles-specific
data from Los Angeles Animal Services (LAAS), and
public comments received during Project scoping.
Finally, it has been updated based on input received
on the Draft EIR; please see Response to Comment
CDFW-32 for a detailed discussion on this.

LACPH

LACPH-12

Again, based on the problems with the model utilized
for this DEIR and the known human health risks
associated with free-roaming cats, we disagree that
there would be less than significant human health
impacts if the program is implemented.

Thank you for your comment. The City has updated
the Domestic Cat Population Model based on technical
comments received. Please see Master Response
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes for an overview of the updates
made and Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which
shows in strikethrough and underline all changes
made to the population model. In addition, see Master
Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis for a discussion of the
method and approach to impacts analysis under
CEQA, including with the model updates. Finally,
please see Master Response Consideration of Public
Health Impacts under the Proposed Project for a
discussion of public health impacts and best practices
under the Project. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR
based on its modeling and discussion of human health
impacts was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced in the Master Responses above;
accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined
that its analysis was appropriate.

LACPH

LACPH-13

DPH recommends that any proposed approach to
address free-roaming cats include:

Thank you for your comment. The City has taken into
consideration comments on the proposed Project
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• Working with well-established academic animal
modelers to ascertain the impact of this program under
various LAC specific scenarios;

population modeling and impacts analysis, which
included comments from academic modelers, and has
made updates to the model. Please see Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes, which provides an
overview on how the model was updated based on
comments received, includes updated results, and
concludes that, with these updates, the impacts
analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR still remain
valid. Also see Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR,
which shows in strikethrough and underline all
changes made to the population model. In addition,
see Master Response Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis for a
discussion of the method and approach to impacts
analysis under CEQA, including with the model
updates.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR based on its
modeling was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced in the Master Response above and
as updated by the Final EIR; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

LACPH

LACPH-14

• Formation of an oversight committee that includes
public health;

Thank you for your comment. The City invites
partnerships and support to increase the available
funding for actions that would reduce public health
risks. Please see Master Response Consideration of
Public Health Impacts under the Proposed Project for a
detailed response on this issue.

LACPH

LACPH-15

• Mandatory education/training for shelters and other
stakeholders

Thank you for your comment. As noted in Section 2.6
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, the City will develop a
public education and outreach program designed to
increase awareness of the exiting impacts of freeroaming cats for the general public and City staff,
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partners, and volunteers. This program will focus on
impacts of overpopulation of free-roaming cats and
what the public can do to help minimize impacts
related to public health such as providing sterilization
and ongoing flea treatments, and keeping shelter
areas clean from fecal accumulation. In addition, it
would focus on community engagement for
implementation of the proposed Project, collaboration
and partnerships with non-profit organizations
including wildlife and cat advocacy groups to share
resources on minimizing impacts on sensitive
resources from existing free-roaming cats in the City,
and increased awareness campaigns for citizens on
the City’s biological resources and the sensitive
habitat areas. Please see Master Response Public
Education and Outreach for more information.
In addition, please see Response to Comment LACPH3 regarding revised program implementation
guidelines to focus on best practices for TNR to be
implemented for the proposed Project.

LACPH

LACPH-16
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Responses Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines; The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding; and This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue. In
addition, please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for
updated program implementation guidelines.
Notwithstanding, it should be emphasized that
enforcement of Project elements is not a CEQA
concern, except in the limited circumstances referring
to enforcement of mitigation measures, and in the
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LACPH

LACPH-17

• Creation of a complaint system in collaboration with
appropriate agencies to address complaints
(impounding, etc.)

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment LACPH-16.

LACPH

LACPH-18

• Mandates for those that support outdoor cats
(individually and in colonies) to take steps to minimize
human and animal health risks, such as the key
preventive measures mentioned above.

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comments LACPH-13 and LACPH-16. Please also see
Master Response Public Education and Outreach.

LACPH

LACPH-19

Thank you again for letting our department comment
on the DEIR. If you have any questions about our
comments or related public health issues, please
contact Dr. Karen Ehnert at (213) 288-7060 or via
email at kehnert@ph.lacounty.gov.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

2.4.3

Non-Profit Organizations and Neighborhood Groups

The annotated comments letters from Non-Profit Organizations and Neighborhood Groups are located in Appendix R.
Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses

Best Friends

BF-1

Best Friends Animal Society (“Best Friends”) is pleased
to see the publication of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Citywide Cat Program
(“Program”). The release of the DEIR represents a
milestone in the City of Los Angeles (the “City”)
becoming a no-kill community—a goal we share with
the City’s animal welfare organizations, elected
officials, and residents. Best Friends agrees with the
DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed Program will
produce “no significant and unavoidable impacts.”
Indeed, as we’ve noted throughout the EIR process, the
environmental effects associated with spaying and
neutering L.A.’s community cats are, if not negligible,
more than offset by the numerous well-documented
benefits of a robust trap-neuter-return (“TNR”)
program. We particularly welcome the Program’s

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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allocation of funding for the surgical sterilization of
20,000 free-roaming cats annually in Los Angeles.
This, as the DEIR’s analysis indicates, will likely
achieve a notable reduction in the population of these
cats throughout the City.

Responses

Best Friends

BF-2

Best Friends does, however, have three primary
concerns with the proposed Program. First, we believe
that the one-mile buffers surrounding
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (“ESAs”) should be
eliminated, and that the boundaries of the ESAs should
be reviewed and updated. Second, we believe that the
limitations on feeding will likely undermine TNR
efforts and be counterproductive to the Program’s
effectiveness. And finally, we believe the indoor-only
requirement will undermine the success of the
proposed Working Cat Program. These concerns are
further described below.

Thank you for your comment. We have updated the
program guidelines. Please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs. Regarding
limitations on feeding, the proposed Project proposes
only to apply to baiting for purposes of TNR and not to
feeding for non-TNR purposes, and the program
implementation guidelines have been clarified to
emphasize this. Please see Master Responses The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding and Public
Education and Outreach. Regarding the indoor-only
requirement of the Working Cat Program, the purpose of
the program is to provide opportunities for free-roaming
cats that cannot be returned to where they were found.
Please also see Master Response Working Cat Program.

Best Friends

BF-3

According to the DEIR, the Program Implementation
Guidelines recommend against “release of freeroaming cats within 1 mile 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” (DEIR
Sect. 2.5.2.1).” The Guidelines would (again, according
to the DEIR’s description) further prohibit “feeding
within 1 mile of ESA, [sic] except when used for baiting
traps for TNR purposes” (DEIR, Sect. 2.5.2.2). Best
Friends disagrees with these recommendations as they
apply to the buffer areas and believes that establishing
one-mile buffers around ESAs is both excessive and
inconsistent with the Program’s objectives.

Thank you for your comment. We have updated the
program guidelines. Please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

Best Friends

BF-4

Best Friends has reviewed the DEIR analysis and
believes the proposed buffer zones are inappropriate.
According to the DEIR, the one-mile “buffer zones”

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment BF-3. Notwithstanding, the sources that
informed the EIR analysis were selected through a
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were determined on the basis of “estimated freeroaming cat home range.” Specifically: “As part of
literature research on feral cat home ranges reported
in literature, free-roaming cat home range data from
various locations around the world were compiled.
The reported home ranges were highly variable and
ranged from 1.58 acre to 3,503 acres. Mean male freeroaming cat home range was 996 acres and mean
female free-roaming cat home range was 468 acres.
Mean overall free-roaming cat home range was 697
acres” (DEIR, Appendix J, Sect. J.8).There are several
issues with this analysis. First, it is well understood
that the distribution of home range for a given
population of cats is highly skewed: relatively few cats
will roam far and most will stay close to home [see, for
example, 1–3]. It i s also well understood that using
arithmetic means to describe such skewed data results
in an inflated average, which can be misleading. The
preferred technique is to either first transform the
data before calculating descriptive statistics (e.g., via
log-transformation), or to use medians instead.
Unfortunately, much of the DEIR’s analysis of home
range data uses arithmetic means, thereby inflating its
home range estimates.

Responses
computerized literature review process. Please see
Appendix I in the Draft EIR for more explanation on the
methodology the City used to choose its sources.

Best Friends

BF-5

Second, the DEIR relies on 22 empirical research
studies investigating the home range of domestic cats
as well as two reviews on the subject. Unfortunately,
12 of the 22 studies (55%) investigated cat
populations having little or no contact with humans.
Gillies et al. [4], for example, “monitored the
movements of 21 feral cats” in New Zealand’s
Trounson Kauri Park, where they were observed “in
cover in pastureland or near the edge of larger tracts
of forest.” Goltz et al. studied feral cats in the “dry subalpine woodland of Mauna Kea, Hawaii,” where the
cats “live in low density and exhibit some of the largest
reported home ranges in the literature” [5, emphasis
added]. And the home ranges described by Edwards et

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment BF-3 and Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impact Analysis
and Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes related to cat density assumptions.
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al. from “central Australia were much larger than those
recorded elsewhere” [6, emphasis added]. Best Friends
believes that the results of such research have little
relevance for free-roaming cats in Los Angeles; their
inclusion in the DEIR’s analysis inflates its average
home range estimates. In addition, even if one were to
accept at face-value the 697-acre home range referred
to in the DEIR, this corresponds to a radius of 0.59
miles (assuming a circular area), a significantly shorter
distance than that imposed by a one-mile buffer.
Moreover, our own review of the literature (including
the works cited in the DEIR) suggests that the
proposed buffers are significantly larger than what can
be justified by the best available science. Reviewing 19
studies spanning a wide range of contexts, Liberg et al.
[7] “found a significant negative correlation between
female home range size and [cat] density,”
hypothesizing that this relationship was, in fact, the
result of both home range and density being
“correlated to a third factor, namely food abundance
and distribution.” In other words, the size of a cat’s
home range tends to be smaller when food is plentiful
and in close proximity; when food is scarce and widely
distributed, a cat’s home range tends to be larger.
Density, by contrast, increases when food is abundant
and easily accessible and decreases when it is not ( see
Figure 1 below). This strong relationship has been
corroborated by Bengsen et al. [8] using satellite
imagery of “landscape productivity data.”
Unfortunately, the DEIR’s estimated home range area
(697 acres) and the proposed buffer zone distance (1
mile) fail to adequately consider the relationships
described by Liberg et al. [7] (whose work is cited in
the DEIR). Of the 19 studies Liberg et al. [7] reviewed,
only eight reported home range areas comparable to
the DEIR’s estimated 697 acres, each of them situated
in very remote terrain. In all cases, the density of cats
observed (no more than 0.03 cats per acre, as shown
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in Figure 1 above) was significantly lower than even
the lowest density estimates described in the DEIR for
the City (DEIR, Fig. 4.1-1). Figure 1 above illustrates
the shortcomings of the DEIR’s approach. First, the
compilation of studies from Liberg et al. [7] is plotted
in orange (males) and blue (females) to reveal the
strong inverse relationship between density and home
range. Next, the estimated cat densities for each of the
five land cover types (pulled from the DEIR, Table 4.11) are plotted against the average home range of 697
acres (purple diamonds). The horizontal arrangement
that results clearly does not reflect the empirical
observations described by Liberg et al. [7]. For our
analysis, we estimated more appropriate home ranges
by extrapolating from the best-fit lines provided by
Liberg et al. [7] using density estimates for each of the
five land cover types identified in DEIR, Table 4.1-1
(see Figure 1 above). As shown in Table 1 above, the
largest estimated home range for the densities
estimated in the DEIR is just 90 acres. If this home
range is assumed to be circular, the corresponding
radius would be 1,117 feet—roughly one-fifth of the
one-mile buffers being proposed in the DEIR. And this
home range of 90 acres still exceeds the observed
home ranges for cats living in proximity to humans, as
reported by studies included in the DEIR’s literature
review [1,9–15]. Moreover, the estimated home range
corresponding to the urban/suburban land cover type
that accounts for nearly three-quarters of land in the
City—including many areas adjacent to ESAs—is just 9
acres. For the many reasons enumerated above, Best
Friends believes the one-mile buffers are too
expansive and inappropriate for a largely
urban/suburban environment like Los Angeles.

Responses

Best Friends

BF-6

Best Friends believes that restricting TNR near ESAs
may end up discouraging management efforts in the
areas where they are most needed. As an initial
consideration, it is important to recognize that TNR

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment BF-3 and Master Response Vacuum Effect.
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success rates are likely to be relatively low in ESAs
whether or not there is a prohibition on trapping
within a one-mile buffer zone. This is a function of two
factors: (1) feral cats exist only at low densities in
ESAs, largely because of the lack of resources and
abundance of predators, and (2) such low densities
make any successful trapping effort labor-intensive.
Indeed, a study investigating possible connections
between Toxoplasma gondii infection in felids (wild
and domestic) and California sea otters provides
important insights into the relatively low numbers of
cats found in natural areas. Researchers collecting
domestic cats from within 50 miles of Moss Landing
and Morro Bay, along the California coast, obtained
720 serum samples from “managed feral cats” over
three years compared to just 16 from “unmanaged
feral cats” [16]. Note that the term “managed feral
cats” was used to describe cats collected from local
animal shelters, “the majority [having been] collected
from small to large colonies in close proximity to
people, where they had access to provided food
sources (e.g., commercial cat food or discarded human
foods). Animal control staff and local residents
captured these cats in developed coastal areas”
[16].1The term “unmanaged feral cats,” by contrast,
was used to describe cats that were removed from
critical shorebird habitat by specialists through
intensive trapping... These solitary, feral domestic cats
living in undeveloped landscapes likely subsisted
primarily on wild prey and had minimal association
with humans” [16]. Translating these findings to Los
Angeles, it seems that cats living in natural areas are
unlikely to end up in one of the city’s six shelters, or to
be captured by TNR groups. If, however, cats living
within ESAs roam beyond their borders—and again,
such cats do tend to have larger home ranges—then it
is especially important that these cats be trapped and
sterilized. However, the proposed one-mile buffers
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around ESAs are likely to deter targeted TNR efforts in
the areas where they are most needed, thereby
increasing the potential threat to wildlife species of
concern. Moreover, these buffers—combined with the
ESAs—comprise an estimated 39% of the City’s land
area.2 Best Friends believes the proposed restrictions
present a significant barrier to TNR efforts in a large
part of Los Angeles, including many areas of dense
residential development where there are high cat
densities. Two related studies demonstrate the
benefits of allowing TNR in areas adjacent to ESAs. In
2008, Tennent and Downs described the approach
adopted on the University of KwaZulu-Natal’s Howard
College campus ( Durban, South Africa), which is
recognized as an “urban conservancy... interspersed
with conservation-sensitive natural bush habitat and a
nature reserve on the northern border” [11]. The
density of cats on campus was estimated to be about
0.13 cats/acre, roughly comparable to densities
referenced in the DEIR for L.A.’s scrublands and
tree/woodland land types (DEIR, Table 4.1-1). In 2009,
the same researchers recommended that “a suitable
and ongoing sterilization program, which is run in
conjunction with a feral cat feeding program, needs to
be implemented” [17] to control the population of feral
cats. Removal, on the other hand, would likely create
the “vacuum effect,” thus: “encourage[ing] subsequent
reinvasion of the area. It may be more costly both
financially in the long-term and in terms of effects on
the indigenous wildlife populations if immigration of
new, unsterilized cats were to take up residency on the
campus” [17]. A related study published in 2011
revealed a 38% reduction in the number of cats on
campus, from 55 to 34 cats, following four years of
TNR effort [11,18]. Best Friends shares the City’s
commitment to protect wildlife by not returning
Program cats to areas where they are a known threat
to protected species. However, rather than restricting
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TN efforts adjacent to ESAs, the Program should
recognize the importance of effectively managing
these cat populations. Cats living within the one-mile
buffers should be a priority for TNR efforts (and
ongoing care/monitoring, as described below). This
proactive, realistic approach to managing freeroaming cats in the urban-wildland interface is likely
to be more effective at protecting ESAs than the onemile buffers proposed as part of Citywide Cat Program.

Responses

Best Friends

BF-7

According to the DEIR, “ESAs include, but are not
limited to, areas designated as Significant Ecological
Areas by the County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles
County Significant Areas Study, Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning (1976) and
amendments)” (DEIR, Sect. 4.2.2.1). It is unclear
whether the ESAs described in the DEIR (illustrated in
DEIR, Fig. 4.2-2a) accurately reflect their most up-todate geographic boundaries. It seems likely that
development may have reshaped areas within these
boundaries in the years since their original
designation as ESAs.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort and Response to
Comment CDFW-2 regarding updates to the list of
existing sensitive biological resources in Section 3.2.5.2 of
the Final EIR.

Best Friends

BF-8

According to the DEIR, the Program Implementation
Guidelines prohibit the feeding of free-roaming cats
“within one mile of ESAs, except when used for baiting
traps for TNR purposes” as well as “free access to any
food.” (DEIR, Sect. 2.5.2.1). These Guidelines will (
again according to the DEIR’s description) impose
further restrictions by recommending against feeding
“at locations where vulnerable human populations are
present (children, the elderly, and those with
compromised immune systems),” and encouraging
that feeding be “supervised,” “limited to 30 minutes,”
and “occur between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m.” (DEIR, Sect.
2.5.2.2).Although Best Friends understands the
concerns underlying the restrictions on feeding, we
also recognize the essential role of feeding in the
effectiveness of TNR efforts. Best Friends believes

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, Public
Education and Outreach, and Consideration of Public
Health Impacts under the Proposed Project.
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responsible feeding practices can help to minimize
potential risks [19].

Responses

Best Friends

BF-9

In the absence of ongoing feeding, it will be very
difficult to trap cats in and around ESAs (see Sect. 2.2
below). The proposed feeding ban is therefore likely to
discourage TNR efforts in areas adjacent to ESAs, the
parts of Los Angeles where effective management of
free-roaming cats is most needed.

Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR contains
updated program guidelines specifically related to baiting
activities for trapping. Baiting is allowed to facilitate TNR
activities. Please also see Responses to Comments BF-2
and BF-8.

Best Friends

BF-10

It is well understood that regular feeding of freeroaming cats significantly improves trapping
efficiency. Two researchers undertaking a detailed
study of TNR in Randolph County, North Carolina,
noted, for example: “Perhaps because of the nature of
the colonies we were trapping (well acclimated to
humans and used to being fed in particular locations)
and less likely because of our trapping acumen, we had
remarkable success trapping feral cats, compared with
other wildlife. In one study, we trapped 107 cats from
9 colonies with 98% trapping efficiency and 98% of
the cats were captured in less than 9 trap-nights/cat...”
[20, emphasis added]. Indeed, a number of studies
reporting trapping efficiency data indicate that cats
living in proximity to humans—generally as a result of
being fed—are much easier to trap than those living in
remote areas. The study of a TNR program on the
Texas A&M campus, for example, revealed trapping
efficiencies comparable to those reported in Randolph
County: approximately 9.5 trap-nights per cat [21].
Similarly, Normand reported an overall trapping
efficiency of 25 trap-nights per cat in Russellville,
Arkansas, noting that “catch per unit effort was three
times lower in natural areas (1 cat/50 trap-nights)
than urban areas (1 cat/16.7 trap-nights)” [22].
Others, too, have reported low trapping efficiencies in
natural areas. For example, on North Mauna Kea and
West Mauna Kea, for example, in Hawaii Volcanoes
National Park, researchers observed an average of 39

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment BF-9.
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trap-nights per cat trapped, failing to capture a single
cat “at 62 of the 152 trap locations” [23]. And on
Ascension Island, where leg-hold traps were used as
part of eradication efforts, 298 trap-nights resulted in
the capture of just three feral cats (i.e., 99 trap-nights
per cat) [24]. Given the difficulty of trapping in the
absence of regular feeding, responsible feeding of freeroaming cats should be permitted in Los Angeles in
order to maximize the effectiveness of the Program’s
TNR component.

Responses

Best Friends

BF-11

The domestic cat’s role as rodent deterrent dates back
an estimated 9,500–10,000 years, when the “origin of
agriculture and of permanent human settlements
create[d] opportunities for cats willing to get close
enough to humans to hunt house mice” [25]. Today,
this role as “working cat” is valued in a broad range of
contexts (e.g., barns and farms, horse stables,
warehouses, breweries, etc.). And for unsocialized cats
impounded by shelters—unlikely to be adopted—this
is often the only live outcome available. The proposed
Citywide Cat Program aims to “facilitate the relocation
of free-roaming cats from the streets and into
indoor/enclosed sites,” by way of a Working Cat
Program (“WCP”), prioritizing the “admission of cats
found in or [within one mile of] ESAs, in unsafe
locations, or when it is undesirable to return a freeroaming cat to its found location” (DEIR, Sect. 2.5).
More specifically: “Cats participating in the WCP would
be processed and treated similar to adoptions under
LAAS protocols. Exceptions include that the WCP cats
would be placed in pairs and would be required to
remain in an enclosed space without access to the
outdoors” (DEIR, Sect. 4.2.3.2, emphasis added).
Because the one-mile buffers and ESAs make up an
estimated 39% of the City’s land area, it’s likely that
the number of cats being “prioritized” for the WCP will
far exceed the available placement opportunities. And
the requirement to keep WCP cats indoors is likely to

Thank you for your comment. Placement in the Working
Cat Program is prioritized for cats trapped inside ESAs
and for nuisance cats. The requirement to place working
cats in enclosed spaces remains in place to discourage
previously free-roaming cats from returning to locations
that may cause a nuisance. Please also see Master
Responses Working Cat Program, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Rodent Control.
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limit available placement opportunities, further
exacerbating the problem. Moreover, this requirement
is inconsistent with the City’s current ordinance
provisions, which allow owned cats to roam freely
outdoors.

Responses

Best Friends

BF-12

Again, Best Friends appreciates the considerable work
that has gone into the DEIR and agrees with its general
conclusion that the proposed Program will produce
“no significant and unavoidable impacts.” We
encourage the Department of Engineering to adopt the
recommendations outlined here, which will likely
contribute to optimizing the effectiveness of the
Program in meeting its objectives.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-1

We thank everyone involved in assembling the EIR
which both addresses the injunction preventing the
City of Los Angeles from supporting TNR for free
roaming cats and proposes a Citywide Cat Program
(“program”). Actors and Others for Animals (“A&O”)
was established in 1971 and is a well-known and long
standing spay/neuter assistance organization in Los
Angeles City and County in addition to four adjacent
counties. Our main mission is spay/neuter! Prior to the
injunction, Los Angeles Animal Services (“LAAS”)
worked with various non-profits to distribute
spay/neuter coupons, which were also allowed for
feral cats at that time. A&O distributed the largest
amount of coupons including coupons for feral cats,
and provided additional financial subsidies.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-2

Comment: A&O supports trap-neuter-returnmaintenance. Free-roaming cats should not be
returned without someone(s) to feed and care for
them. The suggested program does not address the
need for caretakers nor the role of caretakers, except
in the most general of terms including proposing
feeding rules. That absence leaves open the real
possibility that this program will justify what is now
termed “return to field” providing no care or oversight

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 for
the updated proposed Project elements. Feeding of
existing free-roaming cats in the environment is part of
the baseline conditions described in the EIR. The
proposed Project is only facilitating TNR where existing
free-roaming cats would be trapped, sterilized, and
returned to where they are found. Ongoing free-roaming
cat care and management is not part of the proposed
Project, as discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR. Please

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-68

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text
and simply returning cats (including kittens) to fend
for themselves. This borders on abandonment and
causes more problems than it cures. In addition to
returning the cats to the streets, it returns the
responsibility to the community. And there are no
safeguards to stop adoptable cats from being included
in such returns.

Responses
also see Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-3

Comment: The program promotes the “creation of a
City Working Cat Program to facilitate the relocation of
free-roaming cats from the streets and into
indoor/enclosed sites.” How will this be
accomplished? Who will have the oversight? The City
is failing at providing indoor shelters for homeless
people let alone homeless cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the FEIR for details related to the updated proposed City
of Los Angeles Working Cat Program. The Working Cat
Program would prioritize admission of cats found in or
near ESAs or in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable
to return a free-roaming cat to its found location. Please
also see Master Response Working Cat Program.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-4

Comment: The program will encourage that cats not be
brought into local animal services centers.” What will
that “encouragement” consist of- outright refusal or
charging a high surrender fee? If all other options have
been exhausted, then LAAS should take in the cat(s),
and not then simply “return to field” by sending them
back to the same location to begin the cycle again.

Thank you for your comment. As stated in Section 2.5 of
the Draft EIR, the proposed Project seeks to encourage
TNR through vouchers and waived cat trap rental fees. It
also seeks to inform the public about TNR and referrals to
TNR organizations if interested, and that free-roaming
cats would not be brought into local animal service
centers unless the cats are injured or sick, have 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. However, as stated in Section 2.2
of the Draft EIR, the existing regulatory approach of
trapping and surrendering nuisance cats to LAAS will
remain unchanged as a result of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for
additional information.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-5

Comment: A&O supports raising the number of cats to
5, but why must owners with over 3 cats be subjected
to rules that they must be kept indoors, microchipped,
sterilized and registered with the Department? Does
that mean that 3 cats can go outside, but not the other
2, but only owners with 5 cats must register and obey
these rules?

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.3.3.1 of
the Draft EIR related to the anticipated impacts from the
proposed amendment on Los Angeles Municipal Code
(LAMC) Section 53.50 and Los Angeles City Council File
No. 13-1513 for further documentation related to the
amendment. The amendment is intended to require
households with more than three cats to adhere to
stricter pet management policies in order to avoid
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impacts of pet overpopulation. All 4- or 5-cat households
would be subject to the restrictions.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-6

Comment: While we support the use of monies to go to
coupons for the sterilization of feral cats, we oppose
taking away money from owned pets.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the concern
about diverting funds for sterilizing pet cats, as discussed
in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, part b, “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.”

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-7

Comment: The numbers presented are simply guesses.
Nothing is mentioned about what information will be
collected and analyzed and in what form. Simply
collecting the number of cats sterilized is not enough
to determine success and/or areas in need of
improvement.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section
2.5.1 in the Draft EIR, if the proposed Project is
implemented, a unique identifier will be provided to each
cat submitted under the program to receive a
spay/neuter voucher. This unique identifier will allow for
fiscal and data analysis, which will enable LAAS and the
City to monitor and track data specific to the freeroaming cat spay/neuter program. Please also see Master
Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-8

Comment: Free-roaming cats do use their
surroundings as litter boxes, and it would be wrong to
suggest that cats do not have fleas. But so do other
free-roaming animals, and cats should not be singled
out and punished. The current crisis of homeless
people defecating on city streets and disposing of trash
that attracts rats raises a real urgent emergency that
the City can’t control.

Thank you for your comment. Under CEQA, the focus of
the environmental document is to identify existing
conditions (impacts created by the existing population of
free-roaming cats) and potential impacts from the
proposed Project. Environmental impacts created by
other animals or the homeless population is beyond the
scope of this analysis. Please also see Master Response
Beyond the Scope.

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-9

Comment: There is no mention of an enforcement
element. This program while giving its implementation
to LAAS, does nothing more. LAAS is always lacking in
manpower and does not enforce the laws now on the
books, including the spay/neuter/breeder ordnances.
Unless enforcement is spelled out in some specificity
this will be just one more reason the public becomes
frustrated with LAAS and the City for passing laws and
programs but not enforcing them.

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR
discusses how the proposed Modified TNR program will
be administered. More details regarding program
implementation will be shared during the annual budget
process. Please also see Master Responses Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required, This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue, and Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines.
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Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-10

Comment: The EIR states: “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. I was there when Mayor Hahn
announced in 2003 that the City would be no-kill in
2008! Reaching the City’s no kill goal should not be the
purpose of this program. And it should be
remembered that such a no kill goal only pertains to
the animals that find themselves in one of the 6 LAAS
shelters, and does not take into account all of the
animals that reside in the City.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.4
of the Draft EIR, there are six objectives for the proposed
Project, two of which include “Further implement the
City’s no-kill policy by reducing the rate of euthanasia of
cats in City animal services centers” and “Adopt TNR as
the preferred policy to humanely address free-roaming
cats.”

Actors and
Others for
Animals

AO-11

We have recognized that there is a place in our society
for feral cats. TNR Maintenance is the most humane
way of dealing with free roaming cats. The goal of this
program should be in managing the population in the
best way possible for the cats and for our community.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AO-2.

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-1

Thank you for giving Alley Cat Allies the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) prepared to evaluate the potential
environmental effects of the proposed Citywide Cat
Program (Program) that addresses community cats in
the City of Los Angeles (City) through Trap-NeuterReturn (TNR). We are pleased that the analyses in the
DEIR have concluded that the proposed Program
would result in either no environmental impacts or
less-than-significant impacts on the environmental
resource areas examined since cats already live
outdoors in the environment and the intent of the
Program is to manage the population of outdoor cats.
We support the objectives of the Citywide Cat
Program, particularly the decision to adopt TNR as the
preferred policy for managing populations of freeroaming cats. We believe that by embracing TNR, Los
Angeles is making the soundest possible public policy

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines.
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decision. TNR is effective, humane, and politically
palatable. The public overwhelmingly supports nonlethal cat population management. This point is
abundantly clear in a nationwide Harris poll from
2017 showing that 84 percent of Americans prefer that
their community use tax dollars to adopt sterilization
as its cat control policy instead of bringing cats found
outdoors into shelters to be killed. We do have
concerns about the Program Implementation
Guidelines and Ecological Conservation Measures,
which we have detailed below. Alley Cat Allies is the
global engine of change for cats. We protect and
improve cats’ lives through our innovative, cuttingedge programs. We are seen around the world as a
champion for the humane treatment of all cats.
Founded in 1990, today Alley Cat Allies regularly
works with lawmakers, animal shelters, and the public
to change attitudes and advance lifesaving laws and
policies that best serve the interest of cats.

Responses

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-2

As part of the TNR guidelines, the proposed Program
recommends that free-roaming cats not be returned
within one mile of environmentally sensitive areas
(ESAs). The Responsible Feeding and Care Guidelines
similarly state, in part, that there should be “no feeding
within 1 mile of ESAs except when used for baiting
traps for TNR purposes.” As we have mentioned
previously, we believe strongly that it is a mistake to
create a buffer around ESAs. The DEIR was created to
“evaluate the potential environmental effects of the
proposed Citywide Cat Program” inclusive of TNR. It is
not an evaluation of free-roaming cats, as free-roaming
cats are already present throughout ACA-1 the City.
There is no evidence that more TNR in Los Angeles
will result in any environmentally negative impacts,
and this conclusion is as true in and near ESAs as it is
elsewhere in the City. The DEIR itself concludes that
existing effects of TNR activities on sensitive biological
resources “do not pose a conservation concern for

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.
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sensitive biological resources within the study area.” 1
Given this and given that there is no evidence that TNR
results in more free-roaming cats (in fact, the opposite
is true), the recommendation in the DEIR that TNR not
be conducted within one mile of ESAs is illogical and
without scientific support. The proposed buffer has
not been added to the Program as a result of concern
about TNR, but rather, is in response to concerns
raised by people who believe that cats kill vast
amounts of wildlife and on a belief that a buffer will
reduce numbers of free-roaming cats in these areas. As
we will detail below, both of these beliefs are false.
Your team has explained that the thinking behind the
proposed creation of ESA buffers is to relieve
predation pressure on wildlife caused by cats. To
recommend that program-supported TNR not take
place within one mile of each ESA, one would need to
be confident that the various assumptions here are
valid. Yet none of the three assumptions at the heart of
proposed buffer zones stand up under scrutiny.

Responses

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-3

There is no evidence that more TNR in Los Angeles
will result in any environmentally negative impacts,
and this conclusion is as true in and near ESAs as it is
elsewhere in the City. The DEIR itself concludes that
existing effects of TNR activities on sensitive biological
resources “do not pose a conservation concern for
sensitive biological resources within the study area.”1
Given this and given that there is no evidence that TNR
results in more free-roaming cats (in fact, the opposite
is true), the recommendation in the DEIR that TNR not
be conducted within one mile of ESAs is illogical and
without scientific support. The proposed buffer has
not been added to the Program as a result of concern
about TNR, but rather, is in response to concerns
raised by people who believe that cats kill vast
amounts of wildlife and on a belief that a buffer will
reduce numbers of free-roaming cats in these areas. As
we will detail below, both of these beliefs are false.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment ACA-2.
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Your team has explained that the thinking behind the
proposed creation of ESA buffers is to relieve
predation pressure on wildlife caused by cats. To
recommend that program-supported TNR not take
place within one mile of each ESA, one would need to
be confident that the various assumptions here are
valid. Yet none of the three assumptions at the heart of
proposed buffer zones stand up under scrutiny.

Responses

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-4

There is no proof that:
•free-roaming cats are a net-cause - or even a likely
net-cause - of environmental harm in any of the ESAs
found in Los Angeles;
•less TNR in the buffer zones around the ESA will
reduce the number of free-roaming cats in ESAs;
•the buffers will relieve predation pressure on wildlife
caused by cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment ACA-2.

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-5

If people are interested in reducing the growth in freeroaming cat populations in Los Angeles, more - not less
-TNR is needed across Los Angeles, including in areas
near ESAs. The DEIR has concluded this for all areas
but those close to ESAs, and the decision of the DEIR’s
drafters to disconnect zones around ESAs from the
logic applied elsewhere in Los Angeles has more to do
with attempting to placate a small but vocal group of
people than it does with sound science. The bitter
irony is that if Los Angeles decides to establish the
buffer zones in the final EIR, it will result in exactly the
opposite outcome from what the people pushing for it
are hoping – there will be more, not fewer, freeroaming cats in ESAs. As for the two chief false
assumptions on which the buffer zone concept is
based, let us start with the first, inflated cat predation
rates. Figures regarding cat predation on wildlife are
reached by taking estimates of how much wildlife the
average cat is thought to kill and multiplying it by
estimates of the number of cats thought to spend some
or all of their time outdoors. However, it is unknown in

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs. Please
also refer to Appendix I of the Draft EIR for the
methodology used to conduct the extensive, systematic
literature review that informed the analysis in the Draft
EIR, including cat predation rates.
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the United States (and every other nation) how many
cats live outdoors, and there is a great paucity of
information about how many and which wildlife the
“average free-roaming” cat kills. The handful of studies
that attempt to figure out the predation patterns of
free-roaming cats are geographically limited, and most
are over 60 years old. The age of the studies matters,
because our nation has undergone dramatic changes in
the interim. All cats spent at least some of their time
outside before 1947, as there was no kitty-litter. We
have knocked down and paved over endless acres of
land. Over 60% of Americans live in cities now. Cats –
both owned and unowned – are heavily concentrated
in urban areas as well. One is right to wonder what
relevance the predation patterns of cats in rural
Oklahoma during the Great Depression have to
discussions of the eating patterns of free-roaming cats
in downtown Los Angeles in 2019. What all of this
adds up to is a formula for calculating cat predation
rates in which the two bits of input data – the number
of free-roaming cats and the amount of predation per
cat - are highly speculative. We don’t know how many
cats are outdoors, and we don’t know enough to make
a reasonable assumption about how much predation of
wildlife is undertaken by the average free-roaming cat.
An international group of leading conservationists
have concluded that the cat predation studies
commonly cited in the media are deeply flawed.

Responses

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-6

In a paper entitled “A moral panic over cats,” they
detail both the faulty science and anti-cat bias of the
authors – Scott Loss and Peter Marra - of the most
widely-quoted cat predation studies in the United
States.2 The global team of experts conclude in their
essay that Loss and Marra allowed their anti-cat biases
to unfairly and inappropriately cloud their thinking
and sully their results. Any evaluations of the impacts
of cat predation on wildlife need to be done on a sitespecific basis with careful examination of the web of

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment ACA-5.
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interconnected forces in play in that location’s microecosystem. To simply declare upward of 40% of the
land in Los Angeles to be an area in which the City
recommends that City-supported TNR not be
conducted is ludicrous. We understand that the ESA
designations are decades old in many cases and that
no assessment has been made of the impacts – positive
and negative – of free-roaming cats in these areas.
Wildlife species are under a great many threats – top
among which, according to experts, is habitat loss.
Birds, small mammals and other wildlife die of many
causes. Some are killed by cats. But the first important
question with regard to cat predation on wildlife is
whether enough individual members of a given species
are killed by cats that it is impacting the species
negatively. On this point, even Peter Marra, one of the
scientists mentioned above as having been called out
in a scholarly journal by an international group of his
peers for grossly inflating cat predation figures, has
acknowledged that “information is not complete for
tying the population decline of a given species to cats
at large scales.” 3 The next equally important question
is what to do if a species in a given location is, in fact,
facing species-wide negative impacts from cat
predation. The solution in that scenario has to be to
employ the most effective means of cat population
control possible. It is our studied opinion that the most
effective method for managing populations of freeroaming cats is TNR and that if at some future point in
some location or another we are faced with a scenario
in which cat predation is found to be causing specieswide negative impacts, the best conservation plan will
involve TNR as well as the employment of measures
designed to deter the cats from frequenting that area.
Our view is that: (1) pressure on wildlife from cat
predation has been greatly exaggerated. This view is
supported by a wide number of leading
conservationists globally, as exemplified in the Moral
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panic essay noted above; (2) ecosystems are complex,
and in some cases, cats have a net positive impact,
some neutral and some negative. Studies of individual
ESAs need to be done to determine if, in any of the
areas granted this designation, there is evidence that
the net effect of cat predation is a decrease in
populations of endangered or threatened species; (3)
TNR is the most effective means of bringing cat
populations down in a given micro-ecosystem. It can
and should be implemented in all areas where there is
a desire to lower cat populations, including areas near
to ESAs.

Responses

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-7

The first provision of the Responsible Feeding and
Care Guidelines states in part: “Feeding should also not
occur at locations where vulnerable human
populations are present (children, the elderly, and
those with compromised immune
systems).”Community cats are everywhere. People,
including elderly and children, are all over Los
Angeles. Additionally, many elderly people feed cats. It
seems almost impossible to not feed where these
individuals exist. This provision should be narrowed
or eliminated. Maybe the best proof that feral cats are
not a health risk is that feral cat caregivers are healthy.
Deborah L. Ackerman, M.S., Ph.D., an adjunct associate
professor of epidemiology at the UCLA School of Public
Health, makes this point very well. “If feral cats
transmitted disease to humans,” says Ackerman,
“colony caregivers, who spend more time around feral
cats than most people, would experience a heightened
rate of disease, and this simply isn’t the case.” None of
the many caregivers Ackerman has interviewed have
ever reported becoming sick from their work with
feral cats.4 No study has ever shown that colony
caregivers have any increased risk of disease, despite
their regular contact with feral colonies. We are also
concerned about time restrictions provided in the
responsible Feeding and Care Guidelines. We

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.
Please also note the discussion in Section 4.4 in the Draft
EIR regarding public health impacts from free-roaming
cats and see Master Response Consideration Of Public
Health Impacts under the Proposed Project.
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encourage you to listen carefully to the needs,
requests, preferences and requirements of the scores
of compassionate citizens who donate so much of their
time, energy, money and hearts to undertaking TNR
and to caring for community cats in the City. If they
feel more time is needed (and they do!), please listen
to them.

Responses

Alley Cat Allies

ACA-8

In conclusion, let me reiterate how very happy we are
to reach this point and that we look forward – with a
handful of important changes to the Program
Implementation Guidelines – to the Program getting
up and running. We are pleased that the analyses in
the DEIR have concluded that the proposed Program
would result in either no environmental impacts or
less-than-significant impacts on the environmental
resource areas examined since cats already live
outdoors in the environment and the intent of the
Program is to manage the population of free-roaming
cats. With regard to the Program Implementation
Guidelines, we have noted several concerns above, and
we hope our suggestions to address each of these
concerns are implemented. The concern about the
buffer ESAs is our greatest concern, as such an
enormous amount of territory would be impacted
were the buffers to become a reality. We ask that the
recommendations found in the DEIR that TNR and
feeding not be conducted within a mile of each ESA be
removed. The recommendation that Programsupported TNR not be undertaken in a host of
enormous, arbitrarily established buffer zones has no
scientific backing. In fact, the ESA buffer zone
recommendation runs counter to the logic, principles
and goals of the program. The buffer
recommendations run a great risk of increasing the
population of free-roaming cats in and near ESAs,
which is exactly the opposite of their intended result.
We believe the decision to make TNR the preferred cat
population management policy of the City is a wise

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Response to Comment ACA-2.
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one. It is sound public policy to embrace TNR, as it is
effective, humane and in line with the wishes, values
and expectations of the vast majority of voters. Let’s
get it up and running as soon as possible, and let’s
make sure that it is recommended throughout the City
including in areas within one mile of ESAs. The wider
the implementation of City-supported TNR, the better
the results will be.

Responses

American
Society for the
Prevention of
Cruelty to
Animals
(ASPCA)

AS-1

On behalf of the American Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA), I am pleased to submit
comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Citywide Cat Program. Founded in 1866,
the ASPCA was the first humane society to be
established in North America and is, today, one of the
largest in the world. Our organization was founded on
the belief that animals are entitled to kind and
respectful treatment at the hands of humans and must
be protected under the law. Consistent with this
mission, the ASPCA supports humane, lawful, and
effective strategies for managing community cat
populations, including programs involving trapneuter-return-monitor (TNRM) for unadoptable cats.
To achieve the goal of decreasing the overall size of the
community cat population, research has shown that a
critical number of cats in a colony, neighborhood or
other defined location must all be sterilized within a
relatively short time period. We applaud the City’s
proposed sharing of information about TNRM. We
suggest that information emphasize the critical
importance of getting most or all of the cats in a given
colony, neighborhood or other manageable sized
location sterilized within a 6 to 1-month window. This
approach will not only improve the welfare of the cats
but also decrease the population of cats in that
location more quickly. 1

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for updated
components of the proposed Project.

American
Society for the

AS-2

It is important that community cat programs be
considered as just one component of a multi-pronged

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AS-1.
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approach to cat issues in the community served. A
comprehensive approach requires that community cat
stakeholder groups be engaged and any program be
implemented in partnership with other TNRM or
relocation programs, and with low/no cost
sterilization programs. Any cat program implemented
in isolation is less likely to be successful and often will
not efficiently utilize whatever resources are available
to support cats, whether community cats or owned
cats. For this reason, we fully support the
comprehensive nature of the City’s approach to the
problem. The inclusion of an increase in the number of
permissible cats per household, definitional changes,
and the inclusion of a working cat program, for
example, will exponentially increase the opportunity
for success of the program.

Responses

American
Society for the
Prevention of
Cruelty to
Animals
(ASPCA)

AS-3

In spite of rigorous debate between advocates of cats
and advocates of wildlife and the environment, the
desired outcome for each of these groups is the same –
a reduction in the population of community cats. The
ASPCA does not support the management of cat
colonies in ecologically sensitive areas; in areas where
demolition or development is likely to cause harm or
where cats are being subjected to harm or abuse.
However, questions have been raised as to the
accuracy of the boundaries of the City’s designated
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs). Furthermore,
the proposed 1-mile buffer may compromise the
efficacy of the program if cats are found there and
cannot be returned. Recent work in the conservation
field has supported the recognition of the societal and
ecological complexity of the environment and the
imperative for evidence-based approaches.2 Black and
white decisions and protocols don’t properly address
this. Rather, these conservationists have
recommended flexible systems like adaptive
management and targeting specific individuals of
concern. In this location, this could take the form of

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Working Cat Program.
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some simple data tracking of numbers of cats returned
as part of TNRM and cameras or walking transects on
the boundaries of the ESAs. Individual cats who
repeatedly enter the ESA could then be trapped and
removed for working cat programs.

Responses

American
Society for the
Prevention of
Cruelty to
Animals
(ASPCA)

AS-4

The ASPCA believes that programs, such as TNRM, are
the most effective, humane and responsible ways to
manage or lower the community cat population over
time in conjunction with programs for owned cats
including easy access to free/low cost sterilization
services and free collars and identification tags with
the owner’s phone number. We believe that the draft
program makes significant strides in all of these areas.

Thank you for your comment. The updated proposed
Project includes the elements described in Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR. Feeding of existing free-roaming cats in the
environment is part of the baseline conditions described
in the EIR. The proposed Project is only facilitating TNR
where existing free-roaming cats would be trapped,
sterilized, and returned to where they are found. Ongoing
free-roaming cat care and management is not part of the
proposed Project, as discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final
EIR.

Baldwin Hills
Conservancy

BHC-1

The Baldwin Hills Conservancy writes in support of
the City’s recommendations to not feed or return cats
to within 1-mile of environmentally sensitive areas
such as State Parks that sustain the region’s native
biodiversity. The BHC recommends extending these
terms to the boundaries of its statutory territory to
help stem the degradation of the unique ecosystems
that reside in these County, Federal and Municipal
lands. Making the City’s recommended terms binding
and enforceable in State Park and other natural open
space areas within the Conservancy’s boundaries
would be consistent with the DEIR’s analysis
supporting protection of environmentally sensitive
areas. The BHC’s State directed mission includes
management of public lands within the Baldwin Hills
area and the protection of wildlife habitat within the
territory. As the Baldwin Hills are the last large open
space in the Ballona Creek Watershed, they hold
significant ecological value and serve as part of a
wildlife corridor leading from the hills to the Ballona
Wetlands. Native species monitoring for preservation
of the region’s biodiversity has been a priority and is

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public
Education and Outreach.
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ongoing. With the addition of the BHC territory, the
City’s ordinance can help minimize the impact of
nonnative predators such as feral cats on the
California’s native sensitive species of small mammals,
birds and reptiles. Please accept the above
recommendations in support of preserving all
environmentally sensitive areas with an enforceable 1mile buffer prohibiting feeding or release of feral cats.

Responses

Kitten Rescue

KR-1

I am writing on behalf of Kitten Rescue, a Los Angeles
no-kill rescue organization, in response to the request
for comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report that evaluates the impact of the proposed
Citywide Cat Program to address the problem of stray
and feral cats in the city of Los Angeles. We are
encouraged that the City is taking the steps necessary
to implement a Citywide Cat Program that, through its
support of Trap, Neuter and Return (TNR) efforts, will
allow public and private entities and individuals to
humanely control and reduce the population of
unowned cats and kittens. It is not a coincidence that
the population of stray and feral cats has grown ever
since the issuance of the injunction in 2010 prohibiting
the City from implementing a TNR policy, and we hope
that a final EIR will finally allow the injunction to be
lifted.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Kitten Rescue

KR-2

We are concerned, however, that some elements of the
EIR would limit the ability of the City and private
individuals and organizations to effectively manage
the stray and feral cat population. The most significant
problem is the recommendation in Section 2.5.2.1 of
the Citywide Cat Program (“Free-Roaming Cat
Trap/Neuter/Return Guidelines”) that recommends
cats trapped within one mile of Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) not be returned to where it was
trapped, but rather removed and relocated. Because
the supply of unwanted feral cats vastly outnumbers
the demand for them, the idea that ESA cats could

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.
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readily be placed into working cat programs or
sanctuaries is not realistic. The most likely result of
this recommendation, if it ends up codified in an
enforceable ordinance, is that TNR practitioners will
be forced to avoid trapping and fixing cats in nearly
40% of the city. Since the entire goal of the Citywide
Cat Program is to achieve a reduction in the numbers
of stray and feral cats all across the city, this
recommendation is counterproductive; it will end up
ensuring that the areas deemed most environmentally
sensitive will have more, rather than fewer, unaltered
and hungry stray and feral cats living in them. It would
make more sense and align with the purpose of the
Program to simply proscribe the relocation into an
ESA any free-roaming cats trapped in an location
outside that ESA.

Responses

Kitten Rescue

KR-3

In addition, the recommendations in Section 2.5.2.2 of
the Program (“Responsible Feeding and Care
Guidelines”) prohibit feeding within one mile of ESAs
as well as at locations where vulnerable human
populations are present, and states that feeding times
should only occur between 6 am and 8 pm. We
recognize that the City has an interest in establishing
standards for feeding and cleaning up after managed
stray and feral cat colonies, but these restrictions are
onerous and impractical. First, for the reasons stated
above, people should be allowed to responsibly care
for feral cats in and near ESAs by means of TNR and by
providing ongoing care, which will reduce the
population of and predation by feral cats in the city’s
most environmentally sensitive areas.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.
Please also note that the proposed Project has been
updated and is described in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR.
Feeding of existing free-roaming cats in the environment
is part of the baseline conditions described in the EIR. The
proposed Project is only facilitating TNR where existing
free-roaming cats would be trapped, sterilized, and
returned to where they are found. Ongoing free-roaming
cat care and management is not part of the proposed
Project, as discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR.

Kitten Rescue

KR-4

Second, it is not entirely clear how a person caring for
a population of stray and feral cats would assess the
level of vulnerability of the nearby human population,
nor is it clear how it would benefit those populations
to reduce TNR efforts in their environs. As with ESAs,
it would make sense to discourage the relocation of

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats and
Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the Proposed
Project.
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free-roaming cats to areas in the immediate vicinity of
vulnerable populations, as contemplated by the
criteria for appropriate locations of working cat
programs (Section 2.5.3.3).

Responses

Kitten Rescue

KR-5

Third, the restriction on permitted feeding times is too
narrow and does not take into account the fact that we
don’t live in a world of 9-to-5 jobs any more.
Caretakers of free-roaming cats should not be
punished for having different schedules than those
fortunate enough to have traditional workdays.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated
elements of the proposed Project.. Feeding of existing
free-roaming cats in the environment is part of the
baseline conditions described in the EIR. The proposed
Project is only facilitating TNR where existing freeroaming cats would be trapped, sterilized, and returned
to where they are found. Ongoing free-roaming cat care
and management is not part of the proposed Project, as
discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR.

Kitten Rescue

KR-6

Last, while unrelated to the environmental impact of
stray and feral cats, the draft EIR recommends
amending the Los Angeles Municipal Code to increase
the number of cats that a person may have in their
household from 3 to 5, but also recommends that
anyone with more than three cats register with the
Department of Animal Services. We could not find any
justification – environmental or otherwise – in the
draft EIR for singling out people who have either 4 or 5
cats and requiring them to register with the
Department. Such a registration requirement was not
a part of the Final Council Action re the Citywide Cat
Program Project Description (Appendix D), but was
added by the Bureau of Engineering. Obviously, the
Board of Commissioners of the Department can choose
to impose whatever qualifications it wants on cat
households, but that discussion should be decoupled
from a report meant to demonstrate the impact of the
Citywide Cat Program on the environment. Thank you
for your work in helping the City implement a
Citywide Cat Program that recognizes the value of TNR

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AO-5.
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as a humane means of controlling the population of
stray and feral cats

Responses

LA Feeders

LAF-1

Note: Brenda Barnette approved via email below the
submission of these comments after the prescribed
due date. We apologize for the delay but due to illness
LA Feeders could not submit them until today Below
please find our group’s comments on the City of LA’s
Citywide Cat Program Draft Environmental Impact
Report Executive Summary dated August 2019. Some
LA Feeders associates submitted their own comments
directly to LAAS; therefore, those comments have been
omitted from these comments to avoid duplication of
effort. Overall, a commendation is in order for the
well-written report. The majority of the report’s
content is agreeable to our organization, LA Feeders,
whose 300 members provide TNR and maintenance
care to over 10,000 community (aka stray) cats on the
streets of LA. We have collectively TNR’d thousands of
cats over the past 5 years and have lots of experience
with issues surround com-cats on the streets of LA as
well as the TNR gag order and restrictions imposed by
LA Superior Court. Note: From this point on, we’ll refer
to community cats as “com-cats”.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted. Please also note that the Executive
Summary is only meant to summarize the analysis
presented in the Draft EIR. Please refer to the complete
Draft EIR sections for further information about many of
the topics raised in this letter.

LA Feeders

LAF-2

General comment- the DEIR should mention that it is
illegal to harm or neglect any free-roaming cat (and
highly not recommended to turn in unadoptable cats
to shelters) and that guidelines will reinforce this
policy since this happens all too often in the real
world.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding harming
or neglecting free-roaming cats. Please see Response to
Comment AO-4 regarding the proposed Project’s
elements related to shelters.

LA Feeders

LAF-3

Front Cover- Image of com-cat with dead mouse in its
mouth should be replaced with an image that doesn’t
add fuel to anti-TNR folk’s notion that com-cats are
bad for the environment by killing natural wildlife, no
matter how unpopular mice may be.

Thank you for your comment.

LA Feeders

LAF-4

ES.2 Proposed Project Summary- Which board is being
referred to in the statement “ ... is guided by actions by

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
Executive Summary is only meant to summarize the
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Please refer to the
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the Board and LA City Council”? Specific name of board
should be referenced.

Responses
complete Draft EIR for further information about many of
the topics raised in this letter. Specifically, “Board” is
defined on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR as the Board of
Animal Services Commissioners.

LA Feeders

LAF-5

ES.2.a- It would be beneficial to provide reason(s) why
com-cats may be returned to where they were found,
which is specifically in the cases where cats are not
adoptable due to their fright of humans and/or
because some cats that have never lived indoors would
be overly stressed if forced into confinement in an
unfamiliar place.

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to page 2-9 and
Section 4.2.2.11 in the Draft EIR for these discussions.
Please also see Master Response Relocation of FreeRoaming Cats.

LA Feeders

LAF-6

ES.2.b - states the Sterilization Fund will now be used
for com-cats although money for pet cats would not be
reduced. How can this be possible and/or
economically feasible? It should state how the fund
would be able to cover the additional spay-neuter
costs for com-

Thank you for your comment. As part of the proposed
Project, the City intends to fund 20,000 spay/neuter
surgeries annually for free-roaming cats. The City intends
to maintain existing funding levels for pet cat
sterilizations.

LA Feeders

LAF-7

ES.2.c.v- should include the possible relocation and not
just the release of com-cats after capture and
sterilization.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats.

LA Feeders

LAF-8

ES.2.d - should include that TNR groups may also have
the intent of adopting out certain com-cats (including
the friendly ones and young kittens which can be
tamed). This will also provide a basis for the City’s
desire to increase permitted cats from 3 to 5.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.2.2.1.1
in the Draft EIR.

LA Feeders

LAF-9

ES.2.d - LA Feeders objects to the restriction that for
more than 3 cats, all must be kept indoors at all times
and must be registered as having more than 3. These
restrictions if forced onto households defeats the
program’s intent of reducing free-roaming population
since owners will be less likely to adopt more than 3
cats. Plus why put into law a rule that it’s necessary to
confine 4-5 cats solely indoors but not necessary if you
have 3 or less? Too confusing, almost impossible to
enforce, and more costly since City must track new 4
and 5-cat homes. Therefore, LA Feeders recommends
removal of these two restrictions requiring

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AO-5.
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households with greater than 3 cats to 1) keep the
animals indoors, and 2) register these cats with the
city

Responses

LA Feeders

LAF-10

ES.2.e- Description and location of “environmentally
sensitive areas” (ESAs) are needed since LA Feeders
members don’t know where these areas are located or
how to identify an ESA. If not specifically defined, antiTNR groups can declare that ALL areas within the city
are environmentally sensitive.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
Executive Summary is only meant to summarize the
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Please refer to the
complete EIR for information about the topics raised in
this comment. Specifically, please see Section 2.3.1
regarding the definition of ESAs and Section 4.4.2
regarding the methodology used to define ESAs. Figures
4.2-2a and 4.2-2b depict ESAs within the City. Please also
see Response to Comment CDFW-2 regarding updates in
the Final EIR related to sensitive biological areas and
Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

LA Feeders

LAF-11

10. ES.2.f- should add “as appropriate” to end of first
sentence since current wording implies ALL freeroaming cats will be relocated. 11. ES.6 Issues to Be
Resolved - First sentence needs updating since it
implies that there ARE significant effects. Easiest way
is by changing wording to “how to mitigate significant
effects (if any)”. 12. ES.6- Second sentence should say
“No significant or unavoidable impacts ... “ (replace
“and” with “or”)

Thank you for your comment and suggested edits. There
are no significant environmental impacts from the
proposed Project and there are no significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts from the proposed
Project. Please see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis,
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required and Relocation of
Free-Roaming Cats.

LA Feeders

LAF-12

ES.8.1 Alternatives Considered - Under No Project
Alternative, reference is made to an aforementioned
affidavit, but this affidavit has not been mentioned at
all in the Exec Summary prior to this paragraph.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
Executive Summary is only meant to summarize the
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR for further information.

LA Feeders

LAF-13

14. ES.8.1 - None of the Alternatives is acceptable,
especially Alternative 6 which prevents returning
trapped cats to the environment. This would
effectively kill all TNR efforts by organizations since
most com-cats are not considered adoptable and
therefore trapping would equal a death sentence. 15.
ES.8.1 -Alternative 7 is not a viable alternative since
reducing the number of cats per residence will only

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR for the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA.
Notwithstanding, under CEQA, when preparing an EIR a
reasonable range of alternatives must be evaluated to
give decisionmakers information about alternate options
to meet most of the basic project objectives and avoid or
reduce significant environmental impacts from the
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increase the number of free-roaming cats, at least
temporarily, and does not fulfill the Project goals. 16.
ES.8.2 -Analysis of Alternatives Carried Forward should explain at a high level why Alternatives 1 and 6
were carried forward, and why the other Alternatives
were not carried forward and instead discarded. No
explanations exist in current version. 17. ES.8.2 Alternative 1 analysis should be reworded to
downplay zoonotic diseases by rewording to
something like “proposed Project could increase the
potential risk of exposure to zoonotic diseases (albeit a
very small risk since zoonotic diseases are very rare in
free-roaming cats in LA)” 18. ES.8.3 - implies that
Alternative 6 is the superior option since mandatory
removal of free-roaming cats will reduce any
environmental impacts although it would impede the
attainment of certain project objectives outlined in
Para ES.2.1. The only objective that would be impeded
directly is implementing a no-kill policy since
euthanasia rates and costs would increase. But this nokill policy is in contradiction with the desire to reduce
environmental impacts and impedes other project
objectives including reducing the number of freeroaming cats.

Responses
proposed Project. In the case of the proposed Project, 13
alternatives were evaluated in Table 5.1 in the Draft EIR.
Although the proposed Project was not found to result in
significant impacts, Alternatives 1 and 6 met most of the
basic project objectives and were analyzed in depth, as
well as the No Project Alternative as required under
CEQA. Please see Sections 5.4.2 and 5.4.3 for the Draft
EIR’s analysis of the free-roaming cat population for
Alternatives 1 and 6 based on the same modeling
supported by substantial evidence used for the proposed
Project. Please see Section 5.3 regarding Alternatives 4, 7,
and 12, which were not carried forward for further CEQA
analysis because they did not meet most of the basic
project objectives. Please also see Master Responses
Alternatives Analysis and Consideration of Public Health
Impacts under the Proposed Project.

LA Feeders

LAF-14

Table ES-3 Summary of Citywide Cat Program
Implementation Guidelines - Limiting feeding times to
only between 6am and 8pm MUST be removed since
com-cats are nocturnal by nature and generally won’t
come out from hiding during the day. This time limit
would actually be in conflict with the supervised 30minute limit for leaving food since during the day the
cats probably won’t come out, leaving the food
uneaten after 30 minutes and forcing the removal of it
before the cats eat a single morsel.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.

LA Feeders

LAF-15

20. Table ES-3 - Spell out the acronym CCP here since
it’s the first time used. A glossary of acronyms would
also be helpful. 21. Table ES-3- Explain “code updates”,

Thank you for your comment. Please see page xi in the
Draft EIR for a list of acronyms and abbreviations.
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such as saying “municipal and administrative code
updates” to dispel any perception that “code updates”
pertains to software, a phrase commonly used in
today’s technological society. 22. Table ES-3 - last
bullet under Public Education/Engagement/Outreach
appears to be worded incorrectly. Possible suggestion
is to state “can reduce the existing free-roaming cat
population and therefore reduce their effects on ... “

Responses
Proposed amendments to the LAMC are clearly discussed
in Sections ES.2 and ES.3 of the Executive Summary.

Coalition for
Pets and Public
Safety

CPP-1

In 2008, the City of Los Angeles had an estimated
50,000 outdoor cats. In 2009, an injunction prevented
assistance from the city to sterilize cats. In 2019, there
is now an estimate of over 250,000 cats roaming Los
Angeles per a current Environmental Impact Study.
Without sterilization, the 250,000 cats can produce
approximately 500,000 within just one heat cycle. Cats
have 3 heat cycles per year therefore, within 1 year
these stray cats will produce an estimated 8,000,000
cats if not sterilized. Now that’s a problem for the
community, the cats and animal services who spends
millions of dollars to euthanize unwanted cats, year
after year, after year. Since the injunction was
mandatory for the city to not assist with sterilizing
stray cats, rescue orgs and non profit funding tried to
step in. Some cats got sterilized others rehomed.
Though after 1 0 years, cats continued to reproduce
thus creating an epidemic. Both county and city
shelters currently see an unprecedented increase of
cats in the past 3 months. The Coalition of Pets &
Public Safety is dedicated to reduce the cat/dog
population and assist Los Angeles residents with fewer
cats and dogs roaming the streets of Los Angeles as
well as reducing animal controls euthanasia costs. In
2001, we purchased the first mobile spay and neuter
clinic for the City of Los Angeles, now we have 3
mobile spay and neuter clinics. The dog population has
decreased to where euthanasia and strays are reduced
by 80%. Before the injunction, the cat population was
declining. The cat population has now accelerated and

Thank you for your comment and support of the
proposed Project. Prior to preparation of the EIR, the
various claims about the existing population of freeroaming cats were thoroughly evaluated in the literature
review, and taken into account in formulating the cat
population model used in the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes.
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will exponentially continue to accelerate until spay
and neuter is supported by the city with the injunction
lifted. There are hundreds of humane cat caretakers in
Los Angeles who are willing to volunteer to get cats
sterilized and they should be treated well, and funded.
This is a team of dedicated people who should not be
ignored, rather utilized as a resource to rectify the
problem of cat over population. Everybody agrees, we
all want fewer cats. Sterilization is the only solution to
reduce cat breeding, thus reducing the population.
Simple as it sounds. Let’s work together to reduce the
cat population. That’s what both sides want and the
cats will like it too! Please see the attachments from
various scientists, mathematicians and former animal
managers.

Responses

Coastal San
Pedro
Neighborhood
Council

CSP-1

Please note: these comments to the Draft EIR are sent
by the Board of the Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood
Council based on unanimous adoption of this motion
at its 21 October 2019 Board Meeting: Motion to file
comments on the “Citywide Cat Program” Draft
Environmental Impact Report. The Coastal San Pedro
Neighborhood Council shall file formal comments to
the recently-released Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) on the “Citywide Cat Program” to point
out numerous technical and scientific flaws in the
report’s analysis (including but not limited to
provisions that appear to violate California State law,
lack of required monitoring of proposed mitigations,
and significant errors in the population model that
forms the core of the analysis) that are sufficiently
severe that the report must be substantially
overhauled before it can be acceptable as advice to
policymakers. Environmental impact reports (EIRs),
required by California State Law under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as described in this
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), page ES-1,
require: …preparation of an objective, full-disclosure
document to (a) inform agency decision makers and

Thank you for your comment. Revisions to the Draft EIR
in response to the comments received are presented in
the Final EIR. Please also see Master Responses Domestic
Cat Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis, Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes, and Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required. Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal
Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding legal conclusions and
other non-CEQA laws.
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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.
Unfortunately, this DEIR has sufficient flaws and
unaddressed issues that, in its present state, it cannot
fulfil the mandate of providing decision makers with
adequate information on which to base decisions. The
proposed project contains policies that appear to
violate City and California State law. The core
population model that justifies much of the DEIR’s
evaluation is grossly misused. The inevitable
environmental effects of the proposed program are
incorrectly classified as “part” of the program, rather
than effects of it, and hence are neither monitored or
mitigated over the 30-year program. Those problems
with the current DEIR are sufficiently extensive and
fundamental that they cannot be corrected with minor
revisions and responses to comments as the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) is issued.
Therefore, we request substantial revision of this
DEIR, presumably in the form of a Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report, that addresses the
numerous flaws in the current draft. Such a draft will
permit the public and interested organizations a
chance to see a reasonably analyzed set of proposed
actions, understand their actual expected
environmental impacts, and evaluate their desirability
as a matter of City policy. We highlight a few of the
more obvious problems in the DEIR here, but note that
many others remain.

Responses

Coastal San
Pedro
Neighborhood
Council

CSP-2

It is not reasonable to base an analysis of the impacts
of proposed policy if that policy would be in violation
of City or State law. Without an articulated strategy of
how those laws will be changed to accommodate the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, Public
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proposed policies, there is no stable basis for
evaluating adoption of the proposed policies. The DEIR
proposes to encourage the feeding of stray and feral
cats as a significant part of the Cat Program (e.g.
Section 2.5.2.2). Section 53.06.5 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code prohibits feeding non-domesticated
mammalian predators, which the City acknowledges
includes feral cats, as evidenced by signs posted by
City agencies citing that section of code stating that it
is illegal to feed cats. The State of California’s
Department of Fish and Wildlife has pointed out (in
responses to the project’s Notice of Preparation) that
State law (14 CCR §251.1) also prohibits the feeding of
stray and feral cats — this is acknowledged in the
DEIR, but no strategy is outlined for complying with
State law. California State law, as part of littering
ordinances (Penal Code §374.4), specifically prohibits
distributing: …beverage containers and closures,
packaging, wrappers, wastepaper, newspapers, and
magazines, in a place other than a place or container
for the proper disposal thereof, and including waste
matter that escapes or is allowed to escape from a
container, receptacle, or package. That description
quite accurately describes the way feral cats are
generally fed. The only strategy proposed that would
permit compliance with that State code is a
recommendation (not requirement) that all feral and
stray cat feeding should be actively monitored for 30
minutes. The proposed feeding and maintenance of
stray and feral cats outdoors appears to violate the
City’s ordinance on cat-keeping (“Cat Kennel
Ordinance”, LAMC 53.00). That ordinance specifies
that only a very small number of cats (3, proposed to
be increased to 5) can be “kept or maintained” at a
location (whether indoors or outdoors). However, the
program recommended in the DEIR explicitly provides
for public education on care and maintenance of
populations of cats at feeding stations (section 2.5.2.4
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on education; section 2.5.2.2 on the feeding guidelines
that would be promulgated). Maintaining a large
population of cats clearly violates the ordinance on
how many cats can be maintained (whether the
current 3 or the proposed 5). However, the program
recommended in the DEIR explicitly provides for
public education on care and maintenance of
populations of cats at feeding stations (section 2.5.2.4
on education;
section 2.5.2.2 on the feeding guidelines that would be
promulgated). Maintaining a large population of
cats clearly violates the ordinance on how many cats
can be maintained (whether the current 3 or the
proposed
5).

Responses

Coastal San
Pedro
Neighborhood
Council

CSP-3

The program as proposed in the DEIR is based on a 30year projection of its effects on cat populations, based
on a population model, and summarized in table 4.1-2
(page 4.1-11). Significant claims in the DEIR regarding
environmental impact (or lack of impact) are based
directly on outputs of the population model. Put
concisely: the outputs of the model form the core of
the claim that there are no significant environmental
impacts of the proposed program. The model’s
projections are the basis for comparison between the
selected program and the No-Program Option.
However, the model’s projections cannot in any way
be relied upon, regardless of whether the model itself
is a good choice for the application. This is because: (a)
model parameters are unrealistically set to fixed
values for the entire 30-year projection; and (b) no
analysis of parameter accuracy or sensitivity is
performed. Dynamic models such as this are built
around a set of parameters that summarize the
relevant characteristics of the environment and the
modelled animal. Table J-2 (DEIR Appendices) lists the
model parameters. These include quantities such as

Thank you for your comment. The City has chosen to
include a sensitivity analysis in the Final EIR. The
sensitivity analysis measured how much the key metrics
of interest change when each of the model parameters
were increased or decreased by 5%. Please see Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes, which provides an overview
of how the model was updated based on comments
received and includes updated results, and concludes that
with these updates, the impacts analysis and conclusions
in the Draft EIR still remain valid; also see Updated
Appendix J of the Final EIR that shows in strikethrough
and underline all changes made to the population model
and presents a discussion of the modeling approach,
including limitations of any model (also included in
Section J.11 of the Draft EIR). In addition, please see
Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR, which presents updated
results of the population model.
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“Pregnancies per year”, “Adult fecundity”,
“Kittens/litter [Feral & Stray]”, “Kittens/litter
[Owned]”, “Adult Survival [Feral & Stray]”, “Adult
Survival [Owned]”, etc. The model results depend, in
non-linear ways, on each of the 31 (thirty-one)
parameters listed. In all cases, a single value was
chosen for each parameter. Furthermore, that value
was assumed to remain unchanging throughout the 30
year timespan of the program. The model appears to
have been run with that one set of fixed values for the
No-Project projection, and the same fixed set with four
(fixed) changes for the Project projection. As an
example of fixed parameters that should not be
assumed to be fixed, if this program changes the way
the City handles feral and stray cats in the way that is
proposed, by applying “trap, neuter, and release”, it is
patently unrealistic to expect proportions of sterilized
cats to remain fixed over 30 years. These are fixed at
2.3% of feral cats, 93% of owned and stray cats, and a
sterilization rate of 0.1% of juvenile feral and stray
cats sterilized each year, and 0.25% of adult feral and
stray cats sterilized each year. The program itself is
expected to change those numbers, making a fixed
selection of those parameters obviously incorrect. No
attempt was made to supply estimates of the accuracy
(correctness) or precision (exactness) of each (or any)
of the model parameters and no analysis of variability
in these parameters was performed. Most of the
parameters are derived from a single source, and no
discussion of accuracy is provided. Dynamic models
such as this would normally be run through a
“sensitivity analysis” that would provide insight into
how sensitive the model outputs are to each of the
model parameters. That sensitivity, and an
understanding of the accuracy of the model
parameters, is critical to trustworthy interpretation of
model outputs. In the absence of a sensitivity analysis
it is impossible to evaluate whether the model outputs
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would be radically different if, for example, the
“Juvenile survival [Feral & Stray]”, fixed at 21%, was
actually 10%, or 30% (and note that this parameter
was chosen from a single published paper). There are
31 parameters whose variability was not analyzed — a
gross misuse of this kind of model to inform
management decision making.

Responses

Coastal San
Pedro
Neighborhood
Council

CSP-4

CEQA requires that unavoidable environmental effects
must have a mitigation plan approved that includes
monitoring and enforcement. This DEIR attempts to
skirt this requirement by proposing project actions
that would have unavoidable effects, and handling
those effects by a proposed distribution of “Program
Implementation Guidelines” and “Ecological
Conservation Measures”. The claim is that, since “…
these guidelines are part of the proposed Project, they
are not mitigation measures as defined under CEQA.”
(Section 2.5.2, page 2-15). Further, adherence to those
guidelines is optional (“recommended”) by the thirdparty organizations that the proposed program
expects to carry out significant parts of the proposed
policies. The importance of these guidelines is clearly
stated: “The proposed Program Implementation
Guidelines and Ecological Conservation Measures aim
to protect ESAs [Environmentally Sensitive Areas],
special status species, and public health.” (Section
2.5.2, page 2-15). These concerns are exactly the kinds
of concerns that CEQA-mandated mitigations are put
in place to address. Choosing to classify impacts as
“parts” of the proposed project, rather than impacts of
the proposed project, appears to be a deliberate
attempt to avoid having to design, require, and
monitor mitigation for the environmental effects the
project will cause. The actions recommended in the
“Program Implementation Guidelines” and “Ecological
Conservation Measures” are mitigations (though the
DEIR does not identify them as such) and must be
analyzed and handled as CEQA requires for mitigation

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.
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measures. In fact, without a monitoring program, it
will be impossible to determine if the goals of the
program are achieved during and by the end of the 30year proposed timespan, let alone whether the
assertion of “no impacts” is even remotely correct.

Responses

Humane Society

HS-1

The Humane Society of the United States appreciates
the opportunity to submit these comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Citywide
Cat Program. We are encouraged to see the City of Los
Angeles move forward in addressing free-roaming cat
populations in the city. The mission of the HSUS
extends to both wild and domestic animals and with
that we recognize that managing community cats is a
complex issue with many stakeholders and varying
perspectives. Yet overall, stakeholders can agree that
fewer free-roaming cats is a goal to which we all
aspire. Whether threats are real, perceived or
exaggerated, humanely reducing the population of
free-roaming cats will reduce the threats. The HSUS
believes in the effectiveness of trap-neuter-return
community cat programs for sustainably reducing
free-roaming cat populations and supports the
determination that the Citywide Cat Program will have
no significant negative impact on the environment. In
2013, we submitted comments that applauded the
findings of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Citywide Cat Program. In 2017, we
submitted comments regarding the preparation of this
DEIR, urging that the current landscape of freeroaming cats be used as a baseline rather than an
unrealistic zero-cat model. Today, we submit
comments in support of the determination, along with
some concerns over specifics in the Program and
analysis.

Thank you for your comment.

Humane Society

HS-2

The Citywide Cat Program is the preferable option
Numerous studies have shown the positive impact
TNR efforts can have on reducing free-roaming cat

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project. The
sources that informed the EIR analysis were selected
through a computerized literature review process. The
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populations. (Boone et al., 2019; Kreisler, Cornell, &
Levy, 2019; Robertson, 2008; D. Spehar & Wolf, 2017,
2018; Swarbrick & Rand, 2018; Tan, Rand, & Morton,
2017) Culling strategies, which best describes the
complaint-based removal of free-roaming cats
employed by animal control agencies for many
decades, have been shown to be at best ineffective and
at worst driving significant population increases.
(Boone et al., 2019; Lazenby, Mooney, & Dickman,
2015) The City of Los Angeles grasped this reality and
understood that a new approach was needed when
initially implementing the Citywide Cat Program
nearly a decade ago. TNR is most effective when it can
be applied widely and with high intensity, a milestone
that would be difficult to achieve in Los Angeles
without the participation of the City’s shelter system.
While TNR is already being employed by private
organizations and individuals in Los Angeles, the
impact of that work increases significantly when
combined with shelter-based TNR, commonly referred
to as return-to-field or shelter-neuter-return. Freeroaming cats brought to the shelter can flag the
presence of additional free--roaming cats and prompt
targeted TNR by collaborating partner organizations.
An analysis of the value of employing both strategies
showed municipal shelters saw a marked decline in
both feline intake (32%) and euthanasia (83%) rates
over the course of just three-years. (D. D. Spehar &
Wolf, 2019) Given this and the prospective increase in
sterilizations facilitated by private organizations as a
result of City outreach and education efforts, referrals
to TNR organizations and other incentives beyond the
20,000 City-subsidized surgeries, it can be reasonably
assumed that the City will experience a larger decline
in cat populations than forecast in the DEIR. High
volume TNR efforts also lead to fewer preventable
deaths. (Boone et al., 2019) By stemming the
reproductive cycle, sterilization-based strategies
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prevent the births of many kittens who would
otherwise die before adulthood-only 25% of kittens
born to free-roaming cats survive to adulthood.
(Nutter, Levine, & Stoskopf, 2004) This reduction in
harm and suffering is in line with the City’s overall
animal welfare objectives and is yet another reason
the Citywide Cat Program is preferable over other
alternatives with no significant environmental impact.

Responses

Humane Society

HS-3

The City must commit to fully fund the target 20,000
spay/neuter surgeries per year for free-roaming cats
without reducing funds available for the spay/neuter
of owned cats. These programs for owned cats prevent
unwanted liners of kittens who might otherwise
evolve into free-roaming cats. The impact of the
Program’s TNR efforts can be offset by the addition of
new cats through immigration and abandonment and
the City must not lose ground on this front.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the concern
about diverting funds for sterilizing pet cats, as discussed
in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, part b, “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.”

Humane Society

HS-4

The HSUS also encourages the City to develop robust
education and awareness efforts for the public around
free-roaming cats, including wide distribution of
information on how residents can assist with TNR is
needed so that cats in their neighborhoods are
sterilized and vaccinated, there is easy access to
training and traps for loan, and support so that
caretakers can maintain colonies of cats in a manner
that minimizes any impact on the environment. Many
public nuisance complaints can be mitigated by
sterilizing the cats involved, adjusting feeding
practices and/or employing deterrents.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Public Education and Outreach and The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.

Humane Society

HS-5

Inaccuracies in population analysis Sterilization rate of
feral and stray cat subpopulation is faulty (Appendix
1.4.3.1). Population modeling employed in the DEIR
uses a 2.3% sterilization rate based on the Wallace and
Levy study of cats brought to trap-neuter-return
programs. (Wallace & Levy, 2006) However, this figure
does not represent the population of free-roaming cats
who are sterilized as cats known to be sterilized are

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes.
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not typically brought to TNR programs. It is standard
practice in TNR programs to remove the top ~ inch of
a cat’s ear while anesthetized for spay or neuter
surgery. This ear-tip identifies the cat as having been
sterilized and that the cat does not need to be
resubmitted to a TNR clinic for surgery. If trapped,
these ear-tipped cats are typically released on site.
This 2.3% more likely represents the proportion of
free roaming cats who were previously owned. In
areas where TNR has been practiced, the sterilization
rates for free-roaming cats would logically be higher.

Responses

Humane Society

HS-6

Free-roaming cat population declines are likely to be
greater than forecast. In calculating the free-roaming
cat population over a 30-year timeframe, only cats
sterilized under the City-sponsored vouchers or
released from LAAS were considered. TNR surgeries
funded privately, such as those that are occurring
currently via private organizations, were not part of
the calculation. If these numbers were factored in, a
greater decline in free-roaming cat population would
be projected, further diminishing any anticipated
impact the City’s existing cat population will have on
the environment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes.

Humane Society

HS-7

Concerns over buffer zones The DEIR fails to analyze
impact of restricting population management in buffer
zones. It should not be assumed that the rate of
removal of cats from the buffer zones will have impact
equal to the rate of TNR of cats outside the buffer zone.
TNR is conducted primarily by those with an interest
in the cats they are trapping. It is most often, and most
effectively, done by or with the cooperation of the H
person or persons who are feeding the cats targeted
for trapping. If the intent of trapping is not to return
the cats, those residents are less likely to engage in or
assist with trapping the cats. While these cats are not
considered owned, a relationship still exists between
the cats and their caretakers. By disincentivizing TNR

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs
and Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.
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in buffer zones, trapping and removal of cats in this
area will be limited to complaint-based actions of
animal control. This equates to low-level culling, a
method deemed ineffective. (Boone et al., 2019) Thus
the impact of these interventions on reducing
populations of free-roaming cats within the buffer
zones can be presumed to be less than the impact on
populations outside the buffer zone. Environmentally
sensitive areas and their buffer zones are where
population management efforts are most needed in
order to decrease any potential negative impacts from
free-roaming cats. A one-mile buffer zone raises
several concerns. Placing a buffer zone around an ESA
to provide further protections for the species of
concern living within that ESA is a reasonable
application, however the size of that buffer zone must
make sense. Using an aggregate of free-roaming cat
home range estimates creates an artificially large
buffer zone. Rather than a uniform buffer zone that
applies to all ESAs, the size of a buffer zone should be
reflective of the bordering community, its landscape
and the effect of urbanization on free-roaming cats.
Home ranges for cats in rural, agricultural settings as
well as for those in wilderness settings skew larger
than for cats in dense urban and suburban areas.
Hanmer, et. al. found cats in urban settings had a home
range of 0.9 ha or 0.003 m2. (Hanmer, Thomas, &
Fellowes, 2017) The same study suggests buffer zones
for urban areas of approximately 14Smeters or 0.09
miles and 200 meters or 0.12 miles in suburban areas.
This study is cited in the DEIR yet the data on home
range size is not included in Table M-1 nor then in the
calculations for supporting a 1-mile buffer zone.
Moreover, home range size for intact cats is larger than
for sterilized cats. (Kitts Morgan, Caires, Bohannon,
Parsons, & Hilburn, 2015) Cats that are returned
within a buffer zone after sterilization would stay
closer to home than intact cats currently living within
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those zones and not submitted to a TNR program due
to lack of incentive. These managed colonies would
also skew older, as cats are sterilized, and new births
are stemmed Older cats have smaller home ranges and
are less-active hunters than their younger
counterparts, exerting less pressure on nearby
wildlife. (Churcher & Lawton, 1987; Morgan et al.,
2009) Thus, conducting TNR within the buffer zone
would further decrease the existing impact of free
roaming cats within the area.

Responses

Humane Society

HS-8

Feeding restrictions in buffer zones also impact home
ranges, pushing cats to roam more broadly to seek out
new food sources. When food is plentiful and clumped,
as in situations where cats are provided food at
designated feeding stations, home ranges are smaller
than when food is dispersed and less available.
(Liberg, Sandell, Pontier, & Natoli, 2000) Thus the
proposed feeding restrictions could potentially
increase any impact the cats have on the environment.
Indeed, even the DEIR notes “free-roaming cats that
are not subsidized with food have been documented
hunting and consuming as much as four times that of
pet cats. “Directing people to suddenly stop feeding the
free-roaming cats within the buffer zones that they
have been caring for is not humane and is not in line
with the humane principles the City is advocating for
with the Citywide Cat Program nor its efforts to reduce
euthanasia at municipal shelters. Without their
dependable food source, cats will need to seek out new
sources, rummaging through trash containers and
potentially increasing their predation. Such activity
will lead to increased nuisance complaints, an
increased threat to wildlife, mistrust among those
residents in the buffer zones who are concerned for
the cats and other negative repercussions.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments HS-4 and HS-7.

Humane Society

HS-9

Areas defined as Environmentally Sensitive Areas are
unclear. The map outlining ESAs and their buffer zones

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment LAF-10.
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does not defame those areas. Several locations in
Central/South Los Angeles Planning Zones noted as
ESAs in Figure 4.2-2a. are not illustrated in any other
of the DEIR’s maps illustrating sensitive habitat
(Figure 4.2-2b., Figure 4.2-5., Figure 4.2-6.). Discussion
in the document on these areas and the reason for
their inclusion is also lacking. At least one of these
areas was also not included in the ESA map provided
with the Mitigated Negative Determination. If the map
is to serve as a guide for the Program, it should clearly
define and label ESAs and only include areas that are
supported by the EIR, such as areas with verified
concerns regarding the presence of free-roaming cats.
Areas should not be included simply because they are
park land owned by the State City or County. While
those areas may prohibit free-roaming cats per agency
policy, that in itself does not support the need for a
buffer zone.

Responses

Humane Society

HS-10

The DEIR took a comprehensive look at available
literature regarding free-roaming cats. We are pleased
with the resulting determination that the Citywide Cat
Program will have no significant negative impact on
the environment, and encourage the City to move
forward with adopting the Citywide Cat Plan. Thank
you for considering our comments to the DEIR and the
Citywide Cat Program.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Daws of
Atwater Village

JW-1

I implore you to please not place such harsh
restrictions on the Cat Program. I TNR a lot of cats in
spite of the fact that I am unable to receive any help
from the City due to this very long ongoing lawsuit.
Most of us trappers rely on programs such as Fixnation
to fix AND vaccinate our cats. Otherwise I pay for this
service out of pocket which can cost me $300 plus! But
if I had not, and other trappers such as myself, this city
would be literally be overrun with kittens. What your
now proposing will indeed ensure that we will have an
even larger population of unwanted cats (that you may

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.
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plan for extermination). More hungry cats to feed. Thu,
Oct 24, 2019 at 11 :56 AM We will have to drive
further away and most of us have schedules and are
unable to fit all into one timeline for feedings

Responses

Daws of
Atwater Village

JW-2

We have started programs for barn cats, we have
adopted some out, all kittens are scooped up and
adopted out. Through no fault of their own, 67% of
stray cats had previous owners and were abandoned
and half the time abandoned without first fixing them.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program.

Daws of
Atwater Village

JW-3

We work hard spending alot of money and alot of our
own personal time. This being done to keep our stray
population down. And they are not going to kill our
birds into extinction so please, work with us and not
against us!

Thank you for your comment.

FixNation

FN-1

I am writing on behalf of FixNation, the first
spay/neuter clinic in LA devoted to sterilizing
community cats (feral/stray/homeless). As co-founder
of this clinic, I sincerely appreciate this opportunity to
provide public comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report of the Citywide Cat Program in Los
Angeles (DEIR).I am pleased the DEIR finds no
significant environmental impacts associated with the
proposed Program. I have been a passionate advocate
of trap-neuter-return (TNR) for nearly 20 years (as
was my late husband, Fix Nation co-founder Mark
Dodge), primarily for its ability to humanely stop the
breeding cycle, improve cats’ quality of life and
prevent reproduction. Removing and killing outdoor
cats has been shown NOT to constructively impede cat
reproduction. It facilitates a never-ending breeding
cycle well known in nature and thus is completely
futile for protecting wildlife as well. TNR has been
used now for decades in the US and in Europe for
many years before that. It not only improves the lives
of the cats, it improves their relationships with the
people who live near them and decreases the size of
colonies over time. TNR is definitely the only logical,

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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effective and science-based means of controlling the
population of free-roaming and feral cats and it is
wonderful to see that the DEIR reached the same
conclusion.

Responses

FixNation

FN-2

I do have some concerns about the restrictions
included in the DEIR that may reduce the overall
impact of the proposed Program. It would be a huge
disappointment and missed opportunity if we fall
short of our collective goal - establishing Los Angeles
as a no-kill community- a goal whole-heartedly
supported by local residents, elected officials and
almost all animal welfare organizations. My specific
concerns include: Restricting TNR from
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and related one-mile
buffer zones, which would effectively put a significant
portion of the City of Los Angeles (39%) off limits. It’s
likely that these areas have the greatest need of TNR
activities;

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs
and Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.

FixNation

FN-3

Restricting feeding times, which overlooks an
important aspect of successful TNR: colony
management, is provided on a volunteer basis by local
residents. Feeding schedules need to be adaptable and
convenient for their schedules and unique
circumstances. Regular feeding times and consistent
monitoring of community cats is also a key part of any
successful TNR program, but a “one size fits all”
approach is not;

Thank you for your comment. The program guidelines
have been changed to focus on TNR-related activities, and
now do not contain recommendations for colony
management. Please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach.

FixNation

FN-4

Restricting TNR to areas without “vulnerable
populations” (children, elderly and people with weak
immune systems), which potentially puts the entire
city off limits to TNR and will be a very difficult
standard to ascertain and enforce. Children and elderly
live throughout the city, and how would it be possible
to determine whether someone with a weak immune
system lives in any given residence in a 400 square
mile city?;

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the
Proposed Project.
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FixNation

FN-5

Restricting the proposed Working Cat Program to
indoor-only facilities, which will severely limit the
number of potential placements. It also seems
inconsistent with other City policies that allow at least
some pet cats to free-roam without restriction.

Thank you for your comment. The City’s Working Cat
Program is being created to provide an alternative to
euthanasia for nuisance cats and cats trapped in ESAs. In
order to discourage these cats from returning to where
they were found, the program has been limited to
indoor/enclosed areas only. Please also see Master
Response Working Cat Program.

FixNation

FN-6

Of equal concern is standard for the allocation of
funding for surgically sterilizing 20,000 free-roaming
cats in Los Angeles, as proposed by the DEIR. The
Project Description refers to the fact that “LA Animal
Services has contracts with several low-cost spay and
neuter providers”. FixNation has never signed a formal
contract with the City yet has a pre-injunction history
of providing surgeries funded by LA Animal Services,
and I want to be assured that our high-quality/highvolume spay/neuter clinic will indeed be allowed to
participate in the post-injunction voucher program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.5.1 in
the Draft EIR regarding implementation of the voucher
program for the proposed Project.

FixNation

FN-7

Fix Nation sterilizes and provides basic medical care to
approximately 100 cats each and every day the clinic is
open (4 days per week). This adds up to 17,000+ cats
per year and nearly 170,000 cats to date. The demand
the past few years has only increased and we are
currently booked out two full months in advance. It
would be a significant blow to our vast network of
volunteer trappers and community cat caregivers and to the proposed program itself- if our clinic cannot
be a part of the City’s proposed TNR program due to
an arbitrary stipulation regarding which providers are
eligible and which are not. That should be left to the
department’s discretion. FixNation encourages the
Bureau of Engineering to adopt the recommendations
outlined above as part of the Final EIR, which I
sincerely believe will help ensure the overall success
of this ambitious and long awaited TNR plan. Thank
you for your consideration and for putting our

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please also see Response to Comment FN-6.
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collective and compassionate goal of a no-kill Los
Angeles within reach at last.

Responses

For the Animals

MM-1

I am writing in response to the request for public
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report of
the Citywide Cat Program in Los Angeles (“DEIR”). I
am pleased the DEIR does not find a significant
environmental impact of cats and Trap Neuter Return
(TNR). I am in full support of TNR as the proven way
to handle free roaming and feral cats. Thank you for
recognizing the value of TNR. TNR not only reduces cat
numbers but enhances their quality of life. It also
makes feline and human communities happier as free
roaming and feral cat numbers decline and mating
behaviors cease. TNR allows for active management of
free-roaming cats by providing feeding, vaccination
and flea treatment. I am concerned, however, that the
City has included significant restrictions that may limit
the positive impact of the TNR program, and
potentially create an outcome that differs from the
desires and goals of the city and the public, including
those who respect the lives of cats, wildlife and our
environment. I have serious concerns about the
following areas of the DEIR:

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines.

For the Animals

MM-2

Restricting TNR activities from Environmentally
Sensitive Areas and corresponding one-mile buffer
zones, rendering 39% of the City of Los Angeles off
limits.

Thank you for your comment. The City has considered the
comments received on the Draft EIR and has revised the
program implementation guidelines. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

For the Animals

MM-3

Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable
populations – defined as children, the elderly and
those with compromised immune systems – exist, as
this would make the entire city off limits to TNR and
be unenforceable.

Thank you for your comment. Public health impacts from
free-roaming cats are described in Section 4.4, Human
Health Hazards, in the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Responses Consideration of Public Health Impacts under
the Proposed Project, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, and Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines.
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For the Animals

MM-4

Restricting feeding times, which fails to recognize that
people have different schedules and need flexibility on
when they can feed cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

For the Animals

MM-5

I fully support the comments submitted by Stray Cat
Alliance and echo their concerns and suggestions for
improvement to the project. I respectfully request you
move forward without the restrictions noted above to
allow full implementation of TNR in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment MM-4.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-1

I am writing to offer my comments on the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Citywide
Cat Program. First, let me offer my congratulations and
thanks to the Bureau, its consultants, you personally,
and the City’s own Cat Program advisors for preparing
a pioneering and thorough document that I believe is
more than responsive to the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act. I know it’s been
a team effort thus far and will continue to be as the
process heads toward a conclusion. The constrained
scope of the EIR as determined by the Initial Study
actually confirms the wisdom of the Bureau’s original
decision to prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration
in 2012- 13 because of the limited number of
mandated issue areas the Proposed Project potentially
impacts. My specific comments on Sections of the
document are as follows:

Thank you for your comment. The City has moved
forward with the preparation of a Draft EIR, which finds
that no significant impacts would result from
implementation of the proposed Project. Please also see
Master Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-2

2.3.1 -Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) The
incorporation and use of ESAs in the EIR raises a
couple of issues. First, the ESAs denoted on maps in
Section 4.2-2a and b have existed for a number of
decades. Given that these ESAs are likely to have been
encroached upon and/or altered by development or
natural changes over the years, I question whether
they should be rigidly adhered to for the purpose of
excluding cat colonies unless and until their
boundaries are reviewed and updated by the City.

Thank you for your comment. The criteria for including
the identified ESAs in the Draft EIR is discussed in Section
4.2.2.1. Based on comments received on the Draft EIR,
additional sensitive biological resources have been added
to the Final EIR in Section 3.2.5.2. Please also see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and CEQA
Lead Agency Level of Effort.
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Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-3

Second, more effort should be given to determining
what wildlife exists in each given ESA and whether
there actually are threatened or protected species in
them for which colony cats could pose a problem. If
there are not, the Trap-Neuter-Return (TNR)
restrictions should be reconsidered for those
locations. This should not be a one-size-fits-all
consideration.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PK-2. Please also see Master Response Public
Education and Outreach.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-4

Third, there appears to be a relationship between ESAs
and the County’s Sensitive Environmental Areas
(SEAs) described in Section 4.2.2.1. I have been unable
to identify whether that relationship has any direct
bearing on the Cat Program and whether any program
restrictions are prescribed for SEAs in addition to
those prescribed for ESAs. This should be clarified.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed on page 4.2-8
of the Draft EIR, for the purposes of the EIR biological
resources environmental setting, ESAs include Los
Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas, along with
the other areas noted. Please also see Response to
Comment PK-2.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-5

Last and most important, I believe that keeping TNR
out of these areas is a completely absurd and bonedheaded approach, that accepts the value of this
concept as advanced by Travis Longcore. While he is a
leader in the Urban Wildlands group which teamed
with local Audubon Society chapters in the litigation
which led to this EIR, other Audubon leaders in other
places support TNR. No other place in the country has
required an EIR for something that can only be helpful
in reducing the number of stray and feral cats. By
creating ESA’s which could cover as much as 40% of
our city, we are likely to be creating huge Cat
Reproduction Zones! We have already done so
citywide due to the injunction that has halted our
efforts to spay and neuter free-roaming cats for a
decade. Under the current proposal, 60% of the city
will have a slow but steady reduction, while in 40% we
will continue shooting ourselves in the paw with a
steady, unnecessary increase. This is all brought on by
Longcore’s Fantasyland beliefs. His alternative is to
create ESA’s (preferably for him the whole city) where
we would go in, trap and execute thousands of cats,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PK-2.
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rather than spaying/neutering and returning. This is
NOT going to happen. We would be the worldwide
standard in cruelty, and a worldwide laughingstock.
This would be a cat Holocaust, a citywide
“catastrophe.” This whole study is premised on his
hallucinations. So, based on the reality of the situation,
nothing will be done in the 40% (hopefully a lower
percentage because those areas are overly broad and
outdated) that are ESA’s and cats will increase
exponentially there. If their presence indeed poses any
threat to fauna, that unfortunate situation will be
exacerbated, not mitigated.

Responses

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-6

I could see a couple of wildlife refuge areas where we
could trap a hundred or so cats and remove them from
the area, and adopt them out as working cats. But that
is probably the extent of how many we could
successfully enroll in the program. For anything
beyond those numbers, we would be talking about
Longcore’s cat mass execution fantasy.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats and Working
Cat Program.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-7

We were forced by the court to ultimately allow
Longcore to waste one million dollars of city funds on
a cat EIR, and the accompanying criticism we received,
because we believe this will be a net savings in our
efforts to reduce cat overpopulation. Please do not let
one man’s lunacy devastate a critical program, and the
very birds he is trying to save.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.1 of
the Draft EIR regarding the previous court order.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-8

2.5.1 - Implementation The. text refers to “prequalified spay-and-neuter veterinarians” being eligible
to participate in the Task Order Solicitation process. I
presume the pre-qualification process is undertaken
by the Department of Animal Services (LAAS), but I
believe that what that constitutes should be made
clear. There are a variety of spay-neuter providers in
the city, including some very reputable, experienced
ones who have provided LAAS with their services in
the past, which are under the impression that for some
reason they may not be eligible to participate because

Thank you for your comment. LAAS has contracts with
five spay/neuter clinics (with plans to add a sixth)
attached to each of its six Animal Services Centers and
three Mobile Spay/Neuter Clinics, and approximately 50
local veterinarians have letters of agreement, meaning all
listed here can accept LAAS vouchers for spay/neuter
surgeries for pets living in Los Angeles. In regard to
community cats delivered in traps, each clinic will decide
if it can provide services and it is hoped all clinics will.
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for some reason they are not currently providing such
services. The EIR should not be conveying any
misimpressions with regard to that important matter.
The program should allow any spay-neuter provider
deemed qualified by the Department to participate at
the Department’s discretion, no matter when the
Department makes that decision.

Responses

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-9

2.5.2- Program Implementation Guidelines, etc. It
appears that the Implementation Guidelines allow for
TNR-related trapping to take place in both ESAs and in
the proposed one-mile buffer zones around them,
which I support. The recommendation that the cats,
after being sterilized and treated, not be returned to
colony sites in those locations raises issues I allude to
in my mention of ESAs above and is problematic. As I
mentioned above, attempting to eliminate or prohibit
colonies in those areas eliminates a substantial portion
of the city’s acreage from the Cat Program and runs the
risk of creating conditions whereby trappers will not
trap in those areas. That, in tum, means that
potentially thousands of free-roaming cats will live
and breed unabated in precisely the areas we’d rather
they not do so. As noted above, the ridiculous ESA
prohibition should at a minimum be fine-tuned to
acknowledge ESA locations wherein maintaining
colonies would not create meaningful impacts on flora
and fauna. Likewise, the one-mile buffer
recommendation, while apparently derived from “best
practices,” is based on free-roaming cat range
estimates that are contested by experienced TNR
practitioners. I am aware of arguments that one-third
of a mile would be more realistic, especially
considering that a managed colony with regular
feedings is likely to motivate the cats to remain
relatively close to their primary food source (which in
the case of a colony is going to be the feeding site).
Additionally, it is a known fact that male cats roam
much further than females in search of potential mates

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and Outreach.
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and neutering them would have a mitigating impact on
their likelihood to wander for a full mile in such a
search. I recommend that appropriate reductions to
the buffer zones be considered, which I believe will
cause no additional impacts, especially if done in
conjunction with a fine-tuning of the ESA restrictions
as I’ve suggested, or even better, eliminating them.

Responses

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-10

Regarding feeding hours, I am concerned that the
suggested 6 a.m.- 8 p.m. and 30-minute limitations
could prevent working persons who manage colonies
and also have to deal with congested commutes to and
from work will not be able to effectively carry out the
tasks necessary to effectively feed the cats. I
recommend that this be adjusted at least to 5 a.m. - 9
p.m. and 1-hour, respectively, or made even more
flexible so as to accommodate the needs of colony
managers who will be the engine driving the success of
the program.

Thank you for your comment. The program guidelines
have been changed to focus on TNR-related activities, and
now do not contain recommendations for colony
management. Please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-11

Regarding the Working Cat Program, I am very
supportive as long as it’s implemented in manageable
locations. I am aware that the concept has been
successful in a variety of locations, including several
Los Angeles Police Department stations, the
Downtown L.A. Flower Mart, barns and so on. I believe
we will have some work to do to convince “nonbelievers” to allow the program to be installed in
buildings they manage, but I am hopeful it can be
accomplished.

Thank you for your comment. Details regarding the
updated City of Los Angeles Working Cat Program are
found in Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR. It is anticipated that
once the program is advertised, sites consistent with the
criteria for appropriate locations would volunteer to
participate in the no-fee adoption process. The City would
initially target placing approximately 75 cats per year,
utilizing support from non-profits, volunteers, and social
media advertising. Please also see Master Response
Working Cat Program.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-12

4.2.2.9- Biological Resources As noted above, the
evolving nature of ESAs and SEAs suggests that the
analysis of predation can lead to the more nuanced
treatment of those locales I’ve previously set forth, at a
minimum.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-13

4.2.2.10- Cat Density The analysis of cat density
implicitly argues that the population control offered by
the implementation of TNR would be beneficial to the
fauna in ESAs, SEAs and buffer zones.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs
and Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes.
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Responses

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-14

4.2.3.2- Impacts Analysis Because trapping for TNR is
non-lethal, it should not place small wildlife in mortal
danger should non-feline animals venture into the
cage traps. And trappers will be able to release them
promptly, so the risk to these animals should be
minimal. The expressed concern regarding the
potential for trappers to trample vegetation can be
mitigated by providing trappers with instructions and
guidelines for avoiding disruption of flora. Because
trappers are trying to lure cats, not frighten them
away, disrupting vegetation would be
counterproductive.

Thank you for your comment. The environmental impacts
from trapping activities are discussed in Section 4.2.2. of
the Draft EIR. The analysis does conclude that
environmental impacts from the proposed Project will be
less than significant. There is also updated specific
guidance for TNR practitioners regarding existing best
practices typically used in existing TNR activities to avoid
undisturbed areas and vegetation while trapping. Please
see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-15

BI0-3 -Interference with Wildlife Movement, etc. As
the author of the City’s proposed Wildlife Corridor
plan, I am very sensitive to the potential for disrupting
the safe movement of wildlife in the urban setting. I
believe the EIR’s analysis of the risks associated with
the presence of free roaming cats is at least slightly
exaggerated. Clearly small felines are not a threat to
larger animals ranging from bobcats and servils up to
deer and mountain lions. They may pose a modest
threat to birds, rodents and other small animals
smaller than themselves, but that threat should recede
as TNR population controls are asserted. I support the
EIR’s conclusion that this likely is to be the case.
Additionally, I believe those birds and smaller animals
undertake movement that is not restricted to
corridors, per se, so the risk posed by outdoor cats is
further dissipated. And the choice is a program to
reduce free roaming cats, or to do nothing and
INCREASE their numbers. So how could having fewer
free roaming cats impact wildlife movement anyway?

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impact Analysis and Revised Guidelines – 1Mile Buffer around ESAs.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-16

BI0-4 - Wetlands Habitat, etc. I support the EIR’s
conclusion that the impact of TNR on wetland habitats
will not be significant, and if anything would be
positive, with a number of cats being reduced.
However, I could see identifying a wetlands area and

Thank you for your comment. The City’s Working Cat
Program would prioritize admission of cats found in or
near ESAs and nuisance cats that cannot be returned to
where they were found.
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removing a small cats for use in the working cats
program.

Responses

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-17

5.2- Alternatives The array of project alternatives
presented primarily includes useless proposals that
will not have the beneficial impact for free roaming cat
population control that the Cat Program provides. Two
alternatives, number 6 (free trapping and surrender)
and number 12 (free trapping and euthanization) are
objectionable as a matter of City policy and because
the City’s reliance on volunteer trappers makes them
impractical and indeed impossible. The City’s trapping
partners will not undertake the activity if it leads
directly or indirectly to killing cats. Thus, they become
comparable to the No Project alternative, which
straightforwardly ensures that every negative impact
the critics of TNR warn of is essentially guaranteed to
occur.

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR for the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA.
Notwithstanding, under CEQA, when preparing an EIR a
reasonable range of alternatives must be evaluated to
give decisionmakers information about alternate options
to meet most of the basic project objectives and avoid or
reduce significant environmental impacts from the
proposed Project. In the case of the proposed Project, 13
alternatives were evaluated in Table 5.1 in the Draft EIR.
Although the proposed Project was not found to result in
significant impacts, Alternatives 1 and 6 met most of the
basic project objectives and were analyzed in depth, as
well as the No Project Alternative as required under
CEQA. Please see Sections 5.4.2 and 5.4.3 for the Draft
EIR’s analysis of the free-roaming cat population for
Alternatives 1 and 6 based on the same modeling
supported by substantial evidence used for the proposed
Project. Please see Section 5.3 regarding the other
alternatives that were not carried forward for further
CEQA analysis because they did not meet most of the
basic project objectives. Please also see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz
(Council
District 5)

PK-18

The alternative proposing a reduction to the
household cat limit is directly in conflict with an aspect
of the Citywide Cat Program calling for an increase in
that limit which already has been approved in concept
by the Los Angeles City Council. Requiring a lower
number of indoor cats one can own will simply make
adoption of cats through our shelters more difficult,
and more of them euthanized, a result desirable only
to Mr. Longcore and the rare, out-of-step animal
activist organization.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PK-17.

Councilmember
Paul Koretz

PK-19

In conclusion, with significant modifications to the
guidelines and mitigation measures, I believe this EIR

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required,
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paves the way for an effective Cat Program that will
reduce environmental impacts as well as the number
of cats (especially neo-natal kittens) killed in the City
animal shelters. Absent the kinds of implementation
modifications I suggest, however, I believe the City
may be setting itself up to fail with regard to
controlling the population of free roaming cats. That
would be an unacceptable outcome for the City, the
cats, the birds and the people who care about them.

Responses
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis, and Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-1

Pet Assistance Foundation (PAF) has been a humane
presence in Southern California communities for more
than sixty-three years. Our hotline connects
compassionate residents and pet guardians with
information, resources, and/or direct support to
address the needs of companion animals in five
Southern California Counties. We have worked with
shelters, legislators, schools, veterinarians and private
citizens to improve the plight of companion animals
with a focus on curtailing pet overpopulation and the
rampant suffering it creates.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-2

As a grassroots organization operating twelve
branches throughout Southern California, we have
become very aware of the negative impact of TNR in
terms of animal suffering, environmental, public
health, and private property rights. TNR, as widely
practiced, is an outgrowth of the No Kill movement
that is based on the premise that any kind of life and
eventual death is better for unwanted animals than a
peaceful and painless death. Experiences on our
hotline and in the field as rescue workers tell us pet
overpopulation, in spite of decline in shelter
euthanasia statistics over the past 5 decades, is still a
tragic reality. Sadly, the No Kill movement has done a
great disservice to animals and the public by miseducating them that we can adopt, foster, and TNR our
way out of pet overpopulation. because for them, pet
overpopulation is nothing more than a myth, a fraud

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1 of the
Draft EIR regarding the City’s previously adopted no-kill
policy, Section 2.4 regarding project objectives, and
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR regarding components of the
updated proposed Project to further implement the nokill policy and adopt TNR as the preferred policy. Please
see Chapter 1 in the Final EIR for the updated project
description. Please also see Master Response Domestic
Cat Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis.
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that has been perpetrated upon the public by the
animal welfare community. There is abundant
evidence that No Kill operations throughout the nation
are failing in public shelters and private rescue groups
due to overcrowding, hoarding, and inept adoption
and rescue practices to increase live release rates.
TNR, as widely practiced is simply “outdoor hoarding.”

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-3

PAF subsidizes feral spay/neuter for clients requesting
financial help who, after our substantial screening,
state that they are competent caretakers who will feed
and care for a small number of ferals in safe areas,
usually in backyards or in contained areas near the
caretaker’s residence or business. Our policy on TNR
mirrors that of PETA and we attach their policy for
your perusal.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-4

The LA Citywide Cat Program is a massive undertaking
that involves significant public funding, $60 million
dollars over 30 years, and that will negatively impact
the environment, create quality of life issues for people
and for tens of thousands of feral cats. PAF firmly
believes TNR, unless carried out in a safe setting with
careful supervision and monitoring to abate animal
suffering, amounts to animal abandonment, which is
illegal in the State of California, and raises significant
issues of environmental impact, public health and
intrusion on property rights

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis, and This Is a Legal Issue,
Not a CEQA Issue.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-5

On page ES-7 of the Executive Summary, you state that
“the proposed Project would not result in any
significant environmental impacts. No mitigation is
required for the following resource areas: Biological
Resources, Water Resources, Human Health Hazards.”
Our LA urban environment is fragile due to over
population and over development. We need to make
every effort to conserve what little natural plant and
wild animal life we have left as well as preserve our
water supply from contamination. We do not believe
that the EIR has seriously considered the scientific

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis and note that the Draft EIR discusses the
existing effects of free-roaming cats on biological
resources in Section 4.2.2.9 and in the Study Area in
Section 4.2.2.10, related to birds and diseases in wildlife.
Please also see Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines.
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reports on the connection between the parasite
Toxoplasma gondii and the fatal infection of sea otters,
the dynamics of which are not completely understood,
but have been found to be related to cat feces. The runoff of water contaminated with cat feces seeping into
the underground water supply is another concern. We
are equally concerned about the decimation of millions
of birds, many of them endangered, by free-roaming
owned and feral cats. Many cats will exhibit hunting
behavior, even when they are fed. We do not
understand how you will prevent free roaming TNR
cats from migrating to sensitive environmental areas.

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-6

PAF OPPOSES THE CITYWIDE CAT PROGRAM
BECAUSE IT DOES NOT COMPREHENSIVELY ADDRESS
PUBLIC HEALTH AND PROPERTY RIGHTS ISSUES. A.
Public Health Concerns - Citizens have the right to not
be subjected to excessive flea and feces proliferation,
especially in public areas like parks where children
play and people gather for recreation. Typhus can be
spread by fleas and coccidia in cats can lead to a
toxoplasmosis infection in humans, e.g., children
playing in sand boxes or play areas where infected cats
have defecated. Furthermore, feral cats often contract
head mange, caused by mites that spread rapidly from
one animal to another and lead to great suffering for
the cat if it is not treated. Treating is possible in a feral
colony by adding ivermectin to the infected cat’s food:
however, this is a hit and miss approach and very
labor intensive. This parasitic infection is contagious
to humans and is known as Scabies.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Consideration of Public Health Impacts under
the Proposed Project and This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-7

Property Rights - Residents have the right not to want
nuisance cats on their property for whatever reason:
they don’t want cat feces in their yard, they don’t like
cats climbing on their cars or causing their dogs to
bark excessively. Many residents resort to trapping the
cat and taking it to the shelter where the owner may
be contacted, or sadly, a resident may simply abandon

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats.
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the cat. What happens in the case of a feral cat turned
in to the shelter? Will it continue to be abandoned
somewhere else to be victimized? This is why we
stress Keeping Your Cat Indoors when we do
adoptions. We encourage LAAS to do the same.

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-8

PAF IS OPPOSED TO THE CITYWIDE CAT PROGRAM
BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE
SAFETY AND WELFARE OF THE CATS. A. TNR
programs can only achieve their original purpose,
which is to humanely reduce feral cat populations over
time through attrition if they adhere to a carefully
structured program with diligent follow through.
Improperly applied, especially on a wide scale, it can
increase animal suffering and actually add to the
problem of pet overpopulation because it has the
effect of sending the wrong message to the public that
it is okay to abandon an animal when it is no longer
wanted.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Public Education and Outreach.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-9

B. TNR can so easily morph into a Return to Field
(RTF) program where any cat or kitten not considered
adoptable is altered, vaccinated, and then dumped in
its original or unfamiliar location, often with no
caretaker to provide food, shelter and monitoring of
the cats’ well-being. We have witnessed this time and
time again and are often involved in rescuing or caring
for these neglected cats. TNR cats are often abandoned
in neighborhoods where residents do not want the
cats released, or whole colonies are abandoned
because a caretaker becomes ill or dies. Proponents of
the RTF and TNR programs, mainly Stray Cat Alliance,
the organization that carries out RTF and TNR
programs in local shelter jurisdictions, maintains that
these cats will somehow survive even without a
dedicated caretaker. RTF is a truly adulterated form of
TNR practices, which we categorically oppose. PAGE
ES-3 “D” of the Executive Summary states: “Release
free-roaming cats that have been spayed and neutered

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats, Working Cat
Program, and Removal of Nuisance Cats. Notwithstanding,
under the proposed Project, free-roaming cats would be
trapped, sterilized, and returned to where they were
captured.
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from animal service centers’ custody to TNR groups
that have the intent of returning the animal to freeroaming status.” This statement has us very worried
because there is a loophole here for any free-roaming
cat, whether tame, semi-tame or feral, to fall victim to
indiscriminate abandonment in a loosely defined TNR
program, especially one that takes on RTF
characteristics. This is especially true when dealing
with vast numbers of feral cats whose handlers are
committed to an impressive “live release rate.”

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-10

C. The Citywide CAT Program does not
comprehensively address the following humane TNR
practices. As already pointed out, TNR programs are
best carried out in confined areas where dedicated
caretakers assume custody for a small colony from 1 to
10 cats under these conditions: 1.Cats must be
released in a safe, contained area that is free from
coyote intrusion and heavy traffic.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Draft EIR Section
2.4R for more information regarding the proposed project
objectives and Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for what is
included in the updated proposed Project. Please also see
Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding and Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats.
Notwithstanding, the proposed Project seeks to facilitate
sterilization of free-roaming cats, not colony
management, and the revised program implementation
guidelines focus on best practices for TNR.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-11

2.Dedicated caretakers must agree to monitor the cats
and formally register with the shelter to oversee
theca’s’ needs: mainly food, shelter, safety from
predators, and medical conditions, should they arise.
Food must be placed in an area where and when it
does not attract wildlife. Obviously, prior
arrangements must be made to provide funding for a
comprehensive TNR program, including food for the
cats and a replacement caretaker in case the current
caretaker is indisposed.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PAF-10 and Master Response Public Education
and Outreach.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-12

Local residents must be in agreement about cats being
released. Residents must be provided with information
about the specific cats released: sex, breed,
approximate age, and microchip numbers.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PAF-11. Notwithstanding, the proposed Project
does not propose relocation of cats. As such, residents
will not be experiencing new cats introduced to the area.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-13

4.The local municipal shelter must maintain a strict
monitoring policy regarding the cats and caretakers

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PAF-11.
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involved in caring for the TNR cats, including receiving
timely report from caretakers.

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-14

D. The Citywide Cat Program Fails to Adequately
Address the Negative Effects of TNR, especially when
practiced on a Wide Scale. 1.Feral cats are often the
progeny of owned, intact cats that are not kept indoors
by their owners or which have been abandoned to
fend for themselves after owners move out of
apartments or homes. The persistent myth that cats
can take care of themselves feeds this tragic pattern,
and, unfortunately, the presence of free roaming- cat
colonies can help perpetuate it, leading to even more
abandonment. In the case of small TNR colonies in
enclosed areas, public education is needed, as well as
prominent signs at contained colony sites that this is a
managed colony of Community Cats and abandoning
an animal here is a crime.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PAF-11.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-15

2.In their quest for food, starving, free-roaming cat
soften fall victim to rat poisoning because they eat
tainted prey or they are attracted to food that has been
purposefully baited with rat poison. We often hear
about occurrences of this slow and painful death on
our hotline. Even some mountain lions have fallen
victim to rat poison.

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Section 4.2.2
in the Draft EIR for discussion on this issue.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-16

3.Outdoor feeding stations and the cats themselves
also attract and increase the breeding behavior of
coyotes which view cats as a food source and adjust
their own population to available food supply. This is
one of the main reasons why we stress maintaining
TNR cats in a safe, contained area for the cats’ welfare
and to lessen their predation on wildlife.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PAF-11.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-17

4.Though the working Cat program may sound viable,
we must be assured the cats WILL be cared for under
the guidelines above as well as those mentioned on
pageES-2 in the Executive Summary.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program.
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Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-18

E. The Citywide Cat Program turns over responsibility
for much of its responsibility to outside organizations
that DO NOT HAVE a comprehensive approach to
curtailing pet overpopulation. PAF has deep concerns
about turning over the free roaming cat component of
cat rescue to TNR organizations, many of whom are
“No Kill” zealots in the extreme. We have witnessed
the animal suffering they have caused on many fronts.
We need to know how they are vetted, since under the
Citywide Cat Program, they will be undertaking a great
part of the City Shelters’ job. Their contracts and
assigned duties must be made public. From all
appearances, they will be greatly subsidized by
taxpayer generated spay/neuter funds to carry out
their mission with little LAAS oversight.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.5.1 in
the Draft EIR regarding the task order solicitation process
and implementation of the voucher program for the
proposed Project.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-19

The Citywide approach to cat overpopulation, which is
part of the No Kill agenda, undermines public trust in
the shelter. We can empathize with compassionate
people who might not want to turn a stray cat in to the
shelter because it is likely to end up abandoned
somewhere. The LAAS abdication of its MANDATED
responsibility for the welfare of feral cats under the
Citywide Cat Program is really a ploy to improve the
“live release rate.” The primary mission of any shelter
should be to reduce animal suffering while considering
the needs of each animal that enters the shelter. Sadly,
LAAS, has become fixated on the “live release rate” that
is evidenced not only in its Citywide Cat Program, but
also in its “Clear the Shelter Days” where animals are
adopted with little screening and very low cost. Of
course, we advocate massive low cost spay/neuter
programs, but we firmly believe there has to be a
comprehensive approach to solving the pet
overpopulation problem in LA City, not just a touted
“live release rate” to address the complex, societal
problem of pet overpopulation. Every animal welfare
advocate looks forward to the day when every
adoptable animal will find a loving home with

Thank you for your comment. One of the objectives of the
proposed Project is to reduce the rate of euthanasia of
cats in City animal service centers. As discussed in Section
2.1 in the Draft EIR, this City goal has been in place since
2003. Please also see Master Response Public Education
and Outreach regarding other methods to address pet
overpopulation.
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responsible guardians: however, WE ARE NOT THERE
YET – NOT EVEN CLOSE, CONTRARY TO THE
CONTENTION OF THE NO KILL MOVEMENT. Thus, we
have serious reservations about the No Kill stance of
LAAS and its methods to address the pet
overpopulation problem

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-20

IV. SOLVING THE TRAGIC PET OVERPOPULATION
PROBLEM: PAF advocates a synergistic, three-pronged
approach-Legislation, Education, and Low-cost
sterilization (LES). The plan to allocate all of the $60
million dollars in public funds exclusively for the
Citywide Cat Program leaves no money with which to
address other desperately needed programs, such as
humane education, and increased enforcement of the
city’s spay neuter/licensing ordinances that could
have a significant effect on curtailing pet
overpopulation.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Alternatives Analysis and Public Education and
Outreach.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-21

A. Legislation - LA City already has breeding
control/licensing laws with incentives to spay and
neuter, but these are pointless unless they are
enforced. Why can’t some of these funds be used to
enforce these ordinances and introduce cat licensing?
When rigorously enforced, these laws can
substantially reduce backyard breeding of pets.
Educational outreach about the laws and enforcement
of existing ordinances is especially critical in lower
socio-economic/culturally diverse areas where there
is indiscriminate breeding of animals that results in a
high impound rate.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PAF-20. Please also see Table 5-1 in the Draft
EIR, Alternative 3, which discusses cat licensing.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-22

B. Humane Education/Community Outreach - Why
can’t some of these funds be used to implement
widespread humane education in schools and in the
community in concert with qualified humane
organizations and the LAUSD? Humane education
promotes empathy and compassion, which lays the
foundation for the strengthening of the human-animal
bond as well as the human-to-human bond. There is

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Public Education and Outreach.
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substantial evidence to support the correlation
between cruelty to animals and violence toward
humans. The California State Legislation passed a
Resolution in 2016 (HR 28) which advocates the
development of humane and environmental education
in the schools.

Responses

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-23

C. Low Cost Sterilization Programs - LA City has
several programs for low cost spay and neuter
including the voucher and mobile unit programs;
however the City desperately needs more community
outreach and mobile units in lower-socio economic
areas, culturally diverse areas where much of the
indiscriminate breeding of pets takes place, especially
cats that, if left intact, will produce generations of feral
cats. Mobile operations must be combined with
enforcement and community outreach as well as
humane education. Spend public funds allocated for
the Citywide Cat Program on more mobile low cost
spay/neuter services in lower socio-economic areas.

Thank you for your comment. Existing funding for pet
sterilization programs would continue to occur. Please
see Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR regarding Alternative 5,
Enforce mandatory spay/neuter of owned cats. Please
also see Master Responses Alternatives Analysis and
Public Education and Outreach.

Pet Assistance
Foundation

PAF-24

V. FINAL THOUGHTS Organizations, such as Best
Friends, the ASPCA and others have substantial
endowments. We assume one of the main objectives of
the well-endowed animal welfare organizations, such
as Best Friends, that in 2018 alone received revenue
close to $140 million, is to comprehensively address
pet overpopulation. We wonder why they require LA
City taxpayers to fund the total cost of the TNR
program they so ardently promote. Why are they
unwilling to share the burden? As we have tried to
make clear in our comments, we maintain that the
thirty year, $60 million allotted for this project is
unacceptable because it does not represent the
comprehensive approach REQUIRED to address the
tragic pet overpopulation problem in its many facets
and complexities.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Beyond the Scope.

Phyllis
Daugherty/

PD-1

As a former City employee and Los Angeles resident, I
am ashamed and distraught that our tax money and

Thank you for your comment.
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the expertise and time of City staff has been spent
attempting to justify an obvious danger to the health
and safety of residents, visitors and future generations
of humans and animals--including marine life--for
political purposes. I have attended all the Personnel
and Animal Welfare Committee meetings on this from
the very first introduction by then-Mayoral Aide Jim
Bickhart and Found Animals representative Aimee
Gilbreath and the pandering by our elected officials to
certain wealthy contributors at the expense of our
children and their children and the future of Los
Angeles is shameful.

Responses

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-2

The City’s EIR fails to reveal how the number of feral
cats was determined by a few City employees to be
only a little over 200,000, which the feral cat experts
(the professionals who will manage the TNR programs
published in 2015 that there are 3-million feral cats in
the city. This was later changed by Found Animal
Foundation to “1,000,000 to 3,000,000. Either the
activists who are advocating for this program were
lying then---or the City is lying now.

Thank you for your comment. Prior to preparation of the
EIR, the various claims about the existing population of
free-roaming cats were thoroughly evaluated in the
literature review, and taken into account in formulating
the cat population model used in the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes.

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-3

TNR is already legal for private individuals. It is not the
City’s responsibility to establish a law that allows (and
legalizes) trespass by animals or humans on private
property AND uses City financial resources needed for
the homeless, fire victims, stray/owned animals and
public safety.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue and
Beyond the Scope.

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-4

The issue is not the total number of feral cats;
therefore the expensive--and ineffective--sterilization
proposal will have no effect on curtailing the
environmental impact. There are already changes in
the city that will automatically decrease the number of
feral cats--if the cats are not manipulated and
maintained in certain locations, the forces of nature.
Some of these are coyotes, disease, hit by cars, short
life span and early mortality rates--plus the recent
increase in development and improvement in old

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Consideration of
Public Health Impacts under the Proposed Project. Please
also see Section 2.3.2 in the Draft EIR regarding baseline
conditions.
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neighborhoods which decreases the structural defects
which allowed protection under homes in crawl
spaces, and decreases food supplies due to locked
trash/garbage bins, will automatically decrease the
number of cats. Another factor that is automatically-and will continue--reducing the number of feral cats is
the change in attitude toward pets of the current and
future generations, which does not consider it humane
to leave pets outside nor unsterilized.

Responses

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-5

Feral trappers will have to enter adjoining private
property to maintain their colonies in a clean and
healthy condition: 1. Cats will not be prohibited from
entering private property or staying there. Unless the
owner of the property can justify it being a “nuisance”
and then go through the process of applying for a
permit, posting, waiting to get a trap, picking up the
trap at the shelter (which may not be near the
property.) 2. 3. They will then have to set the trap,
watch the trap so that a cat does not stay in it more
than the legally allotted time and then take personal
time or work time to pick up the cat and transport a
trap--that may have already urinated/defecated in—to
the shelter. 4. 5. It is very possible that the feeder will
identify the cat or be notified by the shelter that the cat
is impounded and release it to the same location.
FERAL CATS ARE NOT INDIGENOUS AND ARE
THEREFORE WILDLIFE. It is outside the purview of
the City to maintain or interfere with wildlife as a
governmental agency.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the
Proposed Project.

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-6

CAT FECES, PARASITES AND TOXOPLASMOSIS Cat
feces has a very offensive odor and there will be
nothing to keep a colony (10 to 100 cats) from using
an adjacent or nearby yard as a public bathroom. 1.
This has many health concerns, including worms,
parasites that will be shed both in the feces into the
soil and which can be transmitted to humans and
other animals. 2. The Toxoplasmosis and feces will be

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Consideration of
Public Health Impacts under the Proposed Project.
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washed into nearby yards, live in the moist soil where
the cats urinate and can create a fatal hazard to
immune-suppressed humans and to marine life after it
is washed into the waterways and to the ocean. 3. Cats
will defecate on porches, roofs and inside sheds and
garages, creating unsanitary and dangerous health
hazards for humans and pets.

Responses

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-7

PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARD - CATS SHED PARASITES
THAT INFECTS OTHER PETS 2. Both dogs and pet cats
suffer from infestation of an area by fleas and other
parasites, which are carried by cats. The food left/fed
to the cats will also cause other animals (wildlife) to
gather at this location and shed additional parasites.
These parasites also are transmitted to dogs in the
yards through which the cats pass. 3. Rabies is a major
factor of concern to the environment because it can be
spread from bats to cats and then to humans or other
species. Feral cats will not be able to be recaptured for
revaccination and therefore we can expect the current
trend in rabid bats to increase and spread.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the Proposed
Project.

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-8

Additionally, this study completely ignores the fact
that during the 30-year period that $60,000,000 will
be spent to release spayed/neutered cats, the
predominant number determined by the City will still
be reproducing at a much faster rate. Scientific studies
have shown that, until 70% of a population is sterilized
(without reproduction that keeps increasing the
number), there is no decrease because the surgeries
and attrition do not stop enough reproduction to
create a decline.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PD-2 and Updated Appendix J as revised in the
Final EIR.

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-9

Best Friends Animal Society owns or is involved in the
spay/neuter clinics which will provide feral cat
sterilization under this program and stand to benefit
more than any organization by the use of our precious
and protected spay/neuter (Pet Sterilization Fund),
which was carefully reserved for low-income, owned
animals in the Administrative Code. Best Friends

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the FEIR regarding how the TNR program would be
implemented, if approved. Please also see Response to
Comment UWG-215 and Master Response Beyond the
Scope regarding the allegations on funding.
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Animal Society was also one of the major contributors
to the initial $52,000 “study,” which determined that
this EIR was needed to enable government funding of
the current recommended Citywide Cat Program.
There is a traceable connection which will be the
subject of investigation if this highly flawed EIR is
accepted by the City. City employees should not be
involved in any effort--or even the appearance of
collusion or deliberate misuse of City funds.

Responses

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-10

This EIR is shameful and reeks of misuse of City funds
and collusion to create a money-source which cannot
be challenged for 30 years, and where costs can be
raised by the provider at will. It is important that the
citizens of Los Angeles learn the real reason there is
this sudden urgency to put this ordinance in place.

Thank you for your comment. The City has prepared an
EIR in accordance with CEQA to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of a proposed Project. Please also
see Master Response Beyond the Scope.

Phyllis
Daugherty/
Animal Issues
Movement

PD-11

Finally, the City has refused to make it mandatory for
pet cats to be microchipped or licensed and does not
enforce the mandatory spay/neuter law and cats are
considered “free roaming”--not subject to the
restrictions of dogs. Until the City stops the source,
which is abandonment of pet cats and identification
for their safety, there is no basis to spend tax dollars
on this project.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis and Table 5-1 in Chapter 5 in the
Draft EIR regarding Alternative 3, Require licensing for
owned cats, and Alternative 5, Enforce mandatory
spay/neuter of owned cats. Both were not considered
further because they did not meet key project objectives.

spcaLA

SP-1

spcaLA, caring for animals since 1877, and NOT
affiliated with any other spca (there is NO national
umbrella spca) has the following input to the DRAFT
EIR REPORT FOR THE CITYWIDE CAT PROGRAMSCH#20131010088. spcaLA concurs that there are
multiple interests that must be considered in
approving this program. Of course, environmental
issues, public health and the protection of birds and
other wildlife are key, but the city must also be
sensitive to the plight of an outdoor cat in fending for
his or herself. Outdoor cats often lead shorter and
more difficult lives than their pampered indoor
relatives. However, it is also true that feral cats are
often unhappy indoors, which includes the very

Thank you for your comment.
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stressful shelter environment. The advent of
“community cats” has complicated the situation as it
becomes impossible to tell an owned cat that is out on
a romp from a truly homeless cat that is cared for by a
“community cat care giver”, or from a true feral cat, the
future of a community cat as his or her time on the
street is extended. Sadly, the practice of allowing pet
cats to roam outdoors, and the position of many
shelters to treat cats as “wildlife” rather than to admit
them, along with the injunction prohibiting city funds
to be used for sterilization has resulted in more cats
outdoors, which impacts health and environmental
issues. The explicit permission to leave cats outside
has actually created a glut of sick kittens and cats
everywhere. Add to this toxic stew the need to achieve
arbitrary and deceptive statistics, the political
discomfort with “no kill” ideologues, the increase of
hoarders, the fundraising competition between
shelters, and, the abdication of difficult
responsibilities, has resulted in a cat overpopulation
explosion, the likes of which the animal community
has not seen in years.

Responses

spcaLA

SP-2

It is also true that outcomes in the shelter are not good
for these excessive numbers of cats, so new tools and
approaches that include rational thinking, community
buy-in, and focus on the wellbeing and ethical
responsibilities surrounding these cats must be
discovered and implemented. That said, TNR should
NOT be “the preferred method” of dealing with cats in
the city of Los Angeles, but, should rather be a tool
used in conjunction with other policies and
procedures, and one that requires responsible, ethical,
and rational management rather than a wholesale
abdication opportunity for disingenuous shelter
directors.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the FEIR for the components of updated proposed Project,
which include other components besides TNR including
increasing the number of cats per household with
restrictions and the Working Cat Program. Please also see
Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats.
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Responses

spcaLA

SP-3

To that end, spcaLA requires the following to support
the program: All owned cats must be licensed and
microchipped.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis and discussion of Alternative 3,
Require licensing for owned cats, in Table 5-1 in the Draft
EIR. Alternative 3 was not carried forward for further
analysis because it did not meet the key project
objectives.

spcaLA

SP-4

All owned cats must remain indoors or in a contained
outdoor space, “catio” or on a leash. (Requiring the
registry of owners of more than three cats and/or a
curfew for cats is silly and unenforceable).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis and discussion of Alternative 2,
Enact a no-roaming ordinance, in Table 5-1 in the Draft
EIR. Alternative 2 was not carried forward for further
analysis because it did not meet the key project
objectives. Regarding the proposed amendment to the
LAMC, households with more than three cats would be
required to adhere to stricter pet management policies.

spcaLA

SP-5

All feral cat colonies must be registered to caretakers.
Each cat in the colony must be licensed to the
caretakers. The number of cats will be recorded as
well as the medical records of each cat besides the
visual tipped ear. Therefore, vaccines, flea treatment,
skin treatments etc., must be recorded. This provides
and allows the collection of useful population data and
can allow the creation of a maximum or minimum
number of cats in a colony should that be relevant to
future policies, fees or the like. Community cats who
live outdoors that are not yet feral should be treated as
feral in accord with the prior paragraph i.e. registered
to community caretakers etc.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR for updated components of the proposed
Project, which focuses on sterilization of free-roaming
cats and does not include colony management. Please also
see Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the
Proposed Project, and Public Education and Outreach.

spcaLA

SP-6

Mandatory spay and neuter of all outdoor cats. This
responsibility would lie with the caretakers.
Compliance and inspection procedures would have to
be developed to make this a serious and effective
practice.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SP-5.

spcaLA

SP-7

It is only when we can truly account for and evaluate
the actual cat population by the above methods, that
we can then explore new methods or tactics to protect
our cats. This is not as easy as simply refusing to
accept cats in the shelters, as Jetting owned cats out

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SP-5 and Master Response Removal of Nuisance
Cats.
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every day, or as abdicating the role of a shelter to
control the free roaming cat population.

Responses

spcaLA

SP-8

Mandatory sterilization, licensing, registration, data
analysis, responsible sheltering practices and honest
statistics are the keys to achieving a safe environment
for the public and our cats. Not treating cats as
“squirrels that can be spayed and neutered” is
paramount to the success of any street cat plan.

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment SP-7.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-1

Stray Cat Alliance submits the following comment in
response to the City of Los Angeles Citywide Cat
Program Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”),
State Clearinghouse number 2013101008, dated
August 2019. As a preliminary matter, Stray Cat
Alliance applauds the City’s efforts in furthering its
stated goal of becoming a “no-kill city” through the
implementation of a trap, neuter, and return (“TNR”)
program. As demonstrated by the overwhelming
majority of EIR scoping comments the City received,
this long overdue endeavor has very strong public
support. The heart of any TNR program is the humane
trapping, spaying/neutering, vaccinating, and
returning of feral and free roaming cats to where they
live. TNR is fundamentally and significantly different
from efforts that “trap-and-remove” or place cats in
homes. Unfortunately, aspects of the City’s proposed
TNR program improperly conflates these approaches,
jeopardizing the program efficacy and introducing
potentially significant environmental impacts. The
unintended consequence may be a significant increase
in the number of cats euthanized, in direct
contravention of the City’s “no-kill” goal, or perhaps a
decision to abandon the citywide cat program to avoid
such a tragic, and unnecessary, result.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 4.1
and Table 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR, euthanasia rates are
expected to decline under the proposed Project.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-2

While City policy to address the need to neuter and
sterilize feral and free-roaming cats is moving in the
right direction, the proposed action is problematic,
and as a result the DEIR is inadequate. Stray Cat

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.
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Alliance sets forth some of the key areas of concern
below. The City’s failure to analyze a TNR Cat program
with smaller or even no buffers around
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (“ESAs”) leaves the
DEIR with compromised options that do not allow TNR
to work as effectively as it should, all due to the
unsupported assumption that these compromises are
necessary to protect other species.

Responses

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-3

We urge the City to take a more critical look at the
available evidence, keeping in mind the goal is for Los
Angeles to become a “no-kill” city.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SCA-2.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-4

The City has acknowledged for well over a decade that
TNR is a humane and effective method for reducing
the populations of free-roaming and feral cats through
their sterilization. 1 Consistent with this view, a
primary project objective of the Citywide Cat Program
is to “[a]dopt TNR as the preferred policy to humanely
address free-roaming cats.” (DEIR, pp. 2-12, 5-1.) The
City has never performed TNR. Its previous effort to
implement a TNR program was enjoined following a
legal challenge brought under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). (DEIR, p. 2-3.) As
a result of the injunction, community organizations
have been forced to use limited private resources to
pursue private TNR programs for the benefit of Los
Angeles communities for the past decade. It is
incumbent on the City to take on this role to support
the health and welfare of its human and feline
communities. This can best be accomplished through
implementation of a robust traditional TNR program.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR regarding the
court order.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-5

The proposed program unfortunately includes
limitations and concessions that should be removed.
The program’s DEIR fails to study, even for purposes
of comparison, any feasible TNR project alternatives
without these limitations

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Alternatives Analysis.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-6

II. The DEIR is Inadequate and Must be Revised and
Recirculated. Stray Cat Alliance has identified the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
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following major concerns in the environmental review
for the City’s proposed TNR program. The City should
completely address the following issues, which are
each discussed in greater detail below.
The DEIR fails to study a TNR-only project alternative,
meaning an alternative that does not differentiate how
populations of free-roaming and feral cats found in
ESAs are treated compared to such populations in
other areas, and that does not feature buffer zones,
feeding time restrictions, or removal (as opposed to
return) of cats. (See discussion, Part II.A.)

Responses
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Removal of Nuisance Cats. As revised in the Final EIR, the
proposed Project no longer includes program
implementation guidelines related to buffer zones,
feeding, or removal, please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR for updates. Please also see Master Responses The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding and Public
Education and Outreach. The Draft EIR has been revised
to respond to comments received. These changes are
presented in the Final EIR and do not result in any
changes in the findings and conclusions in the Draft EIR
such that recirculation under State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5 is required.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-7

The DEIR does not analyze potentially significant
environmental impacts resulting from the ESA return
restriction and creation of a one-mile buffer zone
around ESAs, and simply assumes such buffer zones
are desirable and necessary. (See discussion, Part II.B.)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats and Response to
Comment SCA-6.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-8

The DEIR does not adequately analyze the
environmental impact of restricting TNR activities in
or near ESAs, and simply assumes such restrictions are
favorable and necessary. Alternatives limiting
proposed feeding times and locations are untenable
and undermine TNR efforts (See discussion, Part II.B.)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-9

The DEIR relies on dated and controversial studies
lacking in verifiable methodology and reliability. (See
discussion, Part II.C.)

Thank you for your comment. The sources that informed
the EIR analysis were selected through an extensive,
systematic literature review process. The literature
review utilized computer software to refine a field of over
30,000 relevant papers. Please see Appendix I of the Draft
EIR for more explanation on the methodology that the
City employed to choose its sources.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-10

CEQA requires the lead agency, here the City, to select
a reasonable range of alternatives for evaluation in an
EIR. (14 Cal Code Regs). [“CEQA Guidelines”] §
15126.6(a). The DEIR does not analyze a TNR-only
project altemative,2 even though such an option is

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis and Response to Comment SCA-6.
Please also see Section 2.3.2 of the Draft EIR regarding the
CEQA baseline and Section 2.1.2 regarding previous CEQA
documentation.
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clearly feasible and if implemented could achieve all of
the project objectives. (See DEIR 2-12) No scoping
comment appears to suggest that any buffer zone for
TNR activity around environmentally sensitive areas is
necessary, but several correctly note that the
environmental baseline for the project includes freeroaming cats throughout the City. 4 Indeed, the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration previously
published by the City acknowledges this as the correct
baseline. The effects of free-roaming cats on wildlife
are well documented and are a cause of legitimate
concern to wildlife agencies and groups. However, it is
important to draw a distinction between such
concerns and baseline conditions under CEQA. The
presence of free-roaming cats, living alone and in
aggregations (colonies) throughout the City (including
natural habitat areas and ESAs) and the existing effects
of cats on the environment is the pre-existing
condition that forms the baseline for this CEQA
analysis. (City of Los Angeles, Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration, p. 12.) The DEIR baseline revises
the earlier MND baseline, but continues to correctly
acknowledge that free-roaming cats, including animals
located in natural habitat areas and ESAs, represent
the baseline condition against which project impacts
must be studied. It also acknowledges that the effects
of free-roaming cats are documented only for some
locations, and expands the baseline used for review to
include both existing conditions and against future
conditions assuming no project is adopted: The effects
of free-roaming cats on wildlife are documented for
some locations and a cause of legitimate concern to
wildlife agencies, non-profit groups, and various
members of the public at large. However, it is
important to draw a distinction among such concerns,
the existing baseline conditions under CEQA, the
appropriate baseline conditions under CEQA including
expected future conditions in a future baseline without
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the proposed Project. The presence of free-roaming
cats living alone or in aggregations throughout the City
(including natural habitat areas and ESAs) and the
existing effects of domestic cats on the environment is
the pre-existing condition that forms the baseline for
CEQA analysis, including the existing conditions
baseline and the expected future conditions in a future
baseline without Project. (DEIR, p. 2-11 [emphasis
added].) Given that both the MND and DEIR
environmental baselines acknowledge the presence of
free roaming cats living alone or in colonies
throughout the City, including within ESAs, it is
unclear what underlies the DEIR’s apparent
assumption that it is desirable or necessary to include
an ESA buffer (see DEIR, p. 2-15) or other program
limitations without specifically identifying and
studying the potentially significant environmental
impacts such choices may cause. It is as or more likely
that a TNR-only program without such limitations will
be environmentally superior to a TNR program that
includes features that substantially limit its efficacy in
and around ESAs.

Responses

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-11

As just one example of an overlooked TNR-only
program benefit, TNR is likely to reduce the spread of
disease among free-roaming cat populations, including
within ESA areas, because when trapped cats are often
vaccinated and treated for certain medical conditions.
(DEIR, pp. 2- 3, 2-7.)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-12

TNR has a proven track record of effectively reducing
and controlling the populations of free roaming and
feral cats. The following publications discuss the
benefits of TNR programs generally and provide
examples of successful programs. These and other
studies should be considered by the City in revising
and recirculating its environmental review of the
Citywide Cat Program.
• A University of Florida study noted an 85% reduction

Thank you for your comment. The sources that informed
the EIR analysis were selected through an extensive,
systematic literature review. The literature review
utilized computer software to refine a field of over 30,000
relevant papers. Please see Appendix I of the Draft EIR for
more explanation on the methodology that the City
employed to choose its sources. Please also see Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for the updated proposed Project
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of the free-roaming cat population over a 28-year
period, following an unfettered TNR program that
included feeding and return to the original capture
location. Daniel D Spehar and Peter J. Wolf, Back to
School: An Updated Evaluation of the Effectiveness of a
Long-Term Trap Neuter- Return Program on a
University’s Free-Roaming Cat Population, Animals,
Oct. 2019, available at https://www.mdpi.com/20762615/9/10/768.
• TNR improves cat welfare and reduces the size of cat
colonies. J.K. Levy, N.M. Isaza, & K.C. Scott, Effect of
high-impact targeted trap-neuter-return and adoption
of community cats on cat intake to a shelter, The
Veterinary Journal, Vol 201, Issue 3, Sept. 2014,
available at
https://www.sciencedirect.com/sciencc/article/pii/S
1090023314001841 ?via%3Dihub.
• High-intensity management of feral cat colonies can
successfully reduce colonies to extinction, but the
process requires a long-term commitment of
resources. Studies of managed and TNR’d feral cat
colonies in North Carolina showed “feral cats had
similar baseline health status to pet cats” in terms of
zoonotic diseases. M.K. Stoskopf & F.B. Nutter,
Analyzing Approaches to Feral Cat Management- One
Size Does Not Fit All, Journal of the American
Veterinary Medical Association 225, 1361-1364
(2004), available at:
https://www.avma.org/News/Joumals/Collections/D
ocuments/javma 225 9 1361.pd f.
• Study of feral cat colonies showed a decrease in
population under TNR programs, as opposed to an
increase in population in “intact colonies.” F.B. Nutter,
Evaluation of a Trap-Neuter-Return Management
Program for Feral Cat Colonies: Population Dynamics,
Home Ranges, and Potentially Zoonotic Diseases,
North Carolina State University (2005), available at
https:l/repository.lib.ncsu.edulhandle/J.[.4_Q:l§L3&91
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• Study of TNR program through San Jose, CA animal
shelter, where 4 years into the program researchers
observed cat and kitten impounds decreased 29.1 %,
euthanasia decreased from over 70% of intakes in
2009 to 23% in 2014, euthanasia in the shelter for
Upper Respiratory Disease decreased 99%, and dead
cat pick up off the streets declined 20%. K.L. Johnson &
Jon Cicirelli, Study of the effect on shelter cat intakes
and euthanasia from a shelter neuter return project of
10,080 cats from March 2010 to June 2014, PeerJ
2:e646 (Oct. 2014), available at
https://peeij.com/articles/646/. • Study of TNR
program in Newburyport, Massachusetts, where 300
cats resided at the waterfront at the beginning of the
TNR program and none remained 17 years later.
Daniel D. Spehar and Peter J. Wolf, An Examination of
an Iconic Trap-Neuter-Return Program: The
Newburyport, Massachusetts Case Study, Animals
(Basel) (Oct. 2017), available at
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih. gov
/pmc/articles/PMC570411 0/.
• Discussion of the increase in rat populations where
feral cats are removed from an ecosystem, as opposed
to returned through TNR, “resulting in almost a total
loss of the bird population.” S.A. Robertson, A review
of feral cat control, Journal of Feline Medicine &
Surgery 10, 366-375 (2008), available at
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=l
0.1.1.1025.1733&rep=repl&typ e=pdf.
• Study of TNR program in Brazil, which found a
decrease in feral cat population, as opposed to
“capture and euthanize” which does not reduce cat
populations. F. Mendes-de-Almeida, et al., The impact
of hysterectomy in an urban colony of domestic cats
(Felis catus Linnaeus, 1758), Inti Journal of Applied
Research in Veterinary Medicine Vol. 4:2, 134-141
(2006), available at
http://www.jarvm.com/articlesNo14Iss2/Mendes.pdf.
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• The success of TNR has been demonstrated with
species other than cats. For example, the Humane
Society of the United States implemented a TNR-type
program in Pue1to Rico to address equine
overpopulation. This follows on the heels of similar
success1i1l programs reducing the wild horse
populations at Assateague Island National Seashore in
Maryland and Rachel Carson Refuge in North Carolina,
the white-tailed deer populations at Fire Island
National Seashore in New York, and the American
bison populations on Santa Catalina Island in
California, among others. Humane Society of the
United States, Questions and Answers About
lmmunocontraception, available at https://www
.humane society. orglresources/questions-and answers-about immunocontraception.

Responses

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-13

The failure to include and analyze a TNR-only
alternative makes the DEIR inadequate under CEQA
Guidelines 15126(a). Without this analysis the DEIR
fails as an informational document because it does not
“provide public agencies and the public in general with
detailed information about the effect which a proposed
project is likely to have on the environment.” (Public
Resources Code § 21 061.)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SCA-6.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-14

B. The DEIR Does Not Address The Environmental
Impact of a One-Mile Buffer and Other Restrictions 1.
Substantial evidence does not support that ESA return
restrictions or an ESA buffer zone will protect birds.
The Cornell Lab of Ornithology program is the preeminent ornithological program in the United States.
Founded in 1915, the $21M annual budget supports
the research of250 scientists, professors, staff and
students who support the Lab’s mission: interpreting
and conserving the Earth’s biological diversity through
research, education, and citizen science focused on
birds. The lab’s work is supported by 75,000 members
around the globe.5 A recent paper submitted to the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments SCA-6 and SCA-12.
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prestigious journal Science (American Association for
the Advancement of Science) discusses research from
the Cornell Lab of Ornithology. (Kenneth V. Rosenberg,
Adrian M. Dokter, Peter J. Blancher, et al., Decline of
the North American Avifauna, Science (2019).6
Publication of the study was widely reported.7 Dr. Ken
Rosenberg, a noted conservation scientist at Cornell
University and the American Bird Conservancy, 8 “led
an international team of 12 scientists in an analysis of
decades of data on bird population” and found that
“[p]pesticide use and loss of habitat to farmland are
some of the most significant contributors to the
decline in bird populations.”9 Incidental takes by freeroaming cats are not mentioned in the study. The
Rosenberg et al. study has been criticized for overdramatizing its research (perhaps one reason it
received so much attention in the popular media). 1°
For example, Macroecologist Brian McGill of the
University of Maine notes that 15% of the 2.9 billion
birds estimated to be lost were accounted for by two
species that are not even native to North America.11
Dr. Rosenberg has acknowledged that McGill raised
“very good points” and the research team debated
whether to include invasive species. 12 The DEIR cites
and relies on studies of bird predation that have been
heavily criticized as inaccurate due to reliance on outof-date data. EIR scoping comments note that a 2013
paper relied on substantially out of date data in
extrapolating an extremely high estimate of likely bird
kills. As the criticism notes, relying on contemporary
data from this century rather than approximately 70year old data would dramatically alter the paper’s
conclusions.13 As further noted in a separate scoping
comment, the paper-refuted to as “Loss (20 13)” in the
DEIR-has been debunked as a literature review that
surveyed unrelated, older studies to frame a ““highly
speculative conclusion.”14 The paper itself
acknowledges its quantitative analysis from previous
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data creates an “estimate of bird mortality [that] far
exceeds any previous! y estimated US figure for cats,”
strongly suggesting that it is an unreliable outlier.
Some data used in the paper were not peer reviewed,
and as the DEIR acknowledges, data regarding equally
outlandish and unsupported estimates of cat predation
of reptiles comes not from North America but from
Australia, New Zealand, and Europe. (DEIR 4.2-71.)
Upon reviewing the paper, a statistician from the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst concluded that
“[i]f a student turned something like this in for a
freshman statistics class, he would have failed the
assignment.”15 The cat versus bird data is estimates
built on guesses built on bad science. For example, a
2014 Smithsonian/ USFWS study is also co-authored
by Loss et al. and references Blancher (2013) and Loss
(2013) for estimates of cat-related bird deaths. 16 But
the underlying studies are largely inconclusive. Loss
(2013) is criticized above. Blancher acknowledges a
similar quantitative methodology as in Loss (2013):
“The objectives of this study were to provide plausible
estimates for the number of birds killed by house cats
in Canada ... The general approach used to estimate the
number of birds killed by cats in Canada was to
multiply estimates of the number of cats in Canada by
estimates of the average number of birds killed per cat
per year, with predation rate derived from data
outside Canada.”17 Loss et al. acknowledge such an
approach is “nonscientific”: “A major reason for the
current non-scientific approach to management of free
ranging cats is that total mortality from cat predation
is often argued to be negligible compared with other
anthropogenic threats, such as collisions with manmade structures and habitat destruction.” (Loss
(2013).) In fact, there have been no definitive studies
linking cat predation to mainland bird population
trends. The Rosenberg et al. study cited above
identifies pesticide use, loss of habitat, and
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anthropogenic causes, not cat predation, as top threats
to birds. Rosenberg et al. estimate that up to 3 billion
birds total may have been lost over the last 48 years, a
far lower estimate of total bird losses than Blancher
(2013) and Loss (2013) calculate based on cat
predation alone. If the Loss (2013) outlier estimate of
cat predation were connect (1 billion birds killed per
year), Rosenberg et al. would have been expected to
find avian loss of 48 billion birds, not less than 3
billion. is This is consistent with information published
by bird conservation organization Bird Life
International, which lists the top five threats to birds
as industrial farming, logging, invasive species (noting
that rats and mice have been responsible for more
than 70% of bird extinctions), hunting and trapping,
and climate change. 19

Responses

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-15

The proposed restriction on returning cats to ESAs and
buffer zones after spay/neuter poses a real likelihood
of being undermined by the well-known “vacuum
effect.”21 If cats are removed from ESAs and/or 1 mile
buffer zones, but not returned to those locations
around them sterilized, it is highly probable that a
nearby population of unsterilized cats will move in to
utilize the now vacant space. This is especially time
given the dense urban surroundings. A managed, TNR
colony, where newcomers are trapped as soon as
possible, is better than unknown incoming cats
migrating in from neighboring communities.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats and Vacuum
Effect. Please also see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for
the updated proposed Project elements, which focus on
TNR and not colony management.

Stray Cat
Alliance

SCA-16

The DEIR fails to cite a fairly recent local paper
(Catalina Island) that studied the effects of sterilization
on the persistence of feral cat colonies. 22 The paper
notes existing studies arguing that “colony-fed
sterilized cats pose little threat to native species in the
adjacent wildland interior and that because sterilized
cats roam less than reproductively intact cats but
retain their territorial behavior [citations] they should
prevent immigration of new cats (i.e., the vacuum

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments SCA-12 and SCA-15.
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effect[ citations]), thereby eventually leading to
population decline due to attrition.”

Responses

SCA-17

Failure to return TNR’d cats to ESAs and buffer zones
would disrupt the existing ecosystem, causing
potentially significant environmental impacts. A 2017
study in the Journal of Urban Ecology undercuts the
reason for use of TNR buffer zones. That study shows
cat ranges change dramatically in urban settings-while
most of the earliest· studies were conducted in nonurban settings. 23 In addition, buffer zones and
feeding limitations are counter-indicated by a 2011
study by researchers at the University of Illinois,
published in the Journal of Wildlife Management. 24
Owned cats travel less than un-owned cats primarily
because of the need to search for food: We found that
owned and unowned free-roaming cats differed in
home range size, habitat use, and activity patterns.
Unowned cats had larger home ranges than owned
cats. Schmidt et al. (2007) also reported that home
range size decreased with ownership in the only other
radio tracking study to date that simultaneously
monitored owned and unowned free-roaming cats.
Supplemental feeding generally decreases home range
size of mammals (Boutin 1990,Koganezawa and Imaki
1999). Unowned cats must search to acquire food,
whereas owned cats are fed, suggesting supplemental
feeding decreases home range size in domestic cats as
well (Tennent and Downs 2008) .... Calhoon and
Haspel (1989) reported that supplemental feeding did
not affect population density of cats in their study area
and that the distribution of cats was affected by the
availability of shelter rather than food .... Space use and
behavioral differences between owned and - unowned
cats . . . influences the impact a cat has on its
environment, information that is imminent for making
decisions on controlling cat populations. Further, the
DEIR fails to consider that trapping but not returning
cats to the ESAs and buffer zones will disrupt the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats, Rodent Control,
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, and Beyond the Scope regarding banning
rodenticides.
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ecosystem in those areas and consequently fails to
analyze the potentially significant environmental
impacts associated with that action. The DEIR fails to
consider resulting impacts on other species, like rats
and mice, in the absence of feline predators. Absence
of cats may also cause an increase in competitor
predator species like raccoons and coyotes. The DEIR
also fails to consider the benefits of a managed,
sterilized/ neutered colony in these areas, such as:
reduction in mating practices (fighting, traveling,
raising kittens) which can be disruptive to
communities, reduction in current cat predation due to
regular feeding, benefit over a “vacuum effect”
impacted community that lacks a managed dynamic.
(See discussion of vacuum effect” above.) In addition,
“[e]very prominent environmental group in the state
advocates a ban on use of anticoagulant
rodenticides.”25 This session AB 1788 would have
banned a class of second generation rodenticides in
California but was defeated in the state senate. The
rodenticides have a substantial impact on birds and
other wildlife, but some argue are needed to control a
resurgence of rodents-not cats-which are blamed for
typhus. In fact, cats provide a natural check on some
rodents, eliminating or reducing the need to use
poison to control rodent populations. As an article
from the Sacramento Bee describes: The state is seeing
a troubling resurgence of rodents, which can carry a
wide array of diseases that have been around since the
Middle Ages. The megalopolis of Los Angeles County,
for one, has seen skyrocketing cases of one such
disease, typhus. At the same time, researchers are
finding widely used rodent poisons at sometimes
lethal levels in the bodies of beloved California
predators such as birds of prey and mountain lions.
The DEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider the
potentially significant environmental impacts of
disrupting the existing baseline ecosystem by
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removing feral and free-roaming cats from ESAs but
not returning them to ESA areas or ESA buffer zones.

Responses

SCA-18

The proposed one-mile ESA buffer zone is 25% larger
than even the DEIR suggests is warranted. Stray Cat
Alliance disagrees that any ESA buffer zone is
warranted or helpful to the success of a TNR program,
but the DEIR provides no justification to increase the
buffer zone to one mile based on estimated domestic
cat range of 0.8 square miles. In DEIR Appendix M, the
DEIR provides an average estimated range of the
domestic cat to be 512.95 acres (approximately 0.8
square miles). For unknown reason, the DEIR simply
rounds up to propose a one-mile ESA buffer. The DEIR
offers no explanation or justification for this twentyfive percent expansion. Using the City’s own GIS
mapping system tools, Stray Cat Alliance estimates
that excluding ESAs and the one-mile buffer zone
around is an area of almost 40% of the City. If the City
is approximately 465 square miles (DEIR, p. ES-1 ), this
means cats will be restricted from returning to more
than 180 square miles of it, which will significantly
diminish the efficacy of the citywide cat program. Even
if creation of a buffer zone were supported by
substantial evidence, and it is not, this means almost
forty square miles of the City will be unnecessarily
excluded from the full benefits of TNR.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

SCA-19

Controlled feeding of free roaming and feral cats has at
its core a compassionate motivation, but also provides
real and meaningful environmental impacts. Regular
feeding of such cats negates the need for them to
expand their territories in search of food and
potentially limits their hunting of other species. Buffer
zones and limits on feeding are counter-indicated by a
2011 study by researchers at the University of Illinois
and published in the Journal of Wildlife Management,
as discussed above in Part II. B. The study showed that
owned cats traveled less than un-owned cats primarily

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.
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because of the need to search for food. Research
indicates feeding times do not affect cat ranges.
‘‘Domestic cats generally show reduced territoriality
due to the ready availability of supplementary food
(Lib erg 1984 ), which combined with neutering may
reduce behaviours associated with roaming and
territory defence.”26 More important, iii the context of
TNR, feedings are essential for successful trapping as it
establishes trust bonds with free-roaming cats. On its
own, the feeding limitations presents a host of ethical,
moral, and environmental concerns that do not need to
be decided. To the contrary, inclusion of unwanted
feeding restrictions at this stage merely sets up a
significant and potentially insurmountable hurdle to
the implementation of a successful TNR effort. If those
engaged in TNR activities can not gain the trust of cats
through regular feeding, the success of the proposed
TNR program will be at great risk. Such restrictions
are unnecessary and harmful to the program, and not
justified by substantial evidence.

Responses

SCA-20

The DEIR Relies on Unreliable Evidence and
Unsubstantial Evidence. 1. No substantial evidence
links cats to typhus rates in the City. As the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Health instructs,
flea-borne typhus spread to people from infected fleas
and their feces, and is not transmitted person-toperson. Typhus infection can be prevented through
flea control measures on pets, using insect repellent to
avoid flea bites, and clearing areas that can attract wild
or stray animals. 27 Publicly available data28 shows
that from 2013-2017 the average number of reported
cases has doubled to nearly 60 cases per year. From
2018 to the present, there have been a total of 107
cases of flea-borne typhus documented by Public
Health (excluding Long Beach and Pasadena as cases
identified in those cities are replied by their local
health departments). In October 2018, Public Health
announced flea-borne typhus outbreak clusters in the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project.
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downtown Los Angeles and Willowbrook areas. To
date, there have been a total of 19 cases in downtown
Los Angeles (eight out of 19 in people experiencing
homelessness) and seven cases in Willowbrook. The
significance of these outbreaks is two fold. First,
typhus is widespread and no more prevalent in the
ESAs than any other part of the city. Second, LAPH
cites 176 cases in the DEIR since 2006. County data
shows the incidents cited were caused by rats and
unsanitary conditions caused by homelessness. TNR
allows for flea treatment and medical review of
collected cats, which may mitigate any risks, however
small, of flea borne illnesses from cats.

Responses

SCA-21

In addition, deficiencies in the length of TNR studies
have led to misunderstandings and inaccurate
assessments of community cat populations in the City
of Los Angeles and other areas. A persistent problem
with studies cited in the DEIR is that they are based
solely on modeling. 29 Physical studies conducted by
other researchers over much longer periods have
shown a massive reduction in community cats (85%)
making clear that TNR has a profound impact in
reducing the community cat population. 30

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Response to Comment SCA-12.

SCA-22

A similar lack of substantial evidence connects freeroaming or feral cats to other zoonotic diseases. The
DEIR identifies the following diseases of concern, none
of which are relevant to the evaluation of the proposed
TNR program:
• Rabies: the only known animals to routinely carry
rabies in Los Angeles County are bats. See County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Health information
page on Rabies at:
http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/vet/rabies.htm.
• Pasteurella multocida (from bites or scratches): no
cataloged incidents of this found for LA City of County.
According to the American Pet Products Association,
approximately I 80 million dogs and cats live in the

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted regarding
sources of recorded incidents of rabies, pasteurella
multocida, and cat scratch disease for the City and County
of Los Angeles. These have been incorporated into the
administrative record. Please also see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project.
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United States, cats currently outnumbering dogs by 12
million. The vast majority (85-90%) of animal bites
involve dogs. See What is the incidence of Pasteurella
multocide infection in the US?, Medscape (Sept. 13,
2018) available at:
https://\\rww.medscape.com/answers/22492094004/what-is-thc-incidence-of-pasteurellamultocida-infection-in-the-us.
• Cat Scratch Disease: There are no cataloged incidents
of this found for the City or County of Los Angeles.
• Toxoplasmosis: There are no cataloged incidents of
this found for the City or County of Los Angeles.
• Giardiasis: There are no cataloged incidents of this
found for the City or County of Los Angeles.
• Cryptosporidiosis: The incidence rate of
cryptosporidiosis cases in Los Angeles County in 2016
was 1.02 cases per 100,000 people. There is no
attribution of those cases to cats. Crypto can also be
spread through contaminated drinking water, sexual
contact, and contact with pets. See County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Health information page
on Crypto at: http:/lpublichealth.lacounty.
govlacd/Diseases Crypto l.pdf.
• Toxocariasis: There are no cataloged incidents of this
found for the City or County of Los Angeles.
• Hookworm: There are no cataloged incidents of this
found for the City or County of Los Angeles. As the
DEIR acknowledges, “there is a lack of definitive
empirical citywide data regarding the specific
contribution of free-roaming cats to [these] diseases”
and “it is not feasible to quantify the existing
contribution of free-roaming cats to the transmission
of or exposure to such diseases in humans.” (DEIR, p.
4.4-8.) The DEIR nonetheless speculates that “areas
within the City with higher densities of domestic cats,
and particularly free-roaming cats, may have higher
risks of potential human exposure to zoonotic diseases
from free-roaming cats.” (DEIR, pp. 4.4-8 to 9

2-145

Responses

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

People for the
Ethical
Treatment of
Animals (PETA)

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text
(emphasis added].) Conclusions in environmental
impact reports must be based on substantial evidence,
not speculation. No substantial evidence ties feral or
free-roaming cats to the above health risks, many of
which have had no reported incidents in the City (or
County).

Responses

SCA-23

Without a City-sponsored TNR program, the city
euthanizes thousands of cats and kittens a year.
According to Best Friends Animal Society, California
kills the second highest number of cats and dogs of any
state in the US.31 The environmental, societal and
human costs of killing thousands of cats and kittens
every year are staggering. The City is admirably trying
to correct that failing by adopting a “no-kill” policy and
assuming that policy with a viable TNR program. Stray
Cat Alliance greatly appreciates the City’s time and
efforts in advancing a TNR program, but urges the City
to revise its proposed action and provide an adequate
environmental review document to address the
comments raised herein.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Table 2-1 in the
Draft EIR regarding number of cats euthanized by LAAS
for fiscal years 2011–2019. In fiscal year 2018–2019,
2,739 cats were euthanized, compared to 12,563 in fiscal
years 2011–2012. Please also see Response to Comment
SCA-6.

PE-1

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report Evaluating Implementation of a Proposed
Citywide Cat Program (E1907610)
Dear Dr. Green Rebstock,
The enclosed comments are submitted on behalf of
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA)
and our more than 6.5 million members and
supporters, including hundreds of thousands of Los
Angeles–area residents. We believe that the draft
environmental impact report conducted to evaluate
the potential environmental effects of the proposed
Citywide Cat Program in Los Angeles erroneously
concludes that the project wouldn’t result in any
significant environmental impacts and thereby fails to
consider alternatives in an adequate manner and to
offer any measures to mitigate those impacts. The
proposed program would also conflict with state and

Thank you for your comment. Based on substantial
evidence presented in the Draft EIR, the City of Los
Angeles, as the CEQA Lead Agency, found that the
proposed Project would not result in any significant
environmental impacts. Please see Master Response
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required regarding the need
for mitigation. Please see Master Response Alternatives
Analysis regarding the project alternatives analysis, which
considered a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed Project. The Draft EIR identified 13 alternatives
and analyzed three of them in detail (No Project,
Alternative 1, and Alternative 6), based on screening
criteria presented in Table 5.1. Please also see Master
Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding
conflicts between the proposed Project and other laws.
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federal laws.
In the enclosed comments, we’ve detailed the
significant specific environmental effects that the
Citywide Cat Program, if approved, would undoubtedly
have on the environment. It would have negative
effects in the following areas:
• Biological resources
• Human health
• Public services
• Hazards and hazardous materials
• Hydrology and water quality
• Land use and planning
• Transportation and traffic
• Aesthetics
• Noise

Responses

PETA

PE-2

The Los Angeles Department of Public Works’ Bureau
of Engineering’s (“the Bureau”) draft environmental
impact report (DEIR) has based many of its
conclusions about the prospective impacts of the
proposed Citywide Cat Program (“the Program”) on
the erroneous assumption that the free-roaming cat
population in Los Angeles (“the city”) would
necessarily decrease over a 30-year period.1 This
assumption isn’t supported by substantial evidence.
Multiple studies and real-world experiences indicate
that the implementation of similar programs has
resulted in an increase in homeless-cat populations. A
2013 study authored by researchers with the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and the American Bird
Conservancy found that “TNVR has not been shown to
reliably reduce feral cat colony populations because of
low implementation rates, inconsistent maintenance
and immigration of unsterilized cats into colonies. For
these reasons, TNVR programmes are not effective
methods for reducing public health concerns or for
controlling feral cat populations. Instead, responsible
pet ownership, universal rabies vaccination of pets

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes. Please
also refer to Appendix I in the Draft EIR detailing how
information from the extensive, systematic literature
review was selected and incorporated into the population
dynamics modeling effort. Finally, the City continues to
support responsible pet ownership by requiring all
owned cats be spayed or neutered and offering vouchers
for free pet sterilizations in low-income neighborhoods.
Please also see Master Response Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project regarding
diseases.
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and removal of strays remain integral components to
control rabies and other diseases”2 [emphasis added].

Responses

PETA

PE-3

For decades, the city has failed to enforce in an
adequate or substantial way existing laws and
regulations that prohibit cat abandonment, require
that owned cats be sterilized, and require city workers
to pick up stray cats. Using the destructive
environment that the city has helped to create as a
baseline to determine whether the continued conduct
is harmful to that environment is unreasonable.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding other
laws and regulations and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft EIR
regarding the CEQA baseline. Notwithstanding, under
CEQA, an EIR assesses the significance of a project’s
impacts in comparison to the existing physical
environmental conditions at or near the project site. As
part of the CEQA baseline, in accordance with the City’s
mandatory spay/neuter ordinance, LAAS provides
spay/neuter services for owned cats of the general public.
As described in Section 2.2 in the Draft EIR, under current
conditions, the City provides traps and trapping permits
for City residents wishing to trap nuisance cats and take
them to one of six City animal service centers that accepts
trapped cats.

PETA

PE-4

The initial study on the Program indicates that Los
Angeles is experiencing an increase in feral or freeroaming cats.3

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.2
regarding previous CEQA documentation on prior
proposed projects. Please also refer to the Draft EIR
released August 2019 and the population dynamics
modeling discussed in Section 4.1.2.4. Please also see
Master Reponses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes.

PETA

PE-5

“Trap, neuter, return” (TNR) programs have been
shown to be ineffective, so the Program would not only
divert funds from the city’s Animal Sterilization
Fund—an initiative that has real potential to decrease
the number of homeless cats—but also leave and/or
put cats on the streets and encourage residents to feed
them, which has been shown to increase the feral and
stray cat populations. As one concerned citizen wrote,
“Diverting and depleting [the City’s Animal
Sterilization Trust Fund] would only add to the [feral
cat] problem. The more logical solution to the feral cat
problem is to increase the number of owned cats that

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the concern
about diverting funds for sterilizing pet cats, as discussed
in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, part b, “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.” Please also see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Public Education and Outreach, and Alternatives
Analysis.
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are spayed/neutered and therefore more likely to be
kept indoors (especially in lower-economic areas). An
unaltered cat can exhibit very obnoxious indoor
behavior. For that reason, they are likely to be put
outside and be abandoned and become feral.”4

Responses

PETA

PE-6

A.D. Roebling, et al., said, “A Tel Aviv, Israel study
similarly showed that two colony populations
continued to grow even at 73–75% sterilization,
mostly due to immigration from surrounding cat
populations …. Likewise, managed cat colonies in two
Florida parks increased in size despite TNR
programmes.”5 Instead of decreasing cat populations,
TNR programs have repeatedly led to an increase in
homeless cat populations as a result of the
supplemental feeding of the cat colonies.6 “Feeding of
feral cat colonies sustains their populations, and it
likely subjects them to increased disease transmission
by increasing cat densities and contact rates at feeding
sites.”7 In other words, TNR programs―as well as
TNVR programs—do not “adequately meet feral cat
population control needs that public health and animal
welfare necessitate

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.1.2 in
the Draft EIR regarding the systematic extensive
literature review and population dynamics modeling
effort that informed the analysis in the Draft EIR. Please
refer to Appendices I and J for more information
regarding these methodologies, along with Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes. Please
also see Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding and Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project.

PETA

PE-7

Further, TNR “creates an attractive nuisance and has
been hypothesized to act as a classic enabler,
encouraging people to abandon cats instead of taking
them to animal shelters. … Trap-neuter-return
advocates admit that posted locations where TNR
programs are being conducted regularly experience
substantial and repeated influxes of cats.”9 According
to the National Association of State Public Health
Veterinarians, “reports suggest that support of
‘managed cat colonies’ may increase the public’s
likelihood of abandoning unwanted pets in lieu of
more responsible options.”10

Thank you for your comment. Please see discussion in
Section 4.2.2 in the Draft EIR regarding potential of
established cat colonies to attract abandonment of
unwanted cats. Please also see Master Responses Removal
of Nuisance Cats, The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and Outreach.

PETA

PE-8

David A. Jessup, D.V.M., M.P.V.M., D.A.C.Z.M., executive
manager of the Wildlife Disease Association (an
international nonprofit scientific organization), and

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-6.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-149

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text
former senior wildlife veterinarian and supervisor of
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s
Marine Wildlife Veterinary Care and Research
Center—who refers to TNR as “trap, neuter, and
reabandon”—says, “[I]n most locations where TNR has
been tried, it fails to substantially or quickly reduce cat
numbers and almost never eliminates feral cat
populations.”11 He indicates that he has “seen
multiple feral cat colonies on state property and park
lands and in a number of sensitive habitats on private
lands in California where various levels of TNR (from
casual to serious efforts) have gone on for many years.
None of these efforts, by themselves, eliminated the
feral cat population.”12 Furthermore, “[t]he largest
TNR program in the nation, which neutered and
reabandoned 180,000 cats, is not expected, even by its
proponents, to reduce the number of feral cats in
California. Despite articles claiming success, a followup study on one of the largest and most active TNR
programs in California has revealed no demonstrable
effects at the population level after nearly a decade of
effort.”13 Dr. Jessup indicates that “TNR is not
sustainable, does not generally reduce feral cat
populations in a reasonable period of time (5 years or
fewer) … and almost never results in the elimination of
feral cat colonies.”14

Responses

PETA

PE-9

There are many examples of incidents in which TNR
resulted in an increase in homeless cat populations as
well as an increase in complaints and risks. Chaminade
University in Hawaii tried a TNR management
program for over 20 years with no success―and
according to a news story, “The school says the stray
cat population continued to thrive and claims feeders
were just throwing the food around the campus,
making a mess.”15 A school spokesperson said, “It just
didn’t work, I wish it did work.”16 The borough
council of Seaside Heights, New Jersey, voted
unanimously to disband the town’s TNR program after

Thank you for your comment. The sources that informed
the EIR analysis were selected through an extensive,
systematic literature review. The literature review
utilized computer software to refine a field of over 30,000
relevant papers. TNR is a topic that is defined by a wide
range of expert opinion. Please see Appendix I of the Draft
EIR for the methodology that the City employed to select
its sources. Notwithstanding, regarding the referenced
studies cited as indicating that TNR programs generally
do not result in lower numbers of free-roaming cats, it
should be noted that individual differences in setting,
circumstances, and approach will greatly influence the
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receiving resident complaints, including those
describing contaminated soil and the near-destruction
of a home.17 Phoenix College in Arizona decided to
end its TNR program because, according to a
spokesperson, “Instead of stabilizing the population, it
has doubled, creating an unhealthy situation for the
cats and the community.”18

Responses
outcomes of these respective programs. However, the
analysis included in the EIR, including the Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and systematic literature review
that informed the model assumptions and analysis, was
specifically developed for the purposes of the City’s TNR
approach and was tailored to the particular context and
elements of the Project proposed for implementation in
the City of Los Angeles. (See Appendix I of the Draft EIR
and Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR for details.)
In any event, the studies reviewed in the Draft EIR’s
comprehensive literature review showed a range of
results of the effects of various other TNR programs on
the population of free-roaming cats, and their generalized
nature and diverse parameters used in those studies
informed the site-specific modeling used in the Draft EIR.
Please also see Master Responses Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes, The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public
Education and Outreach.

PETA

PE-10

And after experimenting with a pilot TNR program, the
city of Parry Sound, Ontario, was reconsidering
allowing the practice, because “the number of feral
cats appears to be increasing—as does the noise, smell
and general nuisance.”19

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-9.

PETA

PE-11

A 2005 study conducted “[t]o evaluate 2 county trapneuter-return (TNR) programs for feral cat population
management via mathematical modeling”20 found
that “[i]n both counties, results of analyses did not
indicate a consistent reduction in per capita growth,
the population multiplier, or the proportion of female
cats that were pregnant”21 [emphasis added]. A 2003
study conducted “[t]o evaluate the effect of a longterm trap-neuter-return program, with adoption
whenever possible, on the dynamics of a free-roaming
cat population”22 noted the following: “A 1-year study
of TNR programs in 2 southern Florida parks revealed

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-9.
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that the presence of well-fed cat colonies encouraged
illegal abandonment of additional cats. … [T]he arrival
of new cats prevented reduction of the colonies ….
Results of the study also refuted an oft-cited claim that
an established colony of cats will defend its territory
and prevent the immigration of new arrivals”23
[emphasis added].

Responses

PETA

PE-12

A 2009 study revealed the following: A study of TNR
implemented countywide in San Diego showed that
feral cat populations had not decreased after 10 years,
and a similar result was found after 7 years in Alachua
County, Florida, where feral cat populations increased
(Foley et al. 2005). . . . Two colonies subject to TNR in
Florida were tracked for over a year and population
size of both colonies increased owing to the influx of
new cats dumped at the highly visible sites (Castillo &
Clarke 2003). Peer-reviewed reports of TNR
decreasing the size of feral colonies (e.g., Levy et al.
2003) derive in part from intensive efforts to remove
cats for adoption as part of the TNR program. In a TNR
program on a Florida university campus, 73 of 155
cats (47%) were removed for adoption during the
study period (Levy et al. 2003). In another program,
during 2–3 years of TNR, 270 of 814 cats (33%) were
captured and adopted, without which the number of
cats at the 64 sites would have increased as a result of
87 cats joining the colonies while 50 died (Stull 2007).
. . . Assertions of colony declines often are supported
only by reference to Web sites, even in peer-reviewed
articles (Gibson et al. 2002). Few published scientific
studies document the actual disappearance of a colony
through TNR and then only after many years of
constant effort (e.g., Levy et al. 2003; Stoskopf &
Nutter 2004).24

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-9.

PETA

PE-13

It’s troubling that the DEIR appears to have cherrypicked data and skewed information in order to
promote cat abandonment, despite clear and well-

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-9 and Master Responses Beyond the Scope
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established scientific evidence that roaming domestic
animals, particularly cats, are having a significant
detrimental impact on ecosystems and on the
environment worldwide. Recently, in “Merchants of
Doubt in the Free-Ranging Cat Conflict,” researchers
Scott Loss and Peter Marra explained some of the
dangers posed by allowing misinformation that’s
spread by special interest groups to dictate public
policy regarding domestic cats: Separating fact from
misinformation is a major barrier to public
understanding of science and institutional adoption of
evidence-based policy (UCS 2017). As described in
Merchants of Doubt (Oreskes & Conway 2010), there
are myriad examples of industry and special interests
manufacturing doubt about scientific consensus to
keep controversies alive and hinder policy changes
regarding environmental and public health issues such
as DDT, cigarette smoking, and climate change.
Another issue for which organized misinformation has
clouded consensus and misled policies affecting
human health and biodiversity conservation is freeranging domestic cats. Free-ranging cats
unquestionably threaten humans as hosts of zoonotic
disease (CDC 2016), threaten biodiversity by causing
tremendous wildlife mortality (Loss et al. 2013), have
contributed to at least 63 extinctions (Doherty et al.
2016), and negatively affect vertebrate populations
globally (Loss & Marra 2017). Yet, campaigns to
fabricate doubt about cat impacts have entered
conservation science (Wolf 2017) and policy arenas
(CODC 2015) due to no-kill agendas of animal-rights
advocates who support nonlethal management (e.g.,
trap-neuter-return [TNR]).25

Responses
and Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project.

PETA

PE-14

Dr. Joel McNeal, a biology professor at Kennesaw State
University, explains, “TNR doesn’t work and leads to
more cats in areas where it is practiced than simply
leaving the population untouched. Reducing carrying
capacity by limiting food sources is the most effective

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-153

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text
way to limit the cat population. TNR advocates take
advantage of the lack of population biology knowledge
in the general public to sell neutering as population
control, while their feeding has a much more profound
effect on populations. Reduced intake rates at shelters
are often promoted as successes, but this simply
means there are more cats on the streets rather than
coming through shelters and says nothing about
population increase or decrease.”26

Responses

PETA

PE-15

In concluding that the Program would “result in no
impacts or less-than-significant impacts for all
resource areas,”27 the Bureau explicitly relies on the
assumption of a “projected net decrease in the freeroaming cat population.”28 The fact that peerreviewed research belies this critical assumption
entirely undermines the DEIR’s conclusions as to the
significance of the prospective environmental impacts
of the Program. Alternatives and mitigation must be
considered, as discussed below.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis, Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes, and
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.

PETA

PE-16

In contrast, several of the alternatives suggested in the
DEIR, if implemented and rigorously carried out,
actually have the potential to reduce the number of
free-roaming and homeless cats in the city and,
therefore, the number of homeless and unwanted cats
who require sheltering and euthanasia, while also
reducing the environmental effects of the Program.
The following alternatives can and should be carried
out in conjunction with each other to prevent cats
from becoming homeless in the first place, decrease
the number of cats roaming and breeding on the
streets, and provide for the humane, legal treatment
and care of cats who may become lost or homeless in
the city:

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis and Response to Comment UWG-59
regarding a combined scenario.

PETA

PE-17

Alternative 1: Provide the public with an additional
20,000 free/discounted sterilization vouchers for
owned cats. Unspayed and unneutered cats exhibit
behavior that can lead to their abandonment or

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis and Response to Comment UWG-59
regarding a combined scenario.
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surrender to shelters. The American Veterinary
Medical Association reports that “[r]removing a female
… cat’s ovaries eliminates heat cycles and generally
reduces the unwanted behaviors that may lead to
owner frustration. Removing the testes from male …
cats reduces the breeding instinct, making them less
inclined to roam and more content to stay at home”29
[emphasis added].
Alternative 2: Prohibit cat owners from allowing their
feline companions to roam at large. Cats who are
allowed to roam outdoors without supervision can
become lost when chased by dogs, other animals, or
people. They are also often left behind when owners
move and are unable to locate them and are captured
and abandoned far from home by neighbors who
perceive them to be a nuisance. These are three ways
homeless-cat colonies begin.
Alternative 3: Establish a cat-licensing program. Catlicensing and -microchipping ordinances have been
shown to increase greatly the number of lost cats who
are reunited with their guardians, reducing the need
for adoption and euthanasia services at animal
shelters. For example, after Calgary, Alberta,
implemented a cat-licensing bylaw in 2006, it
drastically increased the number of cats reclaimed
from the community’s animal shelter: Within seven
years, nearly half of all cats admitted to the shelter
were reunited with their guardians, which is well
above the average rate.30
Alternative 4: Prohibit the outdoor feeding of owned
or roaming cats. Food set out for managed” colonies
attracts more cats (as well as wildlife, including
coyotes, foxes, raccoons, skunks, and rats). It also
makes unsterilized cats better able to reproduce,
creating more homeless cats.
Alternative 5: Increase enforcement of the city’s
spay/neuter ordinance. Preventing cat owners from
allowing their feline companions to reproduce is the
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most effective way to prevent cats from ending up
abandoned and surrendered to shelters.
Alternative 6: Facilitate free trapping/certified
trapping, and streamline the permit process to
surrender homeless cats to shelters without “return to
the environment.”31Making it easier for residents to
trap homeless cats and remove them from their
properties is critical to getting the community’s help in
reducing the number of homeless cats roaming the
city.
Alternative 7: Reduce (or at least don’t increase) the
number of cats allowed at any one property. Strictly
regulating the number of cats allowed at a property
can prevent complaints from neighbors, who often
resort to capturing animals and reabandoning them in
other areas, where they form or join colonies of
homeless cats.
Alternative 8: Provide peaceful, painless euthanasia for
cats for whom no homes can be found. Abandoning
domestic cats on the street because of an aversion to
euthanasia is cruel and likely illegal.

Responses

PETA

PE-18

I. IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES The Program
would have a substantial adverse effect on the city’s
biological resources, including, but not limited to, the
city’s stray and feral cat population, the city’s animal
companion population (primarily canine and feline
companions), and the city’s wildlife population,
including species identified as candidates for sensitive
or special status and those species in sensitive natural
communities and environmentally sensitive areas. The
Program would also interfere with the movement of
native resident and migratory wildlife species.
Furthermore, it may conflict with laws already in place
to protect biological resources.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis. Please note that the Draft EIR found that
the proposed Project would not result in any significant
impacts on biological resources. The City’s analysis of
sensitive biological resources in the Draft EIR was based
on substantial evidence in the record; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

PETA

PE-19

While the DEIR only considers the impact of the
Program on wildlife, the feral and stray cats
themselves as well as animal companions are

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-18. Please also see Chapter 4 in the Draft
EIR regarding how the proposed Project would affect the
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important biological resources who must be
considered under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The CEQA defines the environment as “the
physical conditions which exist within the area which
will be affected by a proposed project, including land,
air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, [and] objects of
historic or aesthetic significance.”32 Cats (including
feline companions) and dogs are, of course, fauna.33
The CEQA guidelines (“the Guidelines”) only address
concerns with fauna that are related to “any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service” and “any
native resident or migratory fish,”34 but the
Guidelines specifically state that the “sample
questions” listed in Appendix G “are intended to
encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, and do
not necessarily represent thresholds of significance”
and that “[s]substantial evidence of potential impacts
that are not listed [in Appendix G] must also be
considered.” Because there is substantial evidence to
indicate that the Program would significantly affect
feral and stray cats as well as animal companions—i.e.,
fauna―the impacts on these animals must be
considered.

Responses
existing free-roaming cat population. Please also see
Master Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding legal conclusions and Beyond the Scope
regarding potential impacts on companion animals.

PETA

PE-20

Impacts on Feral and Stray Cats Although altering
homeless cats prevents future generations from
suffering, it doesn’t significantly improve the quality of
life of the cats who remain outdoors. Free-roaming
homeless cats don’t reach old age. They commonly
suffer and die as a result of highly contagious diseases,
infected puncture wounds, broken bones, urinary tract
infections, brain damage, internal injuries, attacks by
other animals or cruel humans, being hit by
automobiles, hostile living conditions like lack of
adequate shelter from the elements (including
wildfires, floods, and landslides), and hunger and

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.4 of the
Draft EIR regarding the objectives for the proposed
Project. Notwithstanding, the proposed Project does
address quality of life issues of existing free-roaming cats
by recommending vaccination and flea treatment of cats
during sterilization before their return to the
environment. Additionally, as stated in Section 4.1.2.4 of
the Draft EIR, the reduction in sexual competition
behaviors through sterilization is expected to increase
survival rates of free-roaming cats. Please also see Master
Response Public Education and Outreach.
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dehydration. They’re considered by many to be a
nuisance, through no fault of their own.

Responses

PETA

PE-21

To protect cats and native wildlife, the California
Veterinary Medical Association (CVMA) advises,
“Should managed cat colonies be established, natural
or artificial restrictive barriers should be employed to
protect both cats and native wildlife.”38 Regarding
homeless and feral cat populations, the CVMA Policy
on Free-Roaming, Abandoned, and Feral Cats explains:
“Unfortunately, most of these cats will suffer
premature mortality from disease, starvation, or
trauma. Their suffering is of sufficient magnitude that
it constitutes a national tragedy of epidemic
proportions. These free-roaming abandoned and feral
cats also represent a significant factor in the mortality
of hundreds of millions of birds, small mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, and fish. This population of cats
also poses a zoonotic disease risk for the public.”39

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR, for elements of the updated proposed
Project, which do not include colony management. Please
also see Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.
Please see Section 4.2.2.9 in the Draft EIR regarding the
existing effects of domestic cats on biological resources
related to predation and disease transmission. Please also
see Master Response Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project.

Dr. Jessup wrote the following regarding feral cats:
“Many feral cats live short, brutal lives. Figures vary,
but the AVMA has used the figure of 2 years as
opposed to 10 for the mean lifespan of owned cats;
others estimate that feral cats live approximately half
as long as owned cats. Mortality rates for feral cats can
be up to 80%/y [annually]. Feral cats suffer
considerably higher rates of injury and disease. Many
feral cats succumb to vehicle trauma, predation,
disease, or severe weather.”40

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes regarding model assumptions for
mortality rates and lifespan for free-roaming cats.

Cats who are abandoned in TNR face endless dangers
on their own. One such danger is posed by humans.
The Program would leave many property owners and
renters without adequate legal alternatives to
removing cats from their property and prohibiting
feeding in their community. When property owners
and renters are denied assistance with the removal of
cats who are damaging their property and considered
a nuisance, they may become frustrated and take

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not interfere with existing cat management protocols.
Instead, it would augment the currently available options
by making 20,000 additional sterilizations available to
address free-roaming cats in an effort to add another
dimension to free-roaming cat population management.
As such, increased abandonment is not an expected effect
of program implementation. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for more information and

PETA

PETA

PE-23
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matters into their own hands, often resorting to cruel
means of population control. Recent cases of cruelty to
free-roaming cats reported by the news media just in
California include the following:
•In May 2019, BakersfieldNow.com reported that a
roaming cat had been found covered with blood and
with “a gaping hole in her skin.” She was taken to a
veterinary hospital, where X-rays revealed that she’d
been shot with a BB gun and that two pellets remained
inside her. It wasn’t known if she would survive. It
wasn’t reported whether authorities were notified, but
no suspects were identified.
•In April 2019, KCBSRadio.Radio.com reported that
several homeless cats had been found in Oakland after
they were “shot by someone with a pellet gun.” At least
four cats had been found with injuries. One had to be
euthanized because of the extent of the damage, and
another had to undergo a leg amputation.
•In February 2019, ABC10.com reported that a
roaming cat in North Highlands had been found
panting and in pain. She was admitted to a veterinary
hospital in critical condition. X-rays revealed that she’d
been shot and that two pellets were lodged in her
body, one of which had punctured her intestines. She
underwent surgery, required blood transfusions, and
remained in critical condition.
•In February 2019, LosAngeles.CBSLocal.com reported
that police in Oxnard had arrested a man who was
allegedly captured on video surveillance shooting a
roaming cat with a crossbow. The footage reportedly
showed him shooting the weapon in an alley, picking
up a cat who had been killed, and putting his or her
body in a trash receptacle. He was charged with
cruelty to animals.
•In July 2018, TheCatalinaIslander.com reported that
four cats who were part of a “colony had become ill or
died. One cat, who’d been found dead, appeared to
have been attacked by another animal. A second cat
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had been found “in pain … acting very sluggish and
obviously mortally sick.” He or she was taken to a
veterinary hospital and died. A third cat showed
similar symptoms and “eventually died.” A
postmortem examination revealed that he or she had
died from antifreeze poisoning. A fourth cat had been
found exhibiting similar symptoms and was taken to a
veterinary hospital for treatment.
•In December 2017, ModBee.com printed a letter to
the editor alleging that more than 100homeless cats
who were part of a colony of cats who’d been sterilized
and abandoned at a shopping center in Modesto had
been killed. Dead felines were reportedly found
“scattered throughout the bushes” at the site, and the
writer believed that a company had been hired to
remove the animals. It was also reported that
“[p]people continue to dump cats in this area thinking
they are safe; but in fact, they are tortured and
mutilated by some very sick people. It wasn’t reported
whether authorities had been alerted, but no suspects
were identified.

Responses

PETA

PE-24

On a daily basis, feral and stray cats face innumerable
other dangers, such as diseases, infections, and other
illnesses and injuries, including those caused by
attacks by predators. PETA’s Emergency Response
Team has handled numerous calls from Los Angeles–
area residents desperate to get help for free-roaming
cats suffering from painful health conditions. Here are
just a few examples: PETA was contacted by an El
Monte resident reporting that the cat in the photo
below—who had recently been sterilized, ear-tipped,
and abandoned—was found lying motionless and
appeared to be dying. PETA paid to have the animal
examined by a veterinarian, because the so-called
“colony caretaker” refused to take him to a shelter. He
was diagnosed with feline panleukopenia (aka “feline
parvo” and “feline distemper”) and provided with a

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.4 of the
Draft EIR regarding the objectives for the proposed
Project. As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR, under
the proposed Project LAAS would 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.”
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painless end to his suffering through euthanasia at the
hospital.

Responses

PETA

PE-25

Other animals—particularly dogs—also present a
constant danger to outdoor cats. Stories that have
made the news in California about roaming cats who
were injured or killed by dogs have recently been
published in Bakersfield, Sonora, East Davis, Winters,
and Lodi.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes regarding model assumptions for
mortality rates and lifespan for free-roaming cats.

PETA

PE-26

Cats relegated to an outdoor existence have nowhere
to go when the temperatures drop or they become
frightened and need cover. They often seek shelter by
crawling into car engines, where they can be severely
mangled or even killed when the car is started. For
example, good Samaritans in Perris found an
apparently homeless kitten badly mangled in some
bushes. One of them said that “it looked like [her] guts
were sticking out—that’s how bad it was. … Her arm
was just bones and tissue hanging. It was really, really
bad.”41 The kitten was taken to a public animal
shelter, where veterinarians amputated her leg. It was
suspected that she had crawled inside a car’s engine
for warmth and safety and was injured when the
vehicle was started. Similarly, cats can get
hyperthermia and may die from heat stroke or heat
exhaustion in the summer—in fact, hundreds of cats
and dogs do each year. In April, ChicoER.com
published a letter to the editor written by a resident
who’d found an apparently homeless cat on his
property who was described as “[h]ot, injured,
dehydrated and hungry.”42 The CVMA advises, “Pets
spending time outdoors in any activity should be
carefully monitored for overheating.”43 In a news
release, the agency explained, “Hot weather increases
the risk of mosquito, flea, and tick bites, which can be
fatal in cats and dogs.”44 A VetStreet.com article
reports, “Even cats [who] are used to being outside can
suffer during hot weather. Remember that young,

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not encourage abandonment or colony maintenance, or
otherwise incentivize outdoor living for cats. The
proposed Project instead seeks to facilitate sterilization of
free-roaming cats in an effort to reduce the population.
Please see Master Responses The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding and Removal of Nuisance Cats for
more information.
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elderly, or sick cats are more likely to become
dehydrated or otherwise ill as a result of heat
exposure. If a severe heat advisory is issued in your
area and humans are advised to stay indoors, it is a
good idea to bring your cat indoors, too. … Cats should
also be brought inside if severe weather is expected, as
heavy rain, flooding, and high winds can be hazardous,
especially for cats [who] are hiding under cars or in
other low-lying areas.”45 Natural disasters, including
wildfires, floods, and landslides, pose a danger to
homeless cats who are impossible to evacuate
effectively even if people try to do so. After the Camp
Fire last year, it was reported that staff at the “VCA
Valley Oak Veterinary Center in Chico … canceled
regular appointments so doctors could focus on
wildfire victims. Hundreds of pets, mostly cats, were
dropped off over the course of five days. … Injuries
include[d] smoke inhalation, dehydration and severe
burns. … The animals in the worst condition, with
third-degree burns all over their bodies … had to be
euthanized” [emphasis added].46

Responses

PETA

PE-27

The risk of disease is ever-present for homeless cats—
rabies is prevalent.47 In addition to rabies, homeless
cat populations also harbor “bartonellosis,
toxoplasmosis, plague, endo- and ectoparasites, feline
immunodeficiency virus (FIV), feline leukemia virus
(FeLV) and rickettsial diseases.”48 Feline
immunosuppressive diseases such as FIV and FeLV
“may predispose infected cats to developing additional
viral, bacterial or parasitic diseases that can be passed
to humans or owned cats,” and “[m]any of these
diseases are prevalent at higher levels in feral cats
compared with the owned pet population because
outdoor access poses the greatest risk of infection.”49
Cats can also carry cutaneous larva migrans because of
various nematode parasites, tularemia, and murine
typhus.

Thank you for your comment. Please see the discussion in
Section 4.2.2.9 of the Draft EIR regarding diseases among
domestic cats. Please also see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project.
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Responses

PETA

PE-28

Additionally, “[g]roup feeding of cats by colony
caretakers puts cats at greater risk for contracting
diseases whose transmission is augmented by
increased animal density and contact rates among
cats,” such as feline respiratory disease complex,
which has led to high morbidity in shelters, catteries,
and colony feeding sites.51 Last year, more than 36
cats at four locations where a group had been
trapping, sterilizing, and reabandoning homeless cats
in Oregon reportedly died from panleukopenia.52
Painful symptoms of the fatal disease “range from
diarrhea and vomiting to seizures.” In 2017, Calaveras
County authorities had to seize and euthanize more
than 20 cats fed in a yard by a resident after “[t]hey
contracted chlamydia, a buildup of bacteria in cats, and
other diseases common among smaller, communal
spaces similar to the one they lived in. Visual
symptoms were apparent; many of the felines had
droopy eyes, snotty noses and respiratory issues.
‘They were sickened from there being too many in too
small of a lot,’ [animal services manager Henning]
Schreiber said. ‘They were not malnourished or
neglected.’”

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, and Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updates to
the proposed Project. While the proposed Project does
not include feeding or colony maintenance, increased
baiting of traps would occur to facilitate TNR. However,
trapping involves individual cats and does not include
group feeding. Updated program implementation
guidelines include the following best practices typically
used in existing TNR activities: “Trapping locations
should be kept clean so that no traces of food, refuse, or
fecal matter are left behind after trapping events.
Contaminated surfaces should be disinfected as needed to
help maintain cleanliness and contain the potential
spread of disease.”

PETA

PE-29

Jan Bellows, D.V.M., diplomate A.V.D.C. and A.B.V.P.
(canine and feline), reports that “[t]ooth resorption in
cats is prevalent, affecting 28% to 68% of mature
cats.”55 Bemidji Veterinary Hospital & Boarding
Kennel explains on its website, “Feline tooth
resorption is a painful and common condition. It is the
most common cause of tooth loss in cats. Greater than
half of all domestic cats over three years of age will
have at least one tooth affected. . . . Since cats are
talented in hiding their pain, owners are often
unaware of the problem until it is severe. This is one
reason why yearly physical exams by a veterinarian
are so important. A complete, sedated, oral exam with
dental radiographs is essential to diagnose and grade
the severity of the disease. . . . In cats [who] have been

Thank you for your comment. The focus of the proposed
Project is sterilization of free-roaming cats. The revised
program implementation guidelines provide
recommendations for vaccination, parasites, and fecal
accumulation to address public health concerns related to
the existing free-roaming cat population. Please see
Master Response Beyond the Scope regarding other health
issues of free-roaming cats.
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previously diagnosed with tooth resorption, it is
recommend[ed] that oral exams be done every six
months and dental prophylaxis with full mouth
radiographs done at least yearly by a veterinary
professional”56 [emphasis added]. Homeless cats
suffer in silence from a lack of basic and needed
veterinary care and treatments.

Responses

PETA

PE-30

Homeless cats also face the pain and suffering caused
by starvation. Simply enacting a TNR program doesn’t
ensure that stray and feral cats will be fed. People
feeding them move, forget, tire of the responsibility, or
run out of sufficient resources for the ever-growing
feral cat colonies.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-26.

PETA

PE-31

Homeless cats also run the risk of getting caught in
devices. For example, ABC7.com reported that an
apparently homeless kitten had been found by a
Hawthorne resident stuck to a glue board that had
been set out to trap and kill other animals. In February
2019, it was reported that an apparently homeless cat
in Riverside had been heard crying under the hood of a
pickup truck. Authorities were called and found her
“hanging upside down”57 in the vehicle’s engine
compartment with a steel-jaw trap clamped onto one
of her legs. In July, a PETA staffer responding to
concerns about injured homeless kittens found several
kittens in box traps that had apparently been set to
trap skunks at the Metrolink Central Maintenance
Facility. PETA had to track down a worker to address
the situation immediately, as the kittens were in the
full sun during the summer with no food or water.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-26 and Master Response Beyond the Scope.

PETA

PE-32

Another concern regarding homeless cats is that the
Program relies on members of the public to catch cats
in traps and then take them to be spayed or neutered.
However, lending out animal traps presents a danger
to homeless cats, as individuals must not only set out a
trap but also remember to check it often and regularly
during the day and, once a cat is caught, provide him

Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR contains
revised program implementation guidelines aimed at
providing best practices typically used for existing TNR
activities. Please see Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Section 3.2.3 in the Final
EIR for more information. Specifically, one of the
guidelines states: “The City shall create partnerships with
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or her with immediate care or bring the animal to LA
Animal Services. California law defines feral cats as
“completely unsocialized” cats “whose usual and
consistent temperament is extreme fear and resistance
to contact with people.”58 They are therefore resistant
to human handling and, even when caged, can be
intimidating to people not trained in animal handling.
Animal traps still allow cats to reach through the wire
and bite and/or scratch the individual picking up the
cage. It can therefore be difficult for a person renting a
trap to bring the cat to LA Animal Services once the
animal is caught, and embarrassment or lack of time or
initiative may prevent an individual from reaching out
to the department for help. LA Animal Services General
Manager Brenda Barnette has frequently stated that
the department is so understaffed that it can only
respond to the top six emergencies each day,
throughout the entire city. Even if it’s contacted, it may
not be able to reach the trapped animal in time, as a
cat can quickly perish trapped in a cage without water.
Stranded cats endure a slow, painful, lonely death. For
example, a TNR program in Portland, Oregon, was
suspended after a cat who’d been stuck in a trap for
weeks was found dead.

Responses
third parties who offer free-roaming cat trapping
trainings so people can learn how to trap responsibly.”

PETA

PE-33

Because TNR programs have repeatedly resulted in an
increase in homeless cat populations, as outlined
above, domestic cats would be significantly impacted
by the Program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes.
Notwithstanding, the sources like those referred to in the
comment were part of the EIR’s comprehensive literature
review upon which the cat population model was based
and the sources cited do not pertain to the specific
circumstances and location of the proposed Project. In
any case, the City’s analysis of free-roaming cat
population in the Draft EIR was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections referenced above; accordingly, after
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Responses
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate

PETA

PE-34

Impacts on Companion Animals As noted above, cats
can carry rabies, bordetellosis, toxoplasmosis, plague,
endo- and ectoparasites, FIV, FeLV, rickettsial diseases,
cutaneous larva migrans because of various nematode
parasites, tularemia, and murine typhus, and viral,
bacterial, or parasitic diseases that can be passed to
humans or owned cats—and many of these diseases
are more prevalent in feral cat populations than in
owned cat populations since “outdoor access poses the
greatest risk of infection.”59 Dogs, too, can contract
diseases such as rabies, bartonellosis, toxoplasmosis,
plague, endo- and ectoparasites, rickettsial diseases,
cutaneous larva migrans, tularemia, murine typhus,
and viral, bacterial, or parasitic diseases. When
homeless cat populations are present, dogs and cats
who are allowed outdoors―even just for supervised
walks—are at an increased risk of exposure to these
diseases. Feral and stray cats thus present a danger to
dog and cat companions.

Thank you for your comment. The comment discusses
risk of infection from various diseases carried by
domestic cats. As the proposed Project is anticipated to
reduce the population of free-roaming cats within the
City, it would not exacerbate existing risks to the public or
companion animals. Please also see Master Responses
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis, Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes, and Consideration
of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project.

PETA

PE-35

Feline companions who are kept safe indoors by
responsible guardians can experience extreme anxiety
and stress caused by the presence of roaming and
homeless cats outdoors. Wailani Sung, M.S., Ph.D.,
D.V.M., D.A.C.V.B., explains: I have certainly
encountered many cats who get so upset at the sight of
an outdoor cat that they fluff out their fur, start
yowling and hissing and then may turn on the closest
living creature standing next to them, whether that’s
their feline housemate, the family dog or the
unsuspecting owner. It may sound funny but it is not a
funny matter when your cats suddenly start fighting
with each other after one episode of redirected
aggressive behavior or when your cat starts to attack
you or your dog every time he sees you after the
incident. Some indoor cats may not become aggressive

Thank you for your comment. As the proposed Project is
anticipated to reduce the population of free-roaming cats
within the City, it would not exacerbate these existing
behaviors. Please also see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis,
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes, and Removal of Nuisance Cats.
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but still [exhibit] signs of stress. They may vocalize and
pace back and forth close to the window where they
last saw the other cat. They may also start to eliminate
in inappropriate areas around the house. Sometimes
outdoor cats may come to your property and
deliberately spray around the outside of your house. If
the outdoor cat sprays, odor molecules can sometimes
be carried in through vents or open doors or windows.
This can cause your indoor cat to become even more
agitated. Sometimes, indoor cats will spray in response
inside the house.

Responses

PETA

PE-36

Both residents who are responsible guardians and
their beloved animals would be significantly affected
by the Program. Stress- and anxiety-induced types of
behavior expressed by indoor cats as a result of
homeless, roaming cats can also lead to an increase in
cat abandonment and surrender to shelters: Litter box
issues are among the leading reasons why cats are
given up or abandoned.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-35.

PE-37

Impacts on Wildlife We agree with The Urban
Wildlands Group that the negative impacts of
homeless cats on wildlife are severe and substantial. In
addition, we add the following brief comments. A
recent study found that, “[s]ince 1970, the continental
U.S. and Canada have lost more than 1 in 4 birds. The
total bird population in the two countries has fallen by
almost 3 billion.”61 The practice of allowing cats to
roam outdoors is one of the leading direct humancaused reason for the decline. A 2013 study found that
roaming cats account for the majority of humancaused wildlife deaths in the U.S., as an astounding
“1.3–4.0 billion birds and 6.3–22.3 billion mammals
annually”62 are killed by them. An increase in the
number of free-roaming cats would not only reduce
the number and restrict the range of wildlife species,
including endangered and rare species, but also
threaten to eliminate animal communities, as they kill

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.2.2.9 of
the Draft EIR related to existing effects of domestic cats
on biological resources, including predation and
spreading disease. Please see Master Responses Domestic
Cat Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and note that under the
proposed Project, the free-roaming cat population is
anticipated to decline.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-167

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Comment #

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment Text
countless native North American birds, mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, and fish each year. A study
conducted at the University of Georgia in which owned
cats allowed to roam were outfitted with small video
cameras on their collars found that approximately
30% of them killed small animals—on average, two
per week.63 Reptiles, small mammals, and birds were
among their common prey. Researchers reported,
“Even if an animal was not depredated, indirect
negative effects on fecundity and behavior (due to cat
stalking and chasing) are possible. Beckerman et al.
(2007) and Bonnington et al. (2013) suggest that there
are sub-lethal effects on urban birds as a result of cat
presence in the system, including: reduced
reproductive performance, increased nest defense, and
reduced parental provisioning (decreasing nestling
growth rates).”64 In 2017, SFGate.com reported that
although the California Quail—the state bird—was
once bountiful in San Francisco, these animals are now
essentially extinct in the city. Only one bird remained
at the time of the report, a male named Ishi. The
heartbreaking report explains: “‘Ishi’s sorrowful call
will likely never be returned by a female mate. The
ground-dwelling birds are known for their charisma,
not their mobility, and a city-slicking bird already has
the cards stacked against it …. [A]s is true of many
localized extinctions, humans are largely at-fault—or
rather, their pets are. ‘Cats are the dagger,’ said Cindy
Margulis, executive director of the Golden Gate
Audubon Society. … Felines, whether domesticated or
not, are hardwired to pounce, Margulis said.”65 Small
animals who are caught by cats and not immediately
killed are highly susceptible to death by pasteurella
septicemia after being exposed to the deadly bacteria
that naturally occurs in the mouths of cats. The
American Bird Conservancy reports that “[c]at
predation is one of the reasons why one in three
American birds species are in decline.”
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Responses

PETA

PE-38

Additionally, cats can spread diseases to wildlife. The
New York Times reported that the results of a recently
published study determined that Toxoplasma gondii
shed in the feces of domestic cats was killing
California’s iconic sea otters. The report explains,
“Toxoplasma can also kill marine mammals, as
scientists who study them have long been aware. It has
felled not just sea otters but also dolphins and
endangered monk seals in Hawaii. Studies over the
past two decades established that rain can wash
Toxoplasma from land to sea, where the parasite
accumulates in the kelp forests that otters love.”67
Last year, it was reported that “[e]endangered beluga
whales in the St. Lawrence River already facing plenty
of adversity now have an unlikely foe to contend
with—the common house cat. A new study suggests
the belugas are being increasingly infected with a
parasite known as toxoplasma gondii, transmitted
through the feces of cats.”68 Domestic felines (aka felis
catus/felis domesticus) are commonly referred to as
“house,” “feral,” and “domestic” cats. Whether
socialized or not, they’re the same species. The
Russian River Watershed Association explains, “Pet
waste can be washed by rainfall into storm drains and
nearby creeks and rivers. Storm drains do not connect
to treatment facilities, so untreated animal feces end
up in creeks and rivers, causing significant water
pollution. Decaying pet waste consumes oxygen and
sometimes releases ammonia. Low oxygen levels and
ammonia can damage the health of fish and other
aquatic life. Pet waste also contains nutrients that
promote weed and algae growth. The resulting cloudy
and green water makes swimming and recreation
unappealing or even unhealthy.”69Another study
found that “about a third of raccoons and opossums
sharing habitats with feral cats showed evidence of
past infection with Toxoplasma gondii, a deadly
zoonosis that requires felids to complete its life

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-37.
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cycle.”70 Furthermore, “[s]ome diseases carried by
feral cats are negatively impacting sensitive and
endangered wildlife populations. The Alala, or
Hawaiian crow, and southern sea otter are being
seriously affected by systemic and central nervous
system disease caused by toxoplasmosis linked to cat
feces. In a recent publication, [researchers] showed
that toxoplasmosis was the primary cause of death for
23% of the threatened southern sea otters (n = 105) …
examined during a 3-year period and that it
contributed to the death of many others. There is also
reason to believe that feral cats may serve as a source
of FeLV for cougars and Florida panthers.”71

Responses

PETA

PE-39

Last year, the Western Governors’ Association
published its Top 50 Invasive Species in the West list
and explained, “Invasive species pose an enormous
environmental challenge to western forests and
rangelands, water and agriculture. Left unchecked,
invasive species permanently alter ecosystems and
negatively impact the native species and local
economies that depend upon them.”72 Number 13 on
the list reads, “Feral (or spay-neuter-release) Cat (Felis
domesticus).”73 Through both predation and disease
transmission, roaming domestic cats are eradicating
wildlife species and habitats. Los Angeles County is
home to numerous sensitive species and species of
special concern.74 The DEIR does not propose
adequate measures to protect native wildlife from
cats—a nonnative, invasive species that can
permanently alter ecosystems and negatively affect
populations of native species—especially those who
are homeless and abandoned in the Program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-37.

PETA

PE-40

Impacts on Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs)
The DEIR acknowledges that the Program and freeroaming cats in general “have the potential to affect
sensitive biological resources in ESAs.”75 The
proposed Ecological Conservation Measures, which

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Mitigation Measures Are
Not Required.
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consist of recommending against the abandonment of
cats within one mile of an environmentally sensitive
area (ESA) and making maps of ESAs available at city
shelters and online,76 are wholly inadequate to
protect ESAs and native wildlife from cats, especially
those who are homeless and abandoned in the
Program. “[M]litigation measures must be feasible and
enforceable,”77 and it appears that the proposed
Responsible Feeding and Care Guidelines78 are
infeasible and unenforceable. No methods of enforcing
the weak guidelines appear to be proposed in the
DEIR. Thus, the Bureau has not provided appropriate
mitigation measures to protect the ESAs from feral cat
populations.

Responses
The City’s analysis of habitat in the Draft EIR was based
on substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

PETA

PE-41

Conflicts With Laws Already Protecting Biological
Resources Several aspects of the Program also appear
to conflict with established laws and ordinances
protecting biological resources, including the
following. Perhaps most importantly, releasing cats
after taking possession of them for sterilization could
constitute abandonment. California Penal Code § 597s
(a) states, “Every person who willfully abandons any
animal is guilty of a misdemeanor.” There is no
exception in this statute for abandonment of feral cats.
The legislature has determined that abandoning
animals, such as in TNR programs, is detrimental to
animal welfare and, thus, prohibited. The Bureau has
not attempted to explain how abandoning feral cats
wouldn’t conflict with this law or how abandoning cats
under the guise of a TNR program would be any
different from abandoning cats―even sterilized ones—
in any other context.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding other
laws and ordinances. Notwithstanding, the proposed
Project does not encourage abandonment; the proposed
Project instead seeks to facilitate sterilization of freeroaming cats in an effort to reduce the population. In
addition, the comment does not refer to an applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for purposes
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect of the
proposed Project.

PETA

PE-42

Los Angeles Municipal Code § 53.06.5(a) states, “No
person shall 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.” In an attempt to get

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding other laws and ordinances, and Enforceability
of Program Implementation Guidelines. Notwithstanding,
the Final EIR contains revised program implementation
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around the ordinance, the DEIR states, “Cats are
domestic animals and not considered to be nondomesticated mammalian predators, and thus feeding
cats is not currently banned in the City.”79 This
interpretation is directly contrary to state law, which
specifically distinguishes between “[d]ogs and other
domestic animals” and cats, who can be “domestic or
feral.”80 Furthermore, the DEIR’s proposed Program
Implementation Guidelines and Ecological
Conservation Measures don’t include an enforcement
plan to ensure that feeders would comply with Los
Angeles Municipal Code § 53.06.5(a)—guidelines that
TNR groups already publicly objected to at the October
8 community meeting.

Responses
guidelines aimed at providing best practices typically
used for existing TNR activities. Please see Master
Response Revised Program Implementation Guidelines and
Section 3.2.3 in the Final EIR for more information. In
addition, the comment does not refer to an applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for purposes
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect of the
proposed Project.

PETA

PE-43

Additionally, a feral cat feeder is likely to be
considered either a “keeper” of animals under
California Penal Code § 597.1 or a “possessor” of
animals under California Penal Code § 597f. As such,
by law, a feral cat feeder can’t leave the animals
without proper care and attention—and simply
feeding them doesn’t constitute those things. The DEIR
has only made recommendations and suggested
guidelines that aren’t enforceable in an attempt to
address this important issue.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR for what is included in the updated
proposed Project. Please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, Enforceability Of
Program Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding, This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue, and Beyond the Scope. Notwithstanding, the
comment does not refer to an applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for purposes of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect of the proposed
Project.

PETA

PE-44

Furthermore, should a feral cat feeder deny being the
cat’s owner, keeper, or possessor—or if officials refuse
to deem them as such and no other person takes
responsibility for the animal—LA Animal Services’
mandatory duty to take possession of abandoned and
neglected animals would be triggered. Under
California Penal Code §§ 597.1 and 597f, peace
officers, humane society officers, and animal control
officers are required to take possession of stray,
abandoned, and neglected animals and provide for
their care. An officer must immediately seize an animal
when he or she “has reasonable grounds to believe

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding other
laws and ordinances. Notwithstanding, the comment does
not refer to an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for purposes of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect of the proposed Project.
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that very prompt action is required to protect the
health or safety of the animal or the health or safety of
others.”81 This would appear to present another legal
conflict with the Program, as a homeless cat must be
either owned (therefore creating more duties for the
feral cat feeder) or stray and/or abandoned, requiring
LA Animal Services to take possession of the cat and
provide care. Neither situation would appear to allow
merely feeding and giving water to homeless cats
without providing them with additional care (i.e.,
shelter as well as veterinary and other care).

Responses

PETA

PE-45

Section 2.5.2.3 Free-Roaming Cat Medical Treatment
Guidelines of the DEIR states: “Free-roaming cats
should be sterilized and ear tipped. Microchipping is
recommended if funding is available. … The rabies and
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”82
[emphasis added]. These weak recommendations are
wholly insufficient from animal welfare and public
safety perspectives, as well as being unenforceable. No
enforcement strategy is even proposed in the Program
guidelines.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines.

PETA

PE-46

Another legal conflict may occur with California Code
of Regulations, Title 25, §§ 1114 and 1002, which
provide that “[d]ogs and other domestic animals, and
cats (domestic or feral) shall not be permitted to roam
at large (free) in any park,” in which “park” is defined
as “any manufactured housing community or [mobile
home] park.” Thus, free-roaming cats are completely
prohibited within manufactured housing communities
and mobile home parks. It would impossible to restrict
the range of feral and stray cats, and the Bureau has
not indicated how this legal requirement would be
satisfied.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding other
laws and ordinances. Notwithstanding, the comment does
not refer to an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for purposes of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect of the proposed Project.
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Responses

PETA

PE-47

Furthermore, “[i]t is against the law to take protected
species of wildlife, which is defined as ‘harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect.’ Because cats can and do kill, harass, harm,
pursue, and wound endangered species, people who
reabandon cats [and/or] maintain feral cats … appear
to be in potential violation of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA).”83 California also has its own ESA, which
prohibits the taking of native species except under
certain circumstances.84 According to Dr. Jessup,
“Relatively few species killed by cats can be legally
taken for any purpose,”85 and “[f]rom a wildlife
agency perspective, the release of non-native
predators is just as illegal as poisoning or poaching
wildlife or bulldozing their habitat.”86 These legal
issues have not been adequately addressed in the
DEIR.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project
would facilitate sterilizations of free-roaming cats
currently existing in the environment. The commenter
has presented a legal interpretation. Notwithstanding the
interpretation, please see Master Response This Is a Legal
Issue, Not a CEQA Issue. In addition, the comment does not
refer to an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for purposes of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect of the proposed Project.

PETA

PE-48

II. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE The
proposed Citywide Cat Program has the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of wildlife species, eliminate an
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of rare or endangered animals, and cause
substantial adverse effects for humans, both directly
and indirectly. As noted in the previous section, the
Program would surely degrade the quality of the
environment by having a significant effect on the
welfare of feral and stray cats, animal companions, and
wildlife. Homeless cats would not only reduce the
number and restrict the range of wildlife species
(including endangered and rare species), but also
threaten to eliminate animal communities, as they kill
billions of native North American birds, mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, and fish each year.87 As this
impact has been discussed above, this section will
focus on the substantial adverse effects that the
Program would have on humans. Free-roaming cats
are undoubtedly a public health risk, significantly

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project. The
City’s conclusion that the reduction in overall freeroaming cat population would result in less-thansignificant impacts was based on substantial evidence in
the record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced above. Accordingly after considering
the information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.
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increasing humans’ risk of contracting disease and
illness. Perhaps the most important health concern,
because of its near 100% fatality rate in the absence of
pre- and/or post-exposure prophylaxis, is rabies.
According to A.D. Roebling, et al., trap-neutervaccinate-return programs are “not effective methods
for reducing public health concerns or for controlling
feral cat populations. Instead, responsible pet
ownership, universal rabies vaccination of pets and
removal of strays remain integral components to
control rabies and other diseases.”88 The study goes
on to state that the “interaction between cats and
raccoons or other wildlife rabies reservoirs is the
source of rabies infection by which cats may
subsequently infect people. As a rabies vector, cats
pose a disproportionate risk for potential human
exposures compared with wildlife reservoir species in
part because people, and especially children, are more
likely to approach them.”89 The DEIR recognizes that
“[i]increased incidence of rabies transmission has
been associated with unvaccinated animals, exposure
to infected wildlife, and feral cat feeding stations,
which attract wild and domestic animals, increasing
species densities and interspecies interactions (Ortiz
et al. 2018).”90

Responses

PETA

PE-49

However, the Program guidelines only suggest that
cats be vaccinated against the virus before they’re
abandoned.91 The Program proposes no enforceable
method of reducing the rabies risk posed by roaming
cats and their feeding stations.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-48 and Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines.

PETA

PE-50

In 2011, an 8-year-old girl contracted rabies, likely
from an infected homeless cat roaming the grounds of
her school in Humboldt County, California.92 A study
found that “[i]n 2010, rabies cases declined in all
domestic animals, except for cats, which comprised
62% … of all rabies cases in domestic animals.”93
Specifically, 303 rabid cats were reported in 2010,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-48.
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compared to only 69 dogs.94 A study of 67 counties in
Pennsylvania found that 44% of rabies post-exposure
prophylaxis (PEP) administration―meaning treatment
administered after exposure to rabies—was because of
cats, 82% of whom were feral, stray, or unowned,95
and “New York State attributes more PEP
administration to cat exposures (32%) than any other
species.”96 Furthermore, a study in Montgomery
County, Virginia, attributed 63% of PEP
recommendations to stray cat exposures (compared to
only 8% attributed to wild animal exposures)—and
the high rate of PEP because of cats in this community
“resulted in part from the lack of a county animal
shelter facility for cats, illustrating the need for
removal of feral and stray cats as a means of rabies
control and PEP reduction.”97 A single rabid cat can
expose multiple humans to the risk of rabies: “In 1994,
665 persons in New Hampshire received PEP
following exposures to a rabid stray kitten of unknown
history,” and “contact with a rabid stray kitten found at
a South Carolina softball tournament led to 27
individuals requiring and receiving PEP in 2008.”98 In
Pennsylvania, 27 elementary school students required
post-exposure rabies vaccinations after a roaming
rabid cat was found dead near a playground at the
school.99 It’s important to consider that “the vast
majority of rabies victims die,”100 and treatment is
expensive, costing $5,000 to $8,000 (or more) per
person.101 In August 2019, Kaiser Health News
published a report discussing a bite by a stray cat that
led to more than $26,000 in health care costs for one
individual in Virginia.102 In February, KPBS.org
reported that a wildlife biologist in Florida who
offered food to an apparently homeless cat was bitten
by the animal, leading to $48,512 in medical costs.103
Even if trapped cats are also vaccinated against rabies,
achieving appropriate levels of rabies vaccination
coverage in feral cat populations is unlikely, as most
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cats are trapped only once and “one vaccine dose does
not necessarily offer lifetime coverage. Additionally,
annual trapping rates of less than 10% … cannot reach
a sufficient proportion of the population to establish
and maintain herd immunity,”104 so “maintaining
adequate rabies vaccination coverage in feral cat
populations is impractical, if not impossible.”105 In
2017, a cat who’d been sterilized, vaccinated, and
abandoned as part of a TNVR program in Florida bit a
resident who was trying to help the animal. The cat
tested positive for rabies, and the resident required
post-exposure treatment for the fatal virus.106 In
Amador County, California, two residents required
post-exposure treatment after coming into contact
with a rabid cat. The animal had reportedly been
vaccinated two years before contracting the virus.107
In Colorado, a kitten was diagnosed with rabies a
couple of weeks after being vaccinated, exposing 20
people to the virus.

Responses

PETA

PE-51

In its “Compendium of Animal Rabies Prevention and
Control, 2016,” the National Association of State Public
Health Veterinarians (NASPHV) states, “Stray dogs,
cats, and ferrets should be removed from the
community, and mechanisms should be put in place to
facilitate voluntary surrender of animals to prevent
abandonment.”

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-48. Please also see Master Response Public
Education and Outreach.

PETA

PE-52

In addition to rabies, feral cat populations also harbor
“bartonellosis, toxoplasmosis, plague, endo- and
ectoparasites, feline immunodeficiency virus (FIV),
feline leukemia virus (FeLV) and rickettsial
diseases.”109 A study conducted by researchers at the
Stanley Medical Research Institute and Johns Hopkins
University Medical Center showed that “[t]here is
evidence that accumulating T. gondii oocysts in the
environment”—which cats transmit through their
fecal matter—”pose a significant public health hazard,
especially in the sandboxes of children, gardens, and

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.2.2.9 in
the Draft EIR related to existing effects of domestic cats
on biological resources, including spreading disease.
Please also see Response to Comment PE-48.
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other places favored by cats for defecation. The
increasing number of cats in the United States,
enormous number of oocysts shed by each cat which
becomes infected”—a single cat can shed between 3
million and 810 million oocysts—”unknown
parameters for the viability of the oocysts, and the fact
that mammals may become infected by a single oocyst
should give us cause for concern.”110 The oocysts of
Toxoplasma gondii (or T. gondii) may cause “deafness,
seizures, retinal damage, and mental retardation in the
fetus or neonate” of infected pregnant women as well
as “severe central nervous system damage” in
immunocompromised individuals.111 In addition,
recent studies have reported correlations between T.
gondii seropositivity rates and conditions such as
“schizophrenia, depression, suicidal behavior,
obsessive-compulsive disorder, rheumatoid arthritis,
brain cancer, and scholastic underachievement in
children.”112 Cats are the only animals known to shed
the infectious T. gondii eggs, and infection rates “have
been shown to be higher in free-roaming cats than pet
cats, with the lowest prevalence in cats kept
indoors.”113

Responses

PETA

PE-53

Furthermore, feline immunosuppressive infections
like FIV and FeLV "may predispose infected cats to
developing additional viral, bacterial or parasitic
diseases that can be passed to humans or owned cats,"
and "[m]any of these diseases are prevalent at higher
levels in feral cats compared with the owned pet
population because outdoor access poses the greatest
risk of infection."114 Cats can also carry cutaneous
larva migrans because of various nematode parasites,
tularemia, and murine typhus. "Several of these
diseases are reported to cause mortality in humans
and can cause other important health issues including
abortion, blindness, pruritic skin rashes and other
various symptoms."115 Dr. Jessup wrote, "Diseases
and parasites affecting feral cats can have human

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-48. Please also see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats.
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health implications. Pregnant women; people receiving
chemotherapy for immunologic diseases and organ
transplants; and those with HIV, AIDS, or other
immunologic problems are at increased risk of clinical
disease if exposed to toxoplasmosis. Maintaining feral
cats where they can deposit cat feces in national, state,
county, or city public parks; on campuses; and around
schools and hospitals constitutes a public health risk.
In 1994, 5 Florida children were hospitalized with
encephalitis that was associated with cat scratch fever.
The daycare center at the University of Hawaii in
Manoa was closed for 2 weeks in 2002 because of
concerns about potential transmission of murine
typhus (Rickettsia typhi) and flea (Ctenocephalides
felis) infestations afflicting 84 children and faculty. The
fleas were from a feral cat colony that has grown from
100 to over 1,000 cats, despite a TNR effort." 116

Responses

PETA

PE-54

A Los Angeles Daily News report last year, which
revealed that “[d]own town Los Angeles is
experiencing an outbreak of flea-borne typhus,”117
explained that the county’s department of public
health advised residents to “[a]void being near wild or
stray animals” and “[n]ever feed or touch wild animals,
especially opossums, rats and stray or feral cats”118
[emphasis added]. PasadenaNow.com reported that
there was an “epidemic-level spread of typhus
reported in Pasadena, and keeping feral cats … out of
yards and away from people is the key to reining in the
serious disease,”119 according to health officials. At
least 20 people in Pasadena contracted the disease last
fall. In 2015, the Orange County Grand Jury reported
that because of “the presence of feral cats” around the
county animal shelter and nearby jail, “at least one
illness ha[d] been reported that was attributed to fleas
from feral cats.”120 An employee of the sheriff’s office
was infected with endemic typhus fever and required
hospitalization.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment PE-48.
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Responses

PETA

PE-55

Additionally, “Group feeding … increases [the] risk of
contracting rabies and other wildlife diseases by
enabling greater contact along the interface between
cat colonies and wildlife reservoirs.”121 For example,
a “TNVR study in Florida reported that a feral cat
feeding site attracted raccoons and opossums” and
that “[f]eeding sites that attract raccoons, skunks and
foxes are particularly dangerous because these species
are rabies reservoirs in the United States.”122 These
numerous and serious health risks are likely to have a
significant effect on the environment and have not
been adequately addressed in the DEIR.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

PETA

PE-56

It’s worth noting that California has found outdoor cats
to be a nuisance in the past. In a 2007 case,123
plaintiffs brought a nuisance suit against an apartment
complex, the city, the county, and the garbage disposal
company servicing the apartment complex alleging,
among other things, that failing to keep the trash
receptacles closed resulted in a situation in which
stray and feral cats frequently came onto the property
and defecated and urinated there.124 The plaintiff
trapped 15 to 20 cats on her property in three to five
days and stated that it was not uncommon to see 20 to
30 cats on her property at one time.125 An
investigator noted that the plaintiff’s “side yard
smelled of cat feces and there were numerous
distinctive piles and sweep marks caused by cats
covering their fecal matter with dirt and leaves.”126
The investigator also found “large amounts of cat ‘sign’
on … [the plaintiff’s] back fence, including cat hair and
scratch marks from cats propelling themselves over
the fence.”127 On appeal, the court noted that the
defendants had “caused a large number of cats to be
attracted to the area and frequent Plaintiffs’ backyard,”
thereby interfering with the plaintiffs’ use and
enjoyment of their property.128 The court also
allowed the plaintiffs’ claim of “severe emotional
distress that arises out of the alleged nuisance of

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Removal of Nuisance
Cats. Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue,
Not a CEQA Issue regarding legal nuisance claims.
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having to deal with a large number of cats on their
property … [to survive] summary adjudication.”129

Responses

PETA

PE-57

III. IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES Implementation of
the Program would also result in substantial adverse
physical impacts that would create the need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times,
and performance objectives for public facilities.
Specifically, allowing feral and stray cat populations
under the Program would increase the demand for LA
Animal Services’ resources, and there’s strong
evidence to suggest that the Program would also
increase the need for law enforcement and health
services resources. Impacts on Animal Services
Because the Program would not only divert funds from
much-needed spay/neuter programs but also be likely
(or even inevitable) to increase the feral cat
population, the need for animal services would
increase along with the cat population—requiring
more labor, more funding, and more facilities for
housing animals. It should also be noted that TNR is a
slow process and that the resources needed to carry
out such a program can be extensive. For example, last
year, Sacramento County’s Bradshaw Animal Shelter
stopped accepting lost or homeless cats because the
facility’s cages were reportedly filled with 337 of them,
and many were on a waiting list to be sterilized before
being abandoned. Furthermore, Los Angeles Municipal
Code § 53.06.3(a) already requires a permit to trap
animals, so more permits would have to be issued
under a robust TNR program, meaning that more
applications would have to be processed and more
traps would have to be available for public use. These
factors suggest a substantial increase in the need and
demand for LA Animal Services resources, for which
the DEIR does not account.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that if the
proposed Project was approved, existing funding for
spay/neuter of pet cats would be maintained and not
diverted. Please see Section 2.5.1 in the Draft EIR
regarding how the TNR voucher program would be
implemented through LAAS in collaboration with service
providers, individuals, and third-party organizations.
Please also see the screening analysis in Section 3.12 of
the Draft EIR, including Table 3-13, regarding potential
impacts on public services from the proposed Project. The
City’s conclusion that the reduction in overall freeroaming cat population would result in less-thansignificant impacts, including on public services, was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above.
Accordingly, after considering the information provided
in this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.
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Responses

PETA

PE-58

Impacts on Law Enforcement Agencies and Personnel
and the Court System The tension (and on occasion,
violence) caused by those who leave food outdoors for
free-roaming cats can’t be discounted. A number of
recent reports have focused on the fact that humans
who feed cats sometimes either attack people who
object to the activity or are attacked themselves. In
Campbell, California, police were called after a resident
“confronted two suspects who ha[d] been feeding feral
cats. One of the suspects became irate and tried to hit
the victim. The suspect also swung a bag of cat food at
the victim.”130 In 2015, a Los Angeles city firefighter
was convicted of “assaulting a woman who was
feeding stray cats in his neighborhood. . . . The incident
began when [the firefighter], who was off duty,
approached the woman and yelled at her about feeding
the stray cats, prosecutors said. The woman tossed cat
kibble at [the defendant], who then began landing
blows, prosecutors said.”131 In Florida last summer, a
sheriff’s deputy was shot several times and fatally
returned fire on a resident after responding to a report
of “[a]n argument over feral cats in the
neighborhood.”132 A woman leaving food out for cats
in Orlando, Florida, was recently arrested and charged
with aggravated assault with a firearm after she pulled
a gun on a resident who asked her to stop attracting
“sick cats”133 to the neighborhood. In Key Largo,
Florida, a cat feeder was attacked by a man after he
refused to stop leaving cat food out in the area.134 An
angry Deltona, Florida, resident was charged with
battery after she pushed a person who refused to stop
putting out food that was attracting cats to the
area.135 And a resident who feeds homeless cats in
Los Angeles recently contacted PETA for help, saying
that her neighbors were angry with her about the
practice and had poured bleach into water bowls left
out for the animals. She believed that the neighbors
had also trapped and removed some of the cats, and

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Public Education and Outreach, Removal of
Nuisance Cats, and Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis.
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she believed that the animals had been killed. The
DEIR fails to address adequately the likely increase in
after-hours calls, some possibly regarding dangerous
situations, that would require response from local law
enforcement agencies and personnel.

Responses

PETA

PE-59

Impacts on Human Health Services The impacts on
human health have already been laid out in section II,
Mandatory Findings of Significance, above, and won’t
be presented again here. The above-noted potential
impacts on human health are extensive, so the
Program would certainly have an impact on human
health services and related facilities. As mentioned, the
treatment for rabies alone―not to mention the many
other diseases associated with the feral cat
population—costs at least $5,000 per person, and
most of the cost is borne by public health agencies.136
It’s foreseeable that an increased need for human
health services would have a significant impact on
health services facilities. The DEIR fails to address
adequately the Program’s significant potential impacts
on human health services.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Public Education and Outreach, Removal of
Nuisance Cats, and Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis. Please also see Response
to Comment PE-57. If implemented, the proposed Project
would reduce the City’s free-roaming cat population over
time. Under the proposed Project, baiting and trapping
activities would increase. In response to this issue, the
program guidelines have been revised to focus on
responsible TNR practices typically used in existing TNR
activities. Please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project for more
information.

PETA

PE-60

IV. IMPACTS ON HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS Based on the above-noted evidence
showing the increased potential for disease to be
transmitted to both humans and other animals, as laid
out in section I, Impact on Biological Resources, and
section II, Mandatory Findings of Significance, the feral
and stray cat population would undoubtedly create a
significant hazard to the public and the environment
(i.e., to environmental fauna). The Program would
have a significant impact in the area of hazardous
material.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project, along
with Sections 3.7, Hazards, and 4.4, Human Health
Hazards, in the Draft EIR for further discussion. The City’s
conclusion that the reduction in overall free-roaming cat
population would result in less-than-significant impacts,
including on hazards, was based on substantial evidence
in the record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced above. Accordingly, after considering
the information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

PETA

PE-61

V. IMPACTS ON HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
The Program also has a high likelihood of substantially
degrading water quality. As explained in section II,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Consideration of
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Mandatory Findings of Significance, T. gondii is a
serious health threat carried and transmitted by cats—
primarily free-roaming cats. It may be carried in water
and, in fact, waterborne outbreaks of it are what
focused attention on the importance of oocysts shed in
the feces of infected cats.137 An infectious substance
in the water would substantially degrade water
quality. Additionally, cat feces are so substantially
degrading water quality that marine mammals,
including sea otters, dolphins, and whales, are
becoming ill and even dying because of it. In a six-year
study published by the National Institutes of Health in
2011 that monitored marine mammals in the Pacific
Northwest, more than 5,000 dead marine mammals—
including dolphins, porpoises, sea otters, seals, sea
lions, and three species of whales―were observed,
many of them having suffered from encephalitis (brain
swelling) associated with Toxoplasma gondii.138 The
threat from T. gondii is substantial. “In just 10 days a
newly infected cat can shed up to 100 million T. gondii
oocysts―tiny egglike structures—in its feces,” and “a
single oocyst ingested … can infect a sea animal.”139A
study of feces deposited outdoors by cat populations in
Cayucos, Los Osos, and Morro Bay, California, found
that “[f]eral cats represented a sizeable proportion
(22%) of the free roaming cats in this area and could
be contributing 30.0 tonnes (29.5 tons) of feces to the
environment per year.”140 A DVM360.com report
explains, “One study estimated that in a single
community, the amount of feces deposited outdoors by
the 2046 feral cats living there every year was about
29.5 tons. A study tracking sources of E. coli in storm
sewers feeding rivers and streams demonstrated that
the highest percentage from any one source came from
cats”141 [emphasis added]. Despite the claim made in
the DEIR that the program would pose “less-thansignificant impacts, without any required mitigation”
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see also Section 4.3, Water Resources, in the Draft EIR
regarding water quality. The City’s conclusion that the
reduction in overall free-roaming cat population would
result in less-than-significant impacts, including on water
quality, was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the DEIR sections referenced
above. Accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.
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regarding water resources, the degradation of water
quality caused by cat feces is substantial.

Responses

PETA

PE-62

VI. IMPACTS ON LAND USE AND PLANNING The
Program would also conflict with land use plans,
policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and
would conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan. As detailed under section I, Impacts
on Biological Resources, the Program would not only
have a significant impact on wildlife but also be likely
to affect environmentally sensitive areas. These areas
have been set aside to preserve the habitat and wildlife
within—but, as noted, the DEIR has “determined that
the … Project would have no impact”142 on land use
and fails to provide practicable, evidence-supported
mitigation measures that realistically detail how to
keep freely roaming cats out of such environmentally
sensitive areas. As such, the Program would
undoubtedly lead to a situation in which cats would
wander into and roam within these specifically
designated areas and destroy the wildlife and habitat
that they were intended to protect.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis and Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR for the
screening analysis related to land use, where no potential
for impacts from the proposed Project related to land use
was found. Please also see Master Response Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required regarding measures for ESAs.
The City’s conclusion that the reduction in overall freeroaming cat population would result in less-thansignificant impacts, including on land use, was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above.
Accordingly, after considering the information provided
in this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

PETA

PE-63

VII. IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
While the DEIR doesn’t consider them issues that need
to be addressed, common sense dictates that
transportation and traffic would be impacted by the
Program. Allowing an increasing number of stray and
feral cats to roam the city would certainly and
substantially increase transportation and traffic
hazards and decrease safety, as an increased number
of the animals would be darting into and out of traffic,
some being hit by cars along the way, while some
drivers would swerve their cars or slam on their
brakes in an attempt to avoid them. In 2017, 18-yearold Emily Sanchez was struck and killed by a car in
Apple Valley after the vehicle in which she was riding
hit a roaming cat. The driver turned around, and Emily

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis and Section 3.13 in the Draft EIR
regarding the screening analysis for transportation,
where no potential for impacts from the proposed Project
related to transportation was found. Please also see
Master Response Beyond the Scope regarding potential
driving hazards created by the City’s existing freeroaming cat population. Please also see Master Response
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required regarding measures
for transportation. The City’s conclusion that the
reduction in overall free-roaming cat population would
result in less-than-significant impacts, including on
transportation, was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections
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“stepped out into the southbound lane to tend to the
cat. She was picking up a small kitten [who] was in the
roadway when she was hit by another car.”143 Near
Norwalk, a driver who “was trying to avoid striking a
black cat on the road … took out a power pole during a
violent crash.”144 Last year, a San Diego limo driver
“hit a pickup truck and two motorcycles” when “he
swerved to avoid a cat [who] was in the street.”145 In
North Carolina, 14 children were injured when a
school bus driver swerved to avoid hitting a cat in the
road and lost control of the vehicle, which veered off
the road and crashed into a home.146 The Bureau
must explain what mitigation measures would be
taken to keep free-roaming cats with access to roads,
highways, and interstates from entering traffic and
increasing driving hazards.

Responses
referenced above. Accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

PETA

PE-64

VIII. IMPACTS ON AESTHETICS The Program would
also substantially degrade the existing visual character
and quality of the areas surrounding cat colonies. As
mentioned, cats kill billions of wild animals each year,
and it’s estimated that half of them are left to rot. The
rotting bodies of millions of animals are sure to have a
substantial adverse impact on environmental
aesthetics. In addition, section I, Impact on Biological
Resources, details the various injuries and illnesses
that free-roaming cats may sustain or contract,
whether because of cruel humans, other animals, or
natural causes. Sick, injured, and dying cats would
adversely affect the visual character of the areas where
they roam. An Albuquerque Journal article titled “One
Giant Litter Box” described one Albuquerque
resident’s experience with the city’s homeless cat
population: “Mills estimates that … she has spent
about $1,000 replacing plants and digging out toxic
soil. That doesn’t include the cost of having to discard
her outdoor furniture cushions, as well as shoes,
jackets and other items left outside and sprayed on by
feral cats. The biggest insult, she says, is the city’s

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding. Please also see Section 3.2 in
the Draft EIR regarding the screening analysis for
aesthetics, where no potential for impacts from the
proposed Project related to aesthetics was found. The
City’s conclusion that the reduction in overall freeroaming cat population would result in less-thansignificant impacts, including on aesthetics, was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above.
Accordingly, after considering the information provided
in this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.
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endorsement of what it calls the TNR program.”147
Another resident said that she no longer allows her
granddaughter to play outside “because her yard ‘is
covered in cat feces and urine,’” and a frustrated
neighbor said, “Just because these cats can’t make
babies doesn’t help my situation, and I don’t see any
evidence that the colony size has been reduced.”148
Another Albuquerque resident described witnessing
the slow and agonizing death of a cat who’d been
abandoned in the city’s TNR program: One of our
volunteers who lives in the Winrock area had to watch
one of the city-dumped TNR cats die a miserable death
for more than an hour in [below freezing] conditions
after the approximately [5-month-old] female kitten
had been hit by a car in the parking lot of an apartment
complex. When the animal control officer arrived
around 11:45 p.m., he verified that the cat was indeed
a TNR cat because she had a notched ear. He said the
officers see this [type of] tragedy every day.149 A
recent news report described a colony of homeless
cats who are currently fed in Maryland: The animals
live in a trash-filled, muddy, no-man’s land in the
forest behind the shopping center …. [Marian] Parker
and others have set out overturned plastic storage
tubs filled with flea-infested straw in the muddy
woods to shelter the cats. … Other tubs with access
holes are used to cover food in a largely unsuccessful
attempt to keep other wildlife from stealing it. The
area is beset by a large flock of black vultures that
roosts above the feral cat colony to steal the food put
out by Parker and others. The birds frequently
defecate on cars parked too close to the trees. The
place stinks of cat urine, vulture feces and rotting food.
It is a breeding haven for mosquitoes and ticks. The
odor drifts toward a fast food restaurant and a
supermarket where some patrons in the parking lot
recoil at the smell and the sight of vultures roosting
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over cats hiding between piles of trash.150 The
Bureau must consider these potential impacts.

Responses

PETA

PE-65

IX. IMPACTS ON NOISE Finally, it is worth noting that
cat colonies containing dozens or even hundreds of
cats are bound to have an impact on noise, as cats’
fighting, crying, mating, and other sounds would
expose nearby people to a substantial increase in
ambient noise levels. Because homeless cats tend to
congregate around the homes where they’re fed,
they’d be in residential areas rather than secluded
ones, where their cries and calls would be heard by
anyone within earshot. These impacts on the
environment would be significant.

Thank you for your comment. The screening analysis for
potential noise impacts under CEQA related to the
proposed Project is located in Section 3.10 of the Draft
EIR. Please note that the proposed Project includes the
updated elements described in Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR.
Noisy competitive mating behaviors are reduced by
sterilization. Additionally, the existing free-roaming cat
population and feeding of existing free-roaming cats in
the environment are part of the baseline conditions
described in the EIR. The proposed Project is only
facilitating TNR where existing free-roaming cats would
be trapped, sterilized, and returned to where they are
found. Ongoing free-roaming cat care and colony
management is not part of the proposed Project, as
discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR. Please also see
Master Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis, The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Removal of Nuisance
Cats. The City’s conclusion that the reduction in overall
free-roaming cat population would result in less-thansignificant impacts, including on noise, was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above.
Accordingly, after considering the information provided
in this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

Urban
Wildlands
Group (UWG)

UWG-1

The City of Los Angeles (City) is proposing to adopt a
“Citywide Cat Program” (“Cat Program,” “program,” or
“project”) that includes fundamental and structural
changes to the way the City handles both owned and
unowned (stray and feral) cats. The environmental
analysis of this program is presented in a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), which is the
subject of this report.

Thank you for your comment.
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UWG

UWG-2

The program involves the full endorsement of feeding
stray and feral cats throughout the City, the return to
the environment of stray and feral cats that come in to
City shelters, the relocation of stray and feral cats to
enclosed areas for their asserted benefits in
controlling rodents, and the unenforceable promise of
transferring roughly $2,000,000 per year for 30 years
to a small group of nonprofits that would use those
funds to sterilize stray and feral cats. The City
concludes, erroneously, that this program would have
no significant impacts on the environment based on a
demonstrably false prediction of future cat numbers
and a set of unenforceable recommendations and
guidelines about how feeding, trapping, and relocating
stray and feral cats would be undertaken by the City’s
nonprofit beneficiaries.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project elements and objectives (see Sections
2.4, 2.5, and 5.3 and Appendix D of the Draft EIR, and as
revised in the Final EIR Chapter 1 and Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR) are focused on increasing sterilization of cats,
reducing the relative number of free-roaming cats,
facilitating education and training on animal- and catrelated topics, adopting TNR as the preferred policy to
address free-roaming cats, and further implementing the
City’s no-kill policy by reducing cat euthanasia in the City.
The proposed Project does not endorse feeding of freeroaming cats. Please see Master Responses The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding and Public Education
and Outreach for detailed responses.
Free-roaming cats that already exist in the environment
may undergo TNR, be adopted to a home or WCP, or be
relinquished to the shelter as in the case of nuisance cats.
The proposed Project does not remove any existing freeroaming cat management options. See Master Responses
Removal of Nuisance Cats, Relocation of Free-Roaming
Cats, and Working Cat Program for detailed responses on
this issue. Please note that relocation of free-roaming cats
is no longer proposed; see Master Responses Relocation
of Free-Roaming Cats and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs for details on this revision. Also note
the proposed Project guidelines have been revised. Please
see Master Response Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines for details on these revisions.
Per Section 2.5.1 of the Draft EIR, if the proposed Project
were approved, LAAS would release a Task Order
Solicitation to an existing list of pre-qualified licensed
veterinarians that are willing and able to participate in
the spay/neuter program for free-roaming cats. Upon
selection of the service providers, LAAS would issue a
notice to proceed for the modified TNR voucher program.
Under the proposed Project, spay/neuter vouchers would
be provided to TNR practitioners (who in order to receive
the voucher must sign an affidavit declaring their intent
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to comply with the program implementation guidelines)
who would then provide the vouchers to the pre-qualified
veterinarians conducting spay/neuter surgeries in
exchange for the vouchers. The veterinary partners would
then be reimbursed for each voucher by the City
Regarding the proposed Project domestic cat population
modeling and impact analysis, the model has been
updated per comments received. Please see Master
Responses Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis for detailed
responses on updated modeling results and the approach
and conclusions of the impact analysis. Also note that per
the EIR analysis, no significant impacts were identified;
please see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required for a detailed response on this issue.
Please see Response to Comment UWG-75 regarding
proposed Project funding. Please also see Master
Response Rodent Control.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-3

The Urban Wildlands Group is one of six nonprofit
conservation organizations that together sued the City
in June 2008 to ensure that proper environmental
review of a program to implement the City’s 2005 TNR
policy would be done. The Draft EIR and its new
version of the Citywide Cat Program follow a proposed
program released for public scoping in 2010 but not
pursued further, and a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) and associated program released for comment
in 2013 but never presented for approval. The MND
was not put forward for approval apparently at least in
part as a result of comments on the adequacy of the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.2 of
the Draft EIR related to previous and proposed CEQA
documentation for prior proposed projects.
Notwithstanding, the comment provides background
regarding the prior lawsuit and subsequent CEQA
process. The current EIR is a separate CEQA process that
applied a much different methodology and approach to
the environmental impact analysis of a different proposed
project.
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review, as evidenced by statements by Brenda
Barnette, the General Manager of the Department of
Animal Services, in 2014:
The self-proclaimed experts on both sides have — and
of course we know those of us who are right, but [ha
ha] — there are experts on both sides of this issue who
have kicked so much sand up that there’s a concern
that we would never prevail in court with this CEQA,
even though it’s a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(transcript edited lightly for readability; Los Angeles
Animal Services Commission meeting, March 25, 2014,
Item 5, 3:21:21 timestamp).

Responses

UWG

UWG-4

The current DEIR is unusual in that even though it
more fully recognizes the environmental and public
health impacts of free-roaming cats, it asserts that the
program would have no significant impacts. Therefore,
it would be better described as a glorified Negative
Declaration. We have reviewed the document and its
appendices and solicited external review of the
technical modeling approach used to assert that the
program would result in a decrease in the number of
free-roaming cats in the City over the course of 30
years and the associated assumption that the relative
distribution of those cats would not change during that
period. This report provides expert comment on the
DEIR, integrating that external review.

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR fully analyzes
the impacts of the proposed Citywide Cat Program in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA (CEQA
Statutes, Public Resources Code, CEQA Guidelines, and
case law), and has concluded that the proposed Project
would not result in significant impacts. The City
acknowledges the external review of the technical
modeling and has addressed those comments throughout
this response to comments chapter, respectively.
Please see Master Responses Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis, Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes, and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on these issues.

UWG

UWG-5

2 Cross-Cutting Issues
2.1 Project Elements Are Confused with Project
Objectives
Pursuant to CEQA, the project description must
include the following:
A statement of objectives sought by the proposed
project. A clearly written statement of objectives will
help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement
of overriding considerations, if necessary. The

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding these
purported statements of the law. To the extent specific
comments on the proposed Project and the Draft EIR are
raised related to the purported legal issues in this
comment letter, those are addressed with those specific
comments.
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statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project (CEQA Guidelines § 15124(b)).
The adequacy of an EIR’s alternatives analysis is
dependent on a robust description of project
objectives: “an EIR must “describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project ... which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project....” (In re Bay-Delta
etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1163). The lead agency
“may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow
definition” (Id. at p. 1166). The EIR’s description of
project alternatives must be supported by substantial
evidence and must “illuminate the underlying purpose
of the project” (Habitat & Watershed Caretakers v. City
of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1277, 1300).

Responses

UWG

UWG-6

The DEIR’s description of project objective is unlawful
because it fails to adequately “illuminate the
underlying purpose of the project.” The DEIR does not
adequately distinguish between project components,
project objectives, and programs that would help
achieve project objectives.

Thank you for your comment. Please also see Response to
Comment UWG-5.

UWG

UWG-7

The DEIR contains a project description and objectives
with the following purpose:
Broadly stated, the purpose of the Project is to assist in
achieving the City of Los Angeles’ (City’s) no-kill goal
and support the City’s adoption of TNR as the
preferred method of dealing with free-roaming cat
populations and as the City’s official policy (DEIR, p. 21).
This stated purpose is insufficient to inform the CEQA
analysis because it does not describe what is meant by
“dealing with.” The next sentence suggests that the
purpose is to “reduce the relative population of freeroaming cats in the City” but the inclusion of the word
“relative” is confusing. Is the overall purpose of the
project to reduce the number of free-roaming cats?

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the referenced
text on Draft EIR page 2-1, which reads, “Broadly stated,
the purpose of the Project is to assist in achieving the City
of Los Angeles’ (City’s) no-kill goal and support the City’s
adoption of TNR as the preferred method of dealing with
free-roaming cat populations and as the City’s official
policy (see Section 2.5, below),” this appears in Section
2.1, Introduction and Overview, of the Draft EIR, which is
intended to be a generalized summary of the proposed
Project as it relates to the project objectives. Please note
the specific reference in the referenced text to Section 2.5,
which contains details on the proposed Project elements
and their relation to the Project objectives.
Specifically, in Section 2.4, Project Objectives, in the Draft
EIR, “Adopt TNR as the preferred policy to humanely
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address free-roaming cats” and “Reduce the relative
number of free-roaming cats in the City over time” are
both listed as objectives of the proposed Project. The text
regarding reducing the “relative” number of free-roaming
cats refers to reducing the number of free-roaming cats
relative to baseline population/existing conditions.
Item 2.5 (c) (i) of the proposed Project description states
“Declaring that TNR is the preferred method of dealing
with the free-roaming cat population and the City’s
official policy” is part of the modified TNR program to be
implemented. The phrase “dealing with free-roaming cat
populations” was intended to point to TNR as the City’s
preferred method to address the City’s free-roaming cat
population. As stated in Section 2.5 (a), one of the
elements of the proposed Project aims to facilitate cat
sterilization and prevent cats from having litters of
kittens.

UWG

UWG-8

The project objectives are defined as follows:
• 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 freeroaming cats;
• Train 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 shelters;
and
• Adopt TNR as the preferred policy to humanely
address free-roaming cats.
Several of these are not program-level objectives.
Objectives need to specifically address the overall
project goal. For example, adopting TNR as a policy is
not a proper objective because TNR has been the City’s
policy since 2005. The statement about engaging in

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-5. Notwithstanding, a Lead Agency has
broad discretion under CEQA to formulate project
objectives, and the Project objectives are clearly set forth
in Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR, as repeated in the
comment. In addition, the key objectives of the proposed
Project are expressly set forth and considered with
various Project alternatives, as set forth in Section 5.3 of
the Draft EIR, and specifically Table 5-1 in the Draft EIR,
where key Project objectives are used to screen 12
Project alternatives.
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collaborative efforts with rescue groups to “respond to
and address free-roaming cat issues” does not define
what is meant by “respond to and address.” This is a
project element, not an objective of the project.
Moreover, this is not a proper project objective, rather
it may be a means to achieve the important distinction
to recognize, because it underscores the fact that the
EIR must examine the adequacy of the proposed
collaboration with rescue groups as a means to
achieve the project’s true objectives.
The only objectives that are measurable and aligned
with the broad purpose of the project are:
• Increase the number of cats sterilized per year;
• Reduce the number of free-roaming cats;
• Reduce the number of calls for service about stray
cats; and
• Reduce the euthanasia rate of cats in shelters to 10%
(as defined in the City’s no-kill policy; see Council File
17-0710).
The EIR’s discussion of project objectives must be
revised so that alternatives can be adequately
analyzed.

Responses

UWG

UWG-9

The DEIR fails to include reducing the number of calls
for service about stray (and feral) cats and the number
of applications for permits to remove unowned cats
for relinquishment (permanent removal) as a goal of
the project. The number of complaints received by the
City about free-roaming cats and the number of
applications for permits to trap free-roaming cats is
large. These are two different datasets: calls for
service, approximately 20,000 for the 10 years for
which we have records, and cat trapping permit
requests, approximately 2,500 over 14 years for which
we have records (see Appendix 2 for copies of cat
trapping permit applications, redacted for privacy).
Without any adequate explanation, the scope and
nature of the freeroaming cat problem is not

Thank you for your comment. Note that the City, as the
applicant, is allowed to frame the proposed Project and
its objectives, and the screening and impact analyses are
conducted accordingly based on the proposed Project.
Any deviation from the proposed Project is appropriately
addressed in the alternatives analysis. Please see Chapter
4, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Sections 4.1.2.2 and
4.1.2.3, which discuss and provide figures depicting the
spatial distribution of free-roaming cats, cat trapping
permits, and cat complaint calls throughout the City. In
addition, please see Master Response Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project, which
describes how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR.
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adequately conveyed in the DEIR. The DEIR should be
revised either to include such a discussion, or to
include an explanation as to why this information and
analysis is not important to a full understanding of the
environmental and human health impacts of freeroaming cats.

Responses

UWG

UWG-10

Fourteen years of permit applications show that most
people suffering from adverse impacts of free-roaming
cats in their home and business environments do not
want them returned after trapping. This program, even
though it claims to allow removal of nuisance cats,
would provide for those cats to be returned to the
point of capture.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that under the
proposed Project, although the City would encourage TNR
or adoption of free-roaming cats, the proposed Project is
not altering or removing any existing nuisance cat
management options, including euthanasia. Please see
Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed
response on this topic.

UWG

UWG-11

Sterilization does not address the myriad adverse
impacts associated with stray and feral cats (fleas,
feces, urine, wildlife destruction, property damage,
attraction of coyotes and other wildlife, and attraction
of middle-of-the-night cat feeders). For example, of
2,408 applications from individuals to trap unowned
cats between 2008 and 2019, only 183 (7.5%) were to
do TNR. The rest of the permit applications, and the
written rationales for wanting to trap, indicate that the
applicants almost universally wanted the cats to be
permanently removed (see Section 0). The DEIR is
deficient to the extent that it does not include this
information.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Draft EIR
Sections 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 for detailed discussion on
the existing effects of free-roaming cats on Biological
Resources, Water Resources, and Public Health and
Sections 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 for detailed discussion and
analyses of the impacts of free-roaming cats on Biological
Resources, Water Resources, and Public Health under the
proposed Project. Please also see Response to Comment
UCDavis-Hurley-14 and Master Response Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project.

UWG

UWG-12

2.2 Baseline Conditions and Analysis Approach Ignores
Effects of Ongoing Cat
Management
The analytical framework of the DEIR is based on the
assumption that impacts from freeroaming cats at any
given location are correlated with the overall number
of free-roaming cats in the City and that, if that number
increases or decreases in the future, then the impacts
will increase or decrease accordingly. No matter how
appealing this framework may seem, it is wrong.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Sections 2.1.3,
2.3.1, 4.1.2.2, 4.2.2.10, and 4.2.3.1 in the Draft EIR for
discussions on the spatial distribution of free-roaming
cats in the City and related impacts. Also see Master
Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis for a detailed response on
this issue.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
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Responses
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-13

Impacts from free-roaming cats under existing
conditions vary across the City according to
management currently being undertaken. This
management, represented by cat trapping and
relinquishment to shelters, is not factored into the
baseline scenario of the DEIR. We have obtained all of
the cat trapping permits issued by the City of Los
Angeles from 2005–2019 both as part of our original
lawsuit and through subsequent Public Records Act
requests (see Appendix 2) and have reviewed and
mapped them. Individuals and institutions across the
City are managing the number of free-roaming cats in
an ongoing basis through removal of cats directly and
through controlling food sources. This is how schools
in the Los Angeles Unified School District are kept safe
for children. The Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power (DWP) traps and removes cats from its
properties. The City’s General Services Administration
had done the same. The California Department of Fish
and Wildlife has trapped and removed cats to protect
rare bird species. Coffee roasters and food warehouses
remove cats to meet Food and Drug Administration
rules. Cosmetics factories apply for permits and
remove cats as required by law. LAPD tow yards
remove cats to protect the integrity of evidence that is
impounded. Individuals protect their own health and
the health of their loved ones by obtaining trapping
permits and relinquishing cats to City shelters.
Hospitals and detention centers trap and remove cats.
Controlling cats requires ongoing management over
time, but these efforts result in a minimal presence of
free-roaming cats at such locations. This is the baseline
condition and it is not correlated with the overall
number of free-roaming cats but with the available
management tools. Ongoing management and

Thank you for your comment. Please see Sections 2.1.3,
2.3.1, 4.1.2.2, 4.2.2.10, and 4.2.3.1 in the Draft EIR for
discussions on the spatial distribution of free-roaming
cats in the City and related impacts. Also see Master
Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis for a detailed response on
this issue. Note that existing cat management options will
not change under the proposed Project. Please see Master
Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for clarification on
ongoing management options for nuisance cats.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.
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resulting cat distributions are integral to the baseline
condition.

Responses

UWG

UWG-14

The Citywide Cat Program proposes to take away
management tools. The tool of trapping and
relinquishment to the Department of Animal Services
will be replaced by a system whereby trapped cats are
primarily returned to the location of capture.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project is not altering or removing any existing
nuisance cat management options, including permanent
removal. Please see Master Response Removal of Nuisance
Cats for a details response on this topic.

UWG

UWG-15

Feeding, which attracts and concentrates cats, will be
promoted by the City, further undermining attempts to
maintain a healthy environment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach for a detailed
response on this issue. Also note that the proposed
Project guidelines have been revised. Please see Master
Response Revised Program Implementation Guidelines for
details on the revisions.

UWG

UWG-16

By removing management tools, the Cat Program will
result in significant adverse impacts that are
decoupled from the overall number of free-roaming
cats. If a location (a nursery school, for example) has
been keeping its location free of free-roaming cats
through trapping and relinquishing cats to shelters
(and many such examples are found in the cat trapping
permits), it will be a negative impact if those cats are
then returned to the site of capture by the City’s
nonprofit partners.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project is not altering or removing any existing
nuisance cat management options, including euthanasia,
and relocation is no longer proposed. Please see Master
Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats and Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines for a detailed responses on this
topic.

UWG

UWG-17

The City’s blanket promotion of feeding will further
undermine management efforts. The baseline
condition is that cats at individual sites can currently
be managed; the proposed program removes
management options and as a consequence will have
significant adverse impacts.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach for a detailed
responses. In addition, the proposed Project is not
altering or removing any existing nuisance cat
management options, including euthanasia. Please also
see Master Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats, and
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.

UWG

UWG-18

As elaborated below, the City’s projections of future
cat numbers are wholly unreliable, but this
fact is incidental to, and separate from, the
fundamental failure of the analysis approach to

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue.
In addition, please see Master Response Removal of
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consider how existing trapping with permanent
removal shapes the landscape of exposure to freeroaming cats such that any analysis of citywide cat
numbers does not provide insights on impacts to
sensitive receptors. For any site that is currently
managing, or could manage, cats through permanent
removal, the Citywide Cat Program will have a
significant adverse impact by returning those cats.

Responses
Nuisance Cats for a response on the issue of management
of cats through permanent removal.
Please also note that existing activities such as trapping
(with or without permanent removal) would be part of
the CEQA baseline as described in Sections 2.3 and 4.1 of
the Draft EIR against which the impacts of the proposed
Project and alternatives are analyzed.
Please also see the Draft EIR alternatives analysis,
Chapter 5 generally, Section 5.3 on no-return alternatives
that were not carried forward for further analysis
because they did not meet most of the basic Project
objectives, and Section 5.4 on impact analysis of noreturn alternatives including the No Project Alternative
and Alternative 6.

UWG

UWG-19

The DEIR’s analysis of baseline conditions is also
woefully defective in that the DEIR has failed to make
any real effort to describe where free-roaming cats are
currently located in the City.

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR fully analyzes
the impacts of the proposed Citywide Cat Program in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA (CEQA
Statues, Public Resources Code, CEQA Guidelines, and
case law), and has concluded that the Project would not
result in significant impacts. Please see Master Responses
Removal of Nuisance Cats, CEQA Lead Agency Level of
Effort, and Alternatives Analysis for a detailed response on
these issues. Please also see Section 2.3.2 of the Draft EIR
related to the CEQA baseline.

UWG

UWG-20

2.3 DEIR Relies Entirely on Population Model That Is
Fatally Flawed
The entire weight of the impact analysis is placed on
the City’s set of calculations (a “model”) that is used to
predict the number of cats in the City in the future
based on estimates of many different rates and
numbers. Every single conclusion of no significant
impact depends on the technique used for prediction
being appropriate for the questions being asked, the
technique being implemented properly, and every one
of over 40 values estimated to make the prediction
being exactly correct.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue.
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UWG

UWG-21

We commissioned an external review of the model by
researchers with extensive experience in population
analysis of this type, including authors from the
Smithsonian Center for Conservation Biology, Auburn
University, and Georgetown University. They
attempted to use the information provided in the
DEIR, along with the paper that developed the
prediction technique on which the City based its work
(Flockhart and Coe 2018), to replicate the analysis.
They also reviewed the appropriateness of the
approach for the purpose to which it has been put in
the DEIR. Their full report is attached (Appendix 1)
and the major points from it follow.
Before presenting the flaws in the implementation,
some background is necessary for readers who are not
experts in using mathematical population models in
environmental decisionmaking. A mathematical
population model is that it is a series of equations that
can be used to predict the future number of individuals
of a species. Predictions like this can work when the
birth and death rates of the species are known with a
high degree of certainty.

UWG

UWG-22

For the DEIR, the City developed a model that predicts
the number of cats in four different categories: owned,
stray, shelter, and feral. The model assumes different
reproduction and survival rates for juvenile and adult
cats and different rates for each of the subpopulations.
The equations then predict the number of cats in each
of these categories each year, based on estimates of
births and deaths. Then, the City’s implementation also
accounts for the movement of cats from one category
to another: owned to stray, stray to shelter, feral to
owned, feral to shelter, etc. For the type of model that
the City tried to develop, it is supposed to describe the
existing conditions first, and have reasonable values
for the numbers in each of the categories and for the
transitions between the categories. Two approaches
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see Responses to Comments CDFW-32 and CDFW-33 for a
detailed response on this issue. Please also see the Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 and CDFW-33 for a detailed response
on this issue.
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are available for a model in this situation. One
approach is to allow all of the subpopulations to
increase over time. The other is to assume that the
subpopulations are limited by food and shelter and
therefore that their numbers are stable or “at
equilibrium” within their limits, which is what the
model authors did for free-roaming cats.

Responses

UWG

UWG-23

(Oddly, the model authors do not limit the owned cat
or shelter subpopulations by number of households or
shelter space, which makes their results highly
unrealistic).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue
and Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes that addresses
owned cat equilibrium abundance which shows how the
owned and shelter cat subpopulations were limited.

UWG

UWG-24

Because the City has chosen an “equilibrium” model,
the numbers in this mathematical simulation should
be stable at the outset under the existing conditions
(No Project), although the authors seem to think that
the model is in equilibrium if the ratio of juvenile to
adult cats predicted each year is stable. If the model
does not have realistic values for any of the different
categories (owned, stray, shelter, feral) or the number
of cats estimated to be in those categories if the
current conditions (No Project) were to continue, then
it is an indication that the model itself cannot reliably
describe the existing conditions. That in turn means
that it will not be reliable for predicting the future
under some changed condition.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response. In addition,
please see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR, including updated
modeled intake from the free-roaming cat
subpopulations, which was modified to exactly match the
number of intakes recorded in the LAAS data to inform
that part of the model.

UWG

UWG-25

Over 40 different variables go into the different
equations that make up the model. Most of these
variables are defined through best guesses and not by
data from Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. The variables used in the
model are not best guesses, rather they are best estimates
informed by available scientific literature, government
data, and scientific experts. Please also see Responses to
Comments CDFW-32 and UWG-24 for a detailed response
on this issue, and specifically also Master Response
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes and Updated Appendix J of the Final
EIR, which present updates to the population modeling
and results based on comments received on the Draft EIR.
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Responses

UWG

UWG-26

As elaborated below, the model does not work to even
describe the existing conditions. First, it contains two
key errors in the formulas used that influence the
population growth potential of cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-27

Second, when those errors are corrected, it produces
nonsensical results such as a prediction that only 62
free-roaming cats will enter the shelter system in year
1 and that the owned, stray, and shelter cat
populations will decline to zero within 50 years.

Thank you for your comment. The text of the comment
and modeling appendix are ambiguous and insufficiently
detailed and consequently the "nonsensical result" that
owned, stray, and shelter subpopulations declined to zero
in 50 years could not be replicated. None of the
"nonsensical results" cited here are present in the version
of the model used in the Final EIR. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-28

These results are so obviously wrong that it is not
necessary to go further in considering the model
results or comparing the different scenarios because
the model is not describing the real world well enough
to be considered useful. Because the central set of
assumptions produced by this model are wholly
unreliable, the EIR’s analysis and predictions
concerning the impacts of the implementation of the
cat program is unreliable in its entirety.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue.
Please also see previous comments to the commenter,
especially Responses to Comments UWG-20 to UWG-27
regarding the model used in the Draft EIR. As set forth in
those responses and in the Master Responses cited in the
responses, including the Draft EIR sections referenced
therein and in the Final EIR as revised by technical
corrections, the City’s model in the Draft EIR was
supported by substantial evidence. After considering the
comments on the model from the commenter, including
the lack of an alternative model or other substantial
evidence to analyze the impacts from the proposed
Project, the City has determined its analysis was
appropriate.

UWG

UWG-29

2.3.1 Prediction of Future Cat Numbers Contains
Mistakes Rendering the Model Invalid

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
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The equations used to predict future cat numbers, as
reported in Appendix J of the DEIR, contain two
mathematical errors. Our reviewers confirmed that
these errors were present in the computer code used
to produce the prediction. Put most simply, the error
consists of applying the annual rate for sterilization
that is assumed for adult cats to juvenile cats instead.
The incorrect variable is the annual rate of
sterilization, not the total percent sterilized at any
given time. This error is found in two equations and
has the largest effect on the predictions for the owned
cat population. In setting up the model, the model
authors assume that the annual sterilization rate for
adult, owned cats is low, because most owned cats are
sterilized when they are juveniles. The model authors
then mistakenly apply the low owned adult annual
sterilization rate to the owned juvenile cats. The result
of this error is that model incorrectly predicts that a
large proportion of the juvenile cats born into the
owned population will not be sterilized. The equations
then predict that the owned cat population will
increase rapidly over the course of the 30-year project
period so that the initial owned cat population of
685,000 in 2020 will increase to over 2.5 million by
2050. This is not a realistic prediction and shows that
the predictions as a whole are not accurate.

Responses
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-30

Figure 1 on page 9 of the PDF. Figure 1. Subpopulation
sizes of free-roaming (stray and feral), shelter, and
owned cats across the 30-year horizon of the project,
as predicted using the unaltered code provided by the
authors of the DEIR (figure from Appendix 1). [[Unable
to copy image here.]]

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-31

The same error affects the population growth of stray
and feral populations, but because these two
subpopulations are assumed to have low sterilization

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
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rates as juveniles and adults, the results of the error
are less dramatically wrong as for owned cats.

Responses
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-32

Nevertheless, this coding mistake affects all parts of
the model and one cannot separate the results from
one subpopulation (owned cats) from other
subpopulations (stray and feral cats) because all of the
subpopulations are connected. If one is wrong, then
they are all wrong.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-33

Figure 2 on page 10 of the PDF. Figure 2. Derivation of
number of free-roaming cats that come into shelters
each year, according to the predictions presented in
the DEIR (without corrections). It is obvious that the
assumptions are wrong. [[Unable to copy image here.]]

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-34

The problems in the equations used to predict future
cat numbers become more obvious when looking at
the number of free-roaming cats that are predicted to
enter the shelter each year (Figure 2). Data from the
Department of Animal Services used to develop the
predictions show that 17,137 free-roaming (stray and
feral) cats come into the shelter each year. The authors
then calculate the “stray” capture rate by dividing that
number by the assumed total number of free-roaming
cats (226,970, which is also based on another incorrect
series of assumptions, discussed below) to get 7.6% as
the number of strays that are captured each year. This
is problematic, because some portion of the 17,137
cats are actually feral but the City does not keep
records on the proportion of cats that are feral
entering the shelter so the consultants must have
assumed that they were all stray. Stray cats are
defined as cats that were previously pets and were
lost. Next the number of free-roaming cats was divided
into stray cats (1,021) and feral cats (225,949) based

Thank you for your comment. As you noted, the City does
not keep records on the proportion of cats that are feral
entering the shelter; furthermore, it is difficult to make a
determination of feral versus non-feral with total
reliability. Nevertheless, the model used for the Final EIR
does estimate feral intake to the shelter by using LAAS
records of the proportion of intakes brought to the
adoption floor; these records are not a determination of
feral versus non-feral but are the best available evidence
for the estimation of feral intake to the shelter. Other
changes made to the model for the Final EIR, especially
the increase in the owned to stray subpopulation
transition rate, ensured that the modeled transition of
stray and feral cats to the shelter subpopulation matched
the LAAS intake data used to inform this parameter.
Please see Response to Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed
response on this issue, and specifically also Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and Appendix J of the Final
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on the assumed free-roaming sterilization proportion,
which was the average of seven different cities and
counties (not Los Angeles). For year 1 of the
predictions, the stray cat capture rate was multiplied
by the remaining number of stray cats (after deaths) to
get 38.8 stray cats transitioning from stray to shelter
populations. The number of feral cats was multiplied
by an assumed 0.01% capture rate for feral cats to get
22.7 feral cats transitioning into the shelter during
year 1. The model therefore predicts in year 1 that
61.5 free-roaming cats enter City shelters. This is
obviously incorrect, and the model does not account
for the 17,075 additional free-roaming cats that enter
the shelter under the actual current conditions.

Responses
EIR, which presents update to the population modeling
and results based on comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-35

With results like these, it is incontrovertible that the
predictions do not usefully capture the dynamics and
interactions between owned, stray, shelter, and feral
subpopulations in Los Angeles and the results are,
frankly, worse than no information at all.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-36

Figure 3 on page 11 of the PDF. Figure 3.
Subpopulation sizes of owned, stray, shelter, and feral
cats, by scenario, across the 30-year horizon of the
project, as predicted using the code of the authors of
the DEIR after fixing the errors (figure from Appendix
1). [[Unable to copy image here.]]
Our expert consultants tried to fix the City’s
predictions by correcting the mistaken formula. But
when this mathematical error in the model was
corrected, the numbers were still nowhere close
to describing even the current conditions. Instead,
using the City’s assumptions and equations
results in a prediction that the owned, stray, and
shelter populations would decrease to zero
within 50 years (Figure 3). This too is wrong and the
reasons for this failure to capture realistic

Thank you for your comment. Our team was unable to
replicate the cited results. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which presents all
updates to the population modeling and updated results
based on comments received on the Draft EIR.
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population dynamics is discussed in the expert report.

Responses

UWG

UWG-37

As the authors of the external review elaborate, the
model does not accurately incorporate the dynamics
between the subpopulations that are so important to
understanding the situation in Los Angeles or any
other city. For example, the model does not account for
abandonment of owned cats; it assumes too high a
sterilization rate for owned cats; it assumes too low a
rate of lost cats; and it assumes too low a rate of
transition from feral to shelter subpopulations. As a
result, the model, even under the existing conditions
scenario, has three of the four subpopulations on a
trajectory to decrease to zero (once the formula errors
are fixed).

Thank you for your comment. The model does include
abandonment of owned cats and uses assumptions based
on scientific literature, experts, and public comments.
Please see Response to Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed
response on this issue, and specifically also Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and Updated Appendix J of
the Final EIR, which present updates to the population
modeling and results based on comments received on the
Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-38

Because the authors of the model assume that the
environment cannot support any more cats than are
currently present, they chose an equilibrium model. An
equilibrium model is supposed to produce a stable
number for all subpopulations under the existing
conditions: the owned, stray, shelter, and feral
subpopulations should be stable, or “at equilibrium.”
Because the model is not at, or even close to,
equilibrium in each of the subpopulations, the current
configuration is not useful to compare different project
alternatives. It very obviously does not represent realworld conditions.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-32 and CDFW-33 for a detailed
response on this issue, and specifically also Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and Updated Appendix J of
the Final EIR, which present updates to the population
modeling and results based on comments received on the
Draft EIR. The model presented in the Final EIR begins
from a cat population at equilibrium.

UWG

UWG-39

2.3.2 Future Cat Number Prediction Is Based on
Premise That Number of Free-roaming Cats in City
Cannot Increase
The model uses mathematical formulas to estimate the
future number of cats that are in the owned, stray,
shelter, and feral subpopulations in Los Angeles.
Although a model like this could be used in
environmental analysis, it would need to be used
differently than the way the City has used it in the
DEIR.

Thank you for your comment.
Please see Response to Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed
response on this issue, and specifically also Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and Updated Appendix J of
the Final EIR, which present updates to the population
modeling and results based on comments received on the
Draft EIR. Please see Appendix J of the Draft EIR for
justification on the use of an equilibrium model, as well as
the Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR for additional
substantiation for this. As a paper coauthored by the Draft
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First, the City assumes that the environment contains
as many free-roaming cats as it could possibly support
and if more cats were released outside that they would
die quickly because of competition with the cats
already there. In ecological terms, this is called
“carrying capacity.” It is not impossible that there
would be limits on the number of cats associated with
limitations on food and shelter, but it is highly unlikely
the population is currently at carrying capacity. If it
were at carrying capacity, there could not be an
increasing number of cats as is asserted by the City in
its press releases regarding a large increase in the
number of kittens. For example, General Manager
Brenda Barnette recently stated, “Intake has been
averaging 22% higher for kittens and 14% higher for
cats this year, which translates to more than 3,000
additional kittens and cats coming to our centers than
we saw in 2018.” If the population were stable, then
the number of cats coming in to shelters would not
have increased by 14–22%. It is not likely that the
population is at carrying capacity and if more cats are
released from shelters they will find food and shelter
without competing with other cats. In any event, the
DEIR fails to offer a description, based on substantial
evidence, why it would be appropriate to assume Los
Angeles is at its carrying capacity for free-roaming cats
contradicting these statements from the General
Manager.

Responses
EIR population model reviewer Christopher A. Lepczyk
notes, “populations of feral cats are frequently at carrying
capacity” (Lohr, Cox, and Lepczyk 2013). Indeed, were the
model to assume that the feral cat population was
growing, that would imply that it was implausibly small in
the recent past.
Lastly, the quoted statement from General Manager
Brenda Barnette refers to shelter intakes for a specific
year, 2019. However, it is not appropriate to estimate a
trend from a single year of data; a trend must be
estimated from the full time series. The 2010–2017*
shelter intakes used in the EIR population model show a
flat—indeed, a slightly downward trend—for those years.

UWG

UWG-40

Second, the City assumes that feeding of free-roaming
cats has no effect on the number of cats or their
survival.

Thank you for your comment. The EIR does include
discussion of the effects of feeding on free-roaming cat
population dynamics, spatial distribution, and implication
on environmental resources. Please see EIR Sections
4.2.2, 4.2.3, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 4.4.2, and 4.4.3 for details and
discussions.

UWG

UWG-41

This is an odd and indefensible assumption to make,
because the City also promotes feeding of stray cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-206

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach for a detailed
response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-42

In reality, the food currently provided for stray and
feral cats increases capacity of the environment to
support cats.

Thank you for your comment. The EIR analysis and
modeling (which has been updated per comments
received) assumes that baseline conditions (which
includes baseline levels of feeding) and free-roaming cat
population are at equilibrium. Please see Master
Responses Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for detailed responses on
this issue.

UWG

UWG-43

The group L.A. Feeders claims to feed 10,000 stray cats
per day (see
https://www.facebook.com/pg/LAfeeders/). This is
just one organized group; untold numbers of
individuals also feed without affiliation with any
group. Some individuals self-report feeding up to 40
colonies comprising hundreds of cats each night,
according to their own posts on social media. It is
ludicrous to imagine that feeding does not affect the
carrying capacity of the environment. It is equally
indefensible to assume neither increasing feeding nor
decreasing feeding would have any effect on the
predictions of the model.

Thank you for your comment. The City notes this
information from a social media account regarding
existing conditions and that the Draft EIR’s analysis takes
into account the proposed Project’s impact on the existing
environment. Please see Master Response The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for a detailed
response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-44

Nevertheless, this is exactly what the City has put forth
in the DEIR and expects stakeholders and regulatory
agencies to believe. The DEIR must point to substantial
evidence, including scientific studies or other scholarly
work, to support the conclusion that feeding freeroaming cats has no effect on the number and/or
survival of free-roaming cats. [[Also, Figure 4 on page
13 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on this issue. In addition, CEQA
requires analysis of the Project as proposed by the Project
proponent and of the Project’s impact on the existing
environment (and not the effects of the existing
environment).
The EIR does include discussion and consideration of the
effects of feeding on free-roaming cat population
dynamics, spatial distribution, and implication on
environmental resources. Please see EIR Sections 4.2.2,
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Responses
4.2.3, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 4.4.2, and 4.4.3 for details and
discussions.

UWG

UWG-45

2.3.3 Approach to Prediction Is Deterministic and Does
Not Include Uncertainty Analysis or Sensitivity
Analysis
The City has reported the results of one set of
calculations for the model and presented as the only
result. Presenting a single answer is not how
predictions like this work in environmental
policymaking. The sets of equations to make
predictions like these contain many inputs, most of
which have to be estimated based on studies done in
other locations, climates, and times. Because any
biologist would have a large degree of uncertainty
about the accuracy of these estimates, the equations
are calculated many times with a range of possible
values to understand a range of possible outcomes.
Any prediction giving just one answer after estimating
41 input variables, as the City has done, is wrong. The
model also is “deterministic,” which means that it gives
just one answer. In environmental modeling it is
necessary to add random fluctuations into the
variables in a model to account for random factors
such as variation in the weather and its influence on
factors in the model. In this way, a decisionmaker can
gain confidence about the probable range of outcomes
of any given scenario. The City’s consultants did not
incorporate any random factors, which renders the
model an untrustworthy tool to understand the real
world.
Another way to think about this issue is to ask what
the margin of error is for the City’s predictions. Are
their estimates within 15% of the real numbers?
Within 30%? If they are not within 13% of the actual
numbers for all of the predicted future cat
subpopulations, then the alleged decrease in stray and
feral cats from the proposal project does not even fall

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-32 and CDFW-33 for a detailed
response on this issue, and specifically also Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes and Updated Appendix J of
the Final EIR, which present updates to the population
modeling and results based on comments received on the
Draft EIR.
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outside the margin of error of the underlying
estimates. Based on the expert review, it is impossible
that the population predictions are accurate to within
13%, let alone 50%, so there is effectively no
difference between the Project, No Project, or any of
the alternatives that can be discerned from City’s
model.

Responses

UWG

UWG-46

2.3.4 Assumed Number of Existing Free-roaming Cats
Is Not Reasonable
The City’s predictions are based on the idea that the
current number of cats in the City is the maximum
number that the environment in the City can support.
That number is set at 226,970 by assuming different
densities of cats for the major land uses in the City. The
largest land use is an undifferentiated
“urban/suburban” category that covers most of the
City, for which the DEIR preparers assume there are
0.98 cats per acre. Our expert reviewers evaluated the
basis for that assumption and produced an alternative
estimate using density estimates only from other cities
that do not have an average temperature below
freezing any month of the year. Unsurprisingly, cities
with more mild climates have higher densities of
domestic cats outdoors. Our experts’ estimate for the
City of Los Angeles was 488,579 free-roaming cats,
with a 95% confidence interval of 342,388 to 701,177.
This initial estimate of the number of free-roaming
cats is critically important because it is the basis for
many of the rates that are calculated in the model. For
example, the DEIR assumes that 7.6% of stray cats are
captured and brought to shelters each year. With the
updated population estimate, that number would be
3.5%.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
estimated free-roaming cat density was revised to
exclude data reported from regions that experience
extended freezing temperatures. Please note that the
population model has been updated, and that the
conclusions of the Draft EIR remain valid. Please see
Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes for details on the
updated modeling methodology and results, Section
3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR for the updated population
modeling results, and Updated Appendix J for an updated
cat population modeling appendix.

UWG

UWG-47

At the public meeting for the Citywide Cat Program on
October 7, 2019, even members of the public who trap
and feed cats and support the program testified that
the 226,970 number was far too low. Kara Odenbaugh,

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
domestic cat population estimate and population
dynamics modeling have been updated per comments
received. Please see Master Response Updated Domestic
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who oversees the Best Friends Pet Adoption Center
kitten nursery, stated that anyone who knows cats in
Los Angeles knows that 1 cat per acre is too low and
that the number is “ridiculous.” It should be noted that
Best Friends has been accepted as an authority on cats
and TNR in the DEIR and statements by Best Friends
representatives are treated as facts (see Section 2.9).

Responses
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes for
details on the updated modeling methodology and results,
Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR for the updated population
modeling results, and Appendix J for an updated cat
population modeling appendix.

UWG

UWG-48

2.3.5 Inputs to the Equations Used to Predict Future
Cat Numbers Are Unreasonable and
Unreliable
By virtue of the failure of the model to reach
equilibrium, it is a matter of fact that the parameters
are unreasonable and unreliable. If they were correct,
implementing the calculations would not result in a
prediction that the owned, stray, and shelter
populations will decrease to zero in 50 years. Our
expert review highlights a range of the more glaring
errors:
• Survival of adult stray and feral cats is assumed to be
70% per year (2–3 years average lifespan), based on a
single study of 39 cats in Berlin and the recall of 101
cat feeders in Florida about cats dying or disappearing;

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which present
updates to the population modeling and results based on
comments received on the Draft EIR. The model
presented in the Final EIR begins with the cat population
in equilibrium.

UWG

UWG-49

• Survival of stray and feral kittens is assumed to be
very low, 21%, when a whole range of studies show
rates of 40–70% kitten survival in feral contexts;

UWG

UWG-50

• The proportion of owned cats sterilized currently is
assumed to be 93% based on a nationwide study by
the pet food industry. Based on the income profile of
Los Angeles and published scientific research on cat
sterilization and income, our experts estimate that
80% of owned cats in the City are sterilized; and

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.
Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.
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UWG

UWG-51

• The model assumes that only 0.14% of cats
abandoned or lost each year and become strays. This is
wrong. Published research indicates a 0.47% risk of
loss alone (Weiss et al. 2012) and the model the DEIR
relies on assumes a 5% abandonment rate (Flockhart
and Coe 2018).

UWG

UWG-52

The longevity estimates are particularly problematic
and conflict with information reported for Los Angeles
by members of online cat trapping email lists and
forums. Occasional messages from these venues have
been forwarded to us over the years that contradict
the survival rates
used in the City’s model. Here are a few examples:
• 7 of 9 feral cats were surviving a year after
relocation, which implies a 97% survival probability
for each cat (message January 16, 2011);
• 7 of 12 feral cats surviving after 6 years, which
implies a 96% survival probability each year for each
cat (message January 10, 2011);
• Cats surviving for 5 years at a colony site, which
would have a 4% chance of happening if survival was
only 70% per year (message January 2, 2010).

UWG

UWG-53

The Feral Cat Caretakers’ Coalition, one of the City’s
nonprofit partners, states on their website that feral
cats may live 10–12 years (see Mission Statement and
Introduction at http://feralcatcaretakers.org/). Using
the City’s estimate of 70% annual survival, a cat only
has a 2% chance of living this long. California’s mild
climate and the promise of regular feeding argue that
any prediction of the long-term numbers of freeroaming cats under the proposed program should be
based on a far higher survival rate than 70% per year
for adult stray and feral cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-54

2.3.6 Approach to Predicting Outcomes of Project and
Alternatives Is Deeply Flawed

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
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Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.
Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Appendix J of the
Final EIR which presents updates to the population
modeling and results based on comments received on the
Draft EIR.
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The external critique identified major flaws in the way
the model relied upon in the DEIR compared the
different project alternatives:
• The assessment of the proposed TNR program
should increase carrying capacity by 15– 20% to
account for additional feeding associated with the City
encouraging feeding and declaring feeding to be legal
as part of the preferred approach for “dealing” with
freeroaming cats;

Responses
Feeding, Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Public Education and Outreach, and Alternatives Analysis.
Please note that the domestic cat population estimate and
population dynamics modeling have been updated per
comments received. Please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes for details on the updated modeling methodology
and results, Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR for the
updated population modeling results, and Updated
Appendix J for an updated cat population modeling
appendix.

UWG

UWG-55

• The fecundity of unaltered feral and stray cats should
be increased under the proposed project to account for
additional feeding, which increases fecundity;
• The juvenile survival rate for stray and feral cats
should be higher overall, and increased under models
for the proposed project to account for feeding;

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-56

• Sterilized feral and stray cats should be assumed to
live longer, consistent with published literature;

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-57

• The owned population should be constrained in the
baseline model and the project model should
incorporate the increase of owned cat limits from 3 to
5; and

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-58

• When analyzing the no-feeding project alternative,
the carrying capacity of the model should be decreased
by 15–20% to account for a reduction in the number of
cats that would be fed by cat enthusiasts in Los
Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. The no-feeding alternative
refers to Alternative 4 in the Draft EIR, Enact a City ban
on outdoor feeding of owned or free-roaming cats. Please
see Master Response Alternatives Analysis. In addition, as
set forth in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 did
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not meet most of the basic Project objectives, and
therefore was not carried forward for further analysis. As
the comment does not refer to the consideration of
Project objectives, no further response is necessary.
Notwithstanding, the Draft EIR acknowledges that
enacting a ban to remove human-subsidized feeding as a
source of food for free-roaming cats could potentially
reduce the free-roaming cat population due to reduced
availability of human-subsidized food (see Table 5-1 of
the Draft EIR, Screening of Alternatives Considered).
However, the Draft EIR goes on to conclude that even in
the absence of human-subsidized food, free-roaming cats
will still have access to garbage and prey as food sources.
The commenter does not provide substantiation for the
alleged 15–20% reduction in carrying capacity that may
occur as a result of the no-feeding alternative. The City
acknowledges that it is possible (although to what degree
is unknown, as this was not quantifiable) that the freeroaming cat population could decrease under Alternative
4 by banning only human-subsidized feeding. However,
the ultimate conclusion is that this decrease would not be
substantial.

UWG

UWG-59

To these observations we can add the following model
changes that should be implemented to provide an
unbiased and fair evaluation of the different
alternatives to the preferred project.
The alternatives to the proposed project should not be
analyzed separately, but should be combined into a
single, multi-part alternative, just at the project itself
has several parts. This
alternative would include, in the same model:
• Use of spay/neuter funds for owned cats and enforce
mandatory spay/neuter of owned cats with the model
result of increased owned cat sterilization applied to
the 80% sterilization rate based on demographics.
This would be modeled by adding 20,000 sterilizations
plus increasing the annual rate by a reasonable

Thank you for your comment. It should be noted that the
proposed combined scenario would include components
of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 (see EIR Section 5.3,
Screening of Alternatives Considered). As analyzed in
Sections 5.3 and 5.4 in the Draft EIR, Alternatives 1, 2, 3,
and 4 on their own do not out-perform the proposed
Project in reducing the number of free-roaming cats
relative to baseline conditions.
For informed decision-making, it is important to present
an “apples-to-apples” comparison when considering
alternatives to a project, and particularly when
comparing alternatives to this Project, which includes
provision of funds to support the spay/neuter of 20,000
free-roaming cats as one of its elements, in addition to
other more administrative actions. Considering the
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percentage through enforcement. This will also
increase the transition of cats from shelter to owned
(Lord et al. 2007);
• Enact a no-roaming ordinance for owned cats and
require free licensing for owned cats, which would be
implemented in the model by reducing the rate of lost
and abandoned cats from something reasonable for
loss (0.48% to 0.25%) and abandonment (5% to
2.5%). The model currently (incorrectly) assumes that
loss and abandonment together are only 0.14% of
owned cats per year;
• Enforce existing ban on feeding (State law, discussed
above), thereby reducing the survival and fecundity of
feral and stray cats in the model; and
• Provide free trap loans and streamlined permitting
to surrender feral and stray cats to shelters without
returning to field. This would increase the feral and
stray cat transition to shelter rate.

2-214

Responses
proposed Project involves sterilization of 20,000 freeroaming cats, redirecting these sterilization resources
toward 20,000 owned cats, as recommended by the
commenter, would use up all funding resources available
for sterilization under the Project; in essence, this would
be Alternative 1, which has been analyzed in detail in the
Draft EIR (see Section 5.4.2). Therefore, the “combined
scenario” involving Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 would
require substantially more funding than the proposed
Project due to the addition of components (for instance,
implementing a licensing program and direct removal).
In addition, note that while the combined scenario would
meet the key Project objective #1 (facilitate spaying and
neutering of cats in the City), it would not meet key
objective # 5 (further implementation of the City’s no-kill
policy by reducing the rate of euthanasia of cats in City
animal services centers) because it includes a return to
the environment/direct removal component and hence
the euthanasia rate at animal service centers would be
expected to increase compared to baseline conditions and
the future baseline without Project conditions (see
discussion for Alternative 6 in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR).
With respect to the effectiveness of the combined
scenario in reducing the relative number of free-roaming
cats (key Project objective #2), and assuming equivalent
funding resource availability to allow a meaningful
comparison of the combined scenario to the Project, for
illustrative purposes, it is assumed that the funding
resources for the combined scenario would be split into
the two components of the combined scenario suggested
by the commenter: sterilization of owned cats and direct
removal (“Updated Combined Scenario”). This was input
in the Project’s updated domestic cat population model to
analyze the impacts of these components on the freeroaming cat population. Note that quantification of the
other components of the combined scenario suggested by
the commenter (enacting and enforcing ordinances and a
licensing program) is not feasible and/or would not meet
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the basic Project objectives; please see the discussion in
Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.
Distribution of the Project funding resources between the
two components (sterilization of owned cats—Alternative
1 analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR) and direct removals
with no return (Alternative 6 analyzed in detail in the
Draft EIR) would reduce the impact of Alternative 1 alone
when compared to what was studied in the alternatives
analysis in the Draft EIR, but would not reduce the impact
compared to Alternative 6 alone (see Draft EIR Sections
5.4.2 and 5.4.3). For illustrative purposes, using an
example where the Project resources for 20,000
sterilization surgeries of free-roaming cats are evenly
split between these two components, such that there are
10,000 sterilization surgeries of owned cats and 10,000
free-roaming cat direct removals with no return to the
environment/direct removal, domestic cat population
modeling results show that the Updated Combined
Scenario would reduce the free-roaming cat abundance as
compared to Alternative 1 alone, but would not reduce
the impact, but by a slight margin, as compared to
Alternative 6 alone (see provided Figure 1 below).
Furthermore, note that euthanasia and cat carcasses
disposal cost the City approximately $110 per cat,
whereas each sterilization voucher costs the City
approximately $70. Therefore, distribution of Project
resources toward 10,000 sterilizations of owned cats
would actually leave fewer resources than needed for
direct removals of 10,000 free-roaming cats with no
return to the environment, and the resulting reduction in
free-roaming cats under the combined scenario would be
even less than shown on Figure 1 (shown below).
As compared to the proposed Project, the Updated
Combined Scenario would be expected to behave
similarly to Alternative 6 alone. As shown on Figure 5-4
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and in Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 6 alone
would result in a slightly greater reduction in freeroaming cat abundance than the proposed Project;
however, as discussed in detail in the Master Response
Alternatives Analysis , based on the technical model
updates, it would take greater resources (i.e.,
approximately 27,000 direct removals versus the initially
assumed 20,000 direct removals) to achieve the same
reduction in free-roaming cat abundance as modeled in
the Draft EIR for Alternative 6 alone (Los Angeles, 2020).
As demonstrated here through an informed comparison,
the Updated Combined Scenario would not outperform
Alternative 6 alone. Therefore, the combined scenario
could be inferred to be version variation of Alternative 6,
wherein sterilization of owned cats is added to the direct
removals under Alternative 6, and which was analyzed in
detail in Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIR.
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Figure 1 (UWG-59). A combined scenario with 10,000 S/N vouchers per year for the owned subpopulation and 10,000 direct
removals per year from the free-roaming population, (Los Angeles, 2020).
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UWG

UWG-60

2.4 Failure to Incorporate Future Conditions
The approach of the analysis in the DEIR is to compare
the assumed future conditions with the program with the
assumed future conditions without the program. This
approach does not, however, incorporate the changed
environment that would occur during the project period.
As just one example, the modeling approach does not
account for the additional households and their cats that
would be created over the 30-year analysis period. Part of
the increase in households added will be through by-right
accessory dwelling units, and all of the additional
households that would be added during this project
period under current plans. Since part of the program is
to increase the allowable number of pet cats from 3 to 5,
not incorporating the number of additional households is
a significant oversight.

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR. The model presented in the
Final EIR includes estimated changes to the human
population of the City.

UWG

UWG-61

2.5 Purported Benefits of Program Guidelines Cannot Be
Relied upon in Analysis
The pervasive feature of the DEIR is that it relies on
“program guidelines and ecological conservation
measures” as project elements that are assumed to affect
the behavior of those participating in the City’s TNR
program. It deserves mention at the outset that these
“design features” of the DEIR are not enforceable and do
not legally bind project participants. The DEIR
aggressively asserts that these program guidelines are
not mitigation measures (DEIR, p. 2-5), although they are
clearly offered to mitigate impacts of the program. As
proposed in the DEIR, the program guidelines therefore
do not have to be monitored and there is no recourse
should they not be followed.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project program implementation guidelines
have been updated, and therefore a large portion of this
comment that refers to the proposed program
implementation guideline of buffer zones around ESAs is
no longer applicable. Please also see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required, and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for detailed responses on the
issues raised in this comment.

UWG

UWG-62

The City makes no attempt to hide the unenforceability of
these guidelines:
- Individuals and organizations wishing to participate in
the LAAS free-roaming cat spay/neuter program must

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-61 for detailed responses on this issue.
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register with LAAS as an authorized participant. This will
entail signing an agreement stating that each cat the
participant submits for a free spay/neuter voucher had
been trapped and released within the City of Los Angeles
limits (DEIR, p. 2-14).
- Recipients who receive vouchers from the City for freeroaming cat medical and spay and neuter services will be
expected to commit to the guidelines by signing an
affidavit declaring their intent (DEIR, p. 2-15).

Responses

UWG

UWG-63

Declaring intent is not the same thing as agreeing to
comply. The language of the guidelines is designed to
avoid accountability. The provisions are written with
voluntary language: traps “should” be monitored, the
guidelines “recommend” against release in some subset of
the City’s environmentally sensitive areas, feeding
“should” not occur around vulnerable human
populations, feeding “should” be supervised and limited,
feeding “should” only take place during the day, vaccines
“should” be administered, and cats “should” be sterilized
and ear tipped. None of these guidelines compels
compliance.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-61 for detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-64

The DEIR then argues that these unenforceable and
unverifiable recommendations will decrease the impacts
of the program. These measures bear the hallmarks of
mitigation measures because they do not promote any of
the project’s stated objectives. As such, they should be
treated as mitigation measures. For example:
-The proposed Program Implementation Guidelines and
Ecological Conservation Measures aim to protect ESAs,
special-status species, and public health (DEIR, p. 2-15).
-The guidelines and recommendations are used to
support the analysis for land use: Several measures are
included in the CCP program implementation guidelines
and ecological conservation measures to protect
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) from the release
of spayed/neutered cats (DEIR, p. 3-25)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-61 for detailed responses on this issue.
Please also see Master Response Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project.
Notwithstanding, the CEQA impact analysis and
determinations in the Draft EIR do not rely on inclusion of
the program implementation guidelines in the Project.
With respect to the text on page 2-15 as included in this
comment, it is important to note that the Draft EIR
expressly stated that no significant impacts were
identified and no mitigation measures were therefore
necessary, but in any event the proposed program
implementation guidelines sought to address existing
conditions. Specifically, the preceding paragraph on page
2-15 of the Draft EIR included a sentence that expressly
stated upfront the intention of the program
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implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures as included in the Draft EIR: “The program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures are intended to address existing impacts from
the free-roaming cat population and protecting the
health, safety, and welfare of wildlife and people.”
Therefore, these guidelines and measures were included
in the proposed Project to address existing impacts from
free-roaming cats in the City and not impacts from the
proposed Project, which, as detailed in the Draft EIR,
were found not to be significant and thus do not require
mitigation under CEQA.
Under CEQA, the City has the duty to avoid, reduce, or
manage significant environmental impacts from the
proposed Project. In the Draft EIR, as a show of goodwill,
the City included the program implementation guidelines
as a way to try to address concerns from agencies and
wildlife advocacy groups regarding the existing impacts
from the free-roaming cat population (baseline
conditions—the situation project stakeholders inherited).
CEQA does not require this and, as previously discussed,
the program implementation guidelines have since been
revised.
The text on page 3-25 as noted in the comment is a
summary screening analysis table that expressly refers to
the full land use consistency analysis in Table 3-10
starting on page 3-27, which expressly notes again that
the program implementation guidelines attempt to
address existing conditions and not any impacts from the
proposed Project. For full context, the text surrounding
this sentence is included here: “The proposed modified
TNR policy would allow for the return of freeroaming cats
that have been spayed or neutered back into the
environment where they resided prior to being trapped
and spayed or neutered. Cats are hunters, and wild birds,
mammals, and reptiles are typical prey for many cats.
While return of free-roaming cats within the City has the
potential to result in impacts on sensitive species residing
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or migrating within the City, the proposed Project is
consistent with the General Plan Conservation Element
goals and policies pertaining to sensitive species and
habitat protection because 1) a key objective of the
Project is to reduce the relative number of free-roaming
cats in the City over time, 2) several measures are
included in the CCP program implementation guidelines
and ecological conservation measures to protect
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) from the release
of spayed/neutered cats (see Chapter 2), and 3) the
Project includes the creation of a City of LA WCP that
would prioritize admission of cats found in or near ESAs.”
As noted here and in Table 3-10 of the Draft EIR, under
the Project, free-roaming cats that already reside in the
City would be returned to the environment, and thus have
the potential to continue to cause impacts on sensitive
species—like they were under baseline conditions—prior
to being removed to be spayed/neutered under the
Project.
As noted in the first paragraph of this response, the
proposed Project program implementation guidelines
have been updated; accordingly, the analyses in Tables 39 and 3-10 of the Draft EIR have also been updated. There
are no changes to the screening analysis conclusions on
the basis of these updates; like in the Draft EIR, the
consistency determination analysis for land use is
supported by the key objective of the proposed Project to
reduce the relative number of free-roaming cats in the
City and the resulting fewer free-roaming cats throughout
the City at the end of the 30-year horizon period of the
Project. In addition, as noted clearly in Tables 3-9 and 310, impacts on sensitive species from the existing freeroaming cats in the City are part of the baseline and are
not exacerbated due to the Project. Therefore, as stated in
the Draft EIR, while “return of free-roaming cats within
the City has the potential to result in impacts on sensitive
species residing or migrating within the City,” these are
existing impacts on sensitive species from the baseline
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population of free-roaming cats in the City. These
potential impacts would continue to occur under the noproject scenario.
Note that the domestic cat population estimate and
population dynamics modeling has been updated per
comments received. Please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes for details on the updated modeling methodology
and results, Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR for the
updated population modeling results, and Updated
Appendix J for an updated cat population modeling
appendix.

UWG

UWG-65

The guidelines and recommendations are used to support
the conclusion that the program will be consistent with
the General Plan Conservation Element and General Plan
policies to protect,
enhance, and restore significant habitat areas:
- Additionally, several measures are included in the CCP
program implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures to protect ESAs from the release
of spayed/neutered cats (DEIR, p. 3-27).

Thank you for your comment. The program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures were originally included to address existing
impacts from the free-roaming cat population, and to
establish best practices to further protect the health,
safety, and welfare of wildlife and people when
implementing the proposed Project. These guidelines
were always disclosed as non-mandatory guidelines
focusing on the impacts from the existing free-roaming
cat population, which were not required to address or
mitigate impacts from the proposed Project. The program
implementation guidelines have been revised as part of
the Final EIR, and clarify the intent of the guidelines.
Additionally, public education/engagement/outreach
efforts are included in the public education and outreach
campaign (see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR) to be
implemented by the City. These changes do not change
the conclusions of the land use screening analysis as far
as consistency with the general plan or its elements, or an
applicable specific plan, local coastal plan, redevelopment
plan, interim control ordinance, or adopted
environmental goals or policies. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, Mitigation
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Measures Are Not Required, and Public Education and
Outreach for a detailed response on these issues.

UWG

UWG-66

The guidelines and recommendations are used to support
the conclusion that the project will be consistent with the
Westchester-Playa Del Rey Plan policy to protect and
restore the Ballona Wetlands and Del Rey Lagoon:
- Consistent. The proposed Project includes program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures to protect ESAs by recommending no release of
free-roaming cats within 1 mile of ESAs as well relocating
cats found in or near ESAs. This would include restricting
the release of free-roaming cats in or near the Ballona
Wetlands (emphasis added; DEIR; p. 3-29).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-65 and Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and Mitigation Measures Are
Not Required for a detailed response on these issues.

UWG

UWG-67

The guidelines and recommendations are used to support
the conclusion that the program would protect significant
environmental resources from environmental hazards in
a range of
Community Plans:
- Consistent. While the modified TNR program would
result in the release of cats throughout the City, the
program includes program implementation guidelines
and ecological conservation measures to protect ESAs by
recommending no release of free-roaming cats within 1
mile of ESAs as well relocating cats found in or near ESAs
[sic]. In addition, the Project includes the creation of a
City of LA WCP [Working Cat Program] that would
prioritize admission of cats found in or near ESAs
(emphasis added;
DEIR, p. 3-30).
While return of free-roaming cats within the City has the
potential to result in impacts on
sensitive species residing or migrating within the City, the
proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan
Conservation Element goals and policies pertaining to
sensitive species and habitat protection because 1) a key
objective of the Project is to reduce the relative number of
free-roaming cats in the City over time and 2) several

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-65 and Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and Mitigation Measures Are
Not Required for a detailed response on these issues.
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measures are included in the CCP program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures to protect ESAs from existing impacts of
freeroaming cats (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 3-31).

Responses

UWG

UWG-68

The guidelines and recommendations are relied upon to
reduce cats in ESAs:
- The City will also provide program implementation
guidelines and ecological conservation measures for the
proposed Project to include recommendations not to
release trapped cats within a 1.0-mile buffer surrounding
ESAs in the City. The program implementation guidelines
and ecological conservation measures also provide
guidance on responsible TNR including feeding and
medical treatments for free-roaming cats. All recipients of
free vouchers will be required to commit to adhering to
these guidelines through a signed affidavit. Over time, this
would help reduce the presence of freeroaming cats in
and near such areas (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.2-85).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, and Relocation of
Free-Roaming Cats. Please also see the updated program
implementation guidelines in Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR.

UWG

UWG-69

The guidelines and recommendations are relied upon to
reduce impacts on humans:
- The proposed Project also includes program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures for TNR, responsible feeding, and medical
treatments for freeroaming cats. All recipients of
vouchers for free-roaming cat sterilization would be
required to commit to adhering to these guidelines
through a signed affidavit. Over time, this would further
help manage the potential exposure risk to diseases
associated with the presence of free-roaming cats in the
City (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.4-13).

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines for a discussion of how the program
implementation guidelines were updated. Please see
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.

UWG

UWG-70

The cumulative impacts analysis also relies on these
measures explicitly:
- In addition, as stated above, the proposed Project
includes program implementation guidelines and
ecological conservation measures to reduce impacts from
the existing population of free-roaming cats and the
creation of a City WCP. Ecological conservation measures

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-61 and UWG-64. In addition, as the
commenter notes, the analysis text specifies that “the
proposed Project includes program implementation
guidelines and ecological conservation measures that are
intended to reduce the environmental impacts of the
existing population of free-roaming cats.” As clarified
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include recommendations to relocate cats found in or
near ESAs and avoid release of cats within 1 mile of an
ESA (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.5-8).
In conclusion, the proposed Project would not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant
cumulative impacts on sensitive biological resources
because Project impacts have been identified as less than
significant due to the estimated reduction in the freeroaming cat population over time (see Section 4.2); the
proposed Project would be consistent with the related
plans and programs; and the proposed Project includes
program implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures that are intended to reduce the
environmental impacts of the existing population of freeroaming cats, including guidelines that include restricting
release of free-roaming cats into ESAs in the City, as
feasible. Therefore, impacts on biological resources from
the proposed Project are considered less than
cumulatively considerable (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.59).

Responses
earlier in Response to Comment UWG-64, the program
implementation guidelines were not relied on to reduce
or address any impacts under the proposed Project; they
were intended to reduce the existing environmental
impacts from the existing population of free-roaming cats
in the City. As revised, the program implementation
guidelines focus on best practices related to conducting
TNR under the proposed Project (see Sections 3.2.3 in the
Final EIR).

UWG

UWG-71

The voluntary guidelines also undergird the analysis of
water quality impacts:
- In conclusion, the proposed Project would not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant
cumulative impacts on water resources because Project
impacts have been identified as less than significant due
to the estimated reduction in the free-roaming cat
population over time (see Section 4.3); the proposed
Project would be consistent with the related plans and
programs; the program implementation guidelines and
ecological conservation measures would help reduce the
water quality impacts of the existing population of freeroaming cats; and existing regulations would further
protect water quality, including the Clean Water Act,
NPDES regulations of nonpoint source pollution, the
City/County MS4 permits that include best management
practices to reduce discharge of pollutants, and the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-61 and UWG-64 for detailed responses
to these issues. Notwithstanding, as stated in the Draft
EIR and as noted in the comment, the proposed program
implementation guidelines were referred to in the Draft
EIR water quality analysis to note that they would “help
reduce the water quality impacts of the existing
population of free-roaming cats” and not from the
proposed Project. For detailed information on the impact
analysis, please refer to Section 4.3.3 of the Draft EIR and
see Master Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling
and Environmental Impacts Analysis.
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Regional Water Quality Control Board LA Basin Plan to
protect beneficial uses and achieve water quality
objectives. Therefore, impacts on water resources from
the proposed Project are considered less than
cumulatively considerable (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.510).

Responses

UWG

UWG-72

These excerpts demonstrate that the DEIR relies
pervasively on unenforceable and unverifiable program
features to support major conclusions about screening of
topic areas for review and in the conclusions in the major
areas reviewed.
The program guidelines and ecological conservation
measures should properly be understood as mitigation
measures because their sole purpose is to reduce the
project’s impacts on biological resources and human
health hazards. Although the DEIR goes to great lengths to
claim that the project has no impacts and the program
guidelines and ecological conservation features are not
mitigation measures, the manner in which they are used
in the EIR’s analysis makes it clear that they are intended
to mitigate the project’s potentially significant impacts.
The purpose of these guidelines and measures is not to
achieve any of the project’s core objectives. As such, the
EIR must be revised to make clear these guidelines and
conservation measures are mitigation measures.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-61 and UWG-64.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-73

The EIR must be revised also to include measures to
ensure make these guidelines and recommendations
enforceable, and propose a monitoring plan designed to
monitor the public’s adherence to these measures. The
EIR may rely on these mitigation measures in its analysis
of the significance of the project’s impacts if the design
features are made to be binding and enforceable and if
they are analyzed properly as mitigation measures in the
EIR, including discussion of the basis for selecting each
measure, and comparing it against other possible
mitigation measures (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4(a)(1)(B)).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-72 for detailed responses on this issue. In
addition, please see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue,
Not a CEQA Issue regarding the purported statements of
law in the comment.
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UWG

UWG-74

This is not merely an academic point. It is a real problem
for many reasons, none the least of which is that the
limited group of TNR practitioners that the City
interviewed in a closed meeting in development of the
DEIR have already asserted that the program guidelines
and ecological conservation features would not be
followed. FixNation representative Karn Myers said that
“animal advocacy orgs would disagree with relocating
cats out of environmentally sensitive areas” (City’s notes
from March 12, 2019 meeting). The responses of the
larger group to the question of relocating stray and feral
cats out of environmentally sensitive areas elicited
responses indicating unwillingness to comply, including:
“Not possible to relocate all cats in sensitive areas”; “What
about all the cats that are currently within the 1-mile
buffer? Not fair to the other cats, who could move in”;
“How do we know that cats are doing any harm?
Connection to harming endangered species?”; “No
scientific basis for 1-mile buffer”; and “No legal basis as to
where to tell people where they can keep their cat. [It is a]
free-range cat City” (City’s notes from March 6, 2019
meeting).
These responses, from the very people that the City is
relying upon to implement the program, show why any
conservation measures would need to be compulsory and
enforceable if they are
to be relied upon to have any effect.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project no longer proposes buffer areas around
ESAs and has updated proposed program implementation
guidelines. Please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs, Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines,
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, and Public
Education and Outreach for detailed responses on this
issue. Also please see Responses to Comments UWG-2,
UWG-92, and UWG-157 for detailed responses related to
these issues.

UWG

UWG-75

2.6 Analysis Cannot Depend on Unfunded Actions
The long time frame of the project implementation
requires additional scrutiny of whether the proposed
outcomes will indeed occur. When CEQA review is
undertaken for a building project and the funding is not
available, the project waits until funding becomes
available, or the project is not done. The situation is much
different with the proposed Citywide Cat Program.
Portions of the project will occur without funding, such as
releasing stray and feral cats from shelters to nonprofit

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding proposed
Project funding. Notwithstanding, the CEQA analysis
analyzed the Project as proposed and based on assumed
Project funding and not based on other activities that may
or may not occur or be necessary in the future.
Additionally, proposed Project funding is not a CEQA
issue that would result in physical impacts. If the Project
is not funded, the Project will not occur, and existing
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volunteers who will then dump them outside where they
were originally trapped or elsewhere, and feeding stray
and feral cats by City partners and others. Other portions
of the project require funding, and for such funding to
occur as predicted for the next 30 years. The DEIR relies
specifically the provision of 20,000 free spay/neuter
vouchers by the City at an approximate cost of $2 million
per year. The analysis of impacts assumes that this
funding will be available and that the 20,000 sterilizations
will occur each year as predicted with no
consideration of future changes in political priorities or
budgets.
The DEIR fully acknowledges the uncertainty in funding
and whether the core element of the project will even be
carried out:
Historically, up to fiscal year 2012, the City allocated $1.1
million to the Animal Sterilization Fund as well as $2 from
every license sold for an altered dog. The funds were used
to pay service partners who accept City-issued vouchers
to spay/neuter cats. The accumulation of funds in the
Animal Sterilization Fund prompted the City to reduce the
annual allocation. Because the City has a mandatory
spay/neuter ordinance and a significant population of
community members who are at the poverty level or
below, it is logical to assume that the City would return to
the original allocation or even increase it because of the
rising cost of spay/neuter surgeries. This money would be
distributed in the form of vouchers through City vendors
who operate spay/neuter clinics at the six LAAS centers,
mobile spay/neuter vans that target low- income
communities, or the City’s service partners who accept
these vouchers as a form of payment. At the end of each
year, these vouchers would be redeemed by the vendors,
clinics, and service
partners by submission to LAAS. The payment of these
vouchers would come from the Animal Sterilization Fund.
Most of the vendors who operate spay/neuter clinics do
not use their annual allotment. After this Project is fully
2-228
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implemented, it is anticipated that 20,000 of the altered
cats would be free roaming (emphasis added: DEIR, p. 22).
Upon selection of service providers, LAAS will issue a
notice to proceed with funding authorization for at least
20,000 free-roaming cat sterilizations and related medical
treatments (based on availability of additional funding)
annually (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 2-14).
The DEIR and the model analysis of the future number of
free-roaming cats is therefore based on an assumption
about future allocations from the City’s budget, and that
project partners will use those funds to undertake “as
many as 20,000 additional annual trapping sterilization
events” (DEIR, p. 4.4-12). Even the DEIR hedges here,
with “as many as” language when the model
projects assume 20,000 per year without question.

Responses

UWG

UWG-76

Furthermore, the City is not committing to fund the public
and veterinary health portion of the project (which itself
is incomplete, more below):
If additional City funding is available, the rabies and feline
viral rhinotracheitis, calicivirus, and panleukopenia virus
(FVRCP) vaccine should be administered, along with flea
treatment, at the time of sterilization. If City funds are not
available to cover these additional services, participants
in the modified TNR Program will be encouraged to cover
these services (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 2-14).

Thank you for your comment. Note that the objectives of
the proposed Project are focused on increasing cat
sterilizations, reducing the free-roaming cat population,
reducing the rate of cat euthanasia in the City, and
facilitating related education and training. The proposed
Project objectives do not include funding public health
issues or veterinary health. It is also important to note
that free-roaming cats exist in the City under baseline
conditions. While the proposed Project does not
specifically include addressing these already-existing
public and veterinary health issues, it does include
program implementation guidelines to focus on best
practices when conducting TNR under the proposed
Project and provides veterinary health recommendations.
Please see Master Responses Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project and Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines for a detailed
responses on these issues.

UWG

UWG-77

The analysis in the DEIR, however, assumes both that City
funding will be available as prognosticated by the
Department of Animal Services and that project partners

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-75.
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or the City will fund (without being required or
responsible to do so) vaccinations and flea treatment for
cats that are dumped from shelters or trapped and
returned as part of the program. This assumption is
unreasonable given that every politician in the City will
be out of office from term limits in 12
years, let alone 30 years, and it is impossible to rely on
political priorities remaining the same over such a long
time frame.

Responses

UWG

UWG-78

The DEIR analysis acknowledges the importance of these
unfunded project elements:
TNR cats that have not received all-inclusive and regular
vaccinations and parasite treatments may increase
disease reservoirs (see the Diseases subsection of Section
4.2.2.8) and the spread of diseases and parasites to and
from other cats and wildlife (DEIR, p. 4.2-90).
Even though the City claims these measures are
important, a careful reader of the DEIR will realize that
not only are the measures to protect human, veterinary,
and wildlife health unfunded, they are completely
voluntary as well.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-76 for a detailed response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-79

2.7 Limits on Owned Cats Outdoors Should Be Considered
a Mitigation Under CEQA
The DEIR fails to describe any meaningful explanation as
to the purpose of the proposal to require people with 4 or
5 cats to keep them all indoors. This requirement does
not seem to advance any of the legitimate project
objectives such as reducing the number of free-roaming
cats or to reduce the rate of cat euthanasia.

Thank you for your comment. Section 2.5 (d) of the Draft
EIR details the purpose of the Project element that would
increase the number of allowed cats per household, from
three to five cats, without the need for a Cat Kennel
permit (although these households will still be required
to register with the City and to ensure all cats are
sterilized, microchipped, and kept indoors), which is to
encourage more cat adoptions in the City, which would
support the City’s no-kill goal and facilitate transition of
existing unowned cats within the City to owned status
(i.e., owned subpopulation). Please also see the previous
Los Angeles City Council action directing preparation of
this Project element and the purpose of the project
element
(https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm
?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=13-1513).
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Additionally, please note that the proposed Project does
not require mitigation and no mitigation is proposed.
Please see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required for a detailed response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-80

Rather, the requirement households with additional cats
permitted under this project element be kept indoors is
obviously intended to serve as a mitigation measure to
reduce the biological and other impacts of owned cats
roaming outside.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-79. Notwithstanding, the proposed
increase in the number of allowed cats per household,
with restrictions, is a part of the proposed Project, and
not a mitigation measure, and CEQA requires the analysis
of the Project as proposed. Please also see Master
Response Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.

UWG

UWG-81

The DEIR proposes that households with more than 3 cats
would also have to microchip all cats and would be
required to registered with the City. These are mitigation
measures masquerading as project design features for
allowing additional owned cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-80.

UWG

UWG-82

Recognizing this legal reality has two consequences. The
DEIR does not adequately analyze the potential impacts of
the proposed increase in the number of household cats.
First, based on the analytical framework set up in the
DEIR, more cats roaming outside would likely have a
potentially significant adverse impact on the
environment. Increasing the number of owned cats would
result in a corresponding increase in the number of cats
throughout the City, which would cause a significant
adverse impact on the environment, regardless of the
proposed prohibition against allowing these cats to roam.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-80 and NAFICY-22 for detailed
responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-83

Second, the DEIR must be revised to explain that the
provision that households with more than 3 cats keep all
cats indoors and be registered with the City is a
mitigation measure,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-80 for detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-84

and third, the DEIR must contain a discussion of the
feasibility, enforceability, and effectiveness of these
provisions.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-80 for a detailed response on the issues
related to feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed
Project elements. Please see Master Response This Is a
Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for enforceability of the
proposed Project elements, which is not a requirement
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under CEQA. Notwithstanding, CEQA requires analysis of
the Project as proposed and assumes the Project would
proceed and comply as proposed; in addition, the
separation of powers doctrine prohibits the legislative
body from imposing mandatory elements/restraints on
later enforcement discretion.

UWG

UWG-85

Without a realistic plan to fund enforcement, the program
cannot be expected to be feasible or its limitations
enforced. Free-roaming owned cats also cause nuisance
conditions. Nuisance cat complaints already receive low
priority for response by the Department of Animal
Services. It is entirely foreseeable that the Department
would not prioritize response to complaints requesting
compliance with this program element and that the
purported mitigations (that all cats be enclosed) would
not be enforced. Moreover, free-roaming cats in
underpopulated or unpopulated areas such as some of the
identified and unidentified ESAs may not elicit any
complaints, and therefore be entirely ignored by the City,
thereby allowing uninterrupted impact on sensitive
biological resources.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-75 and UWG-84. In addition, please note
that the proposed Project is not altering or removing any
existing nuisance cat management options, including
euthanasia. Please see Master Response Removal of
Nuisance Cats. Please see Sections 4.1.23, 4.4.1.3, and
4.5.3.3 of the Draft EIR for existing policies on freeroaming cats in Los Angeles County and how complaints
regarding free-roaming cats are handled by the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Health and by LAAS
through its Chameleon system, which documents freeroaming cat complaint data. As noted in the proposed
Project element 2.4.c(4), the Project includes
implementation of 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.

UWG

UWG-86

CEQA requires the lead agency to devise and implement
adequate and feasible mitigation measures to the address
a project’s significant impacts. To satisfy CEQA, proposed
mitigation measures must be shown to be both effective
and enforceable (Pub. Res. Code 21081.6(b)). The EIR
must analyze the extent to which the proposed
prohibition against allowing cats to roam is realistic and
would be effective in reducing the impacts associated
with free-roaming cats (see Cleveland National Forest

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-80. The proposed Project would not
increase the free-roaming cat population in the City. In
addition, please note that the population model has been
updated. Please see Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes for
details on the updated modeling methodology and
results; the model was updated based on comments
received, includes updated results, and concludes that,
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Foundation v. San Diego Ass’n of Governments (2017) 17
Cal.5th 413, 433 [mitigation measures that are unrealistic
and unlikely to be implemented create an illusory
analysis and should not be included in an EIR]). Requiring
people with 4 or 5 cats to keep all cats indoors is
obviously intended to be a mitigation for the impacts of
additional cats being allowed in the City, so the EIR must
demonstrate this measure’s feasibility and the City’s
ability and willingness to enforce its implementation.

Responses
with these updates, the impacts analysis and conclusions
in the Draft EIR still remain valid. See Section 3.2.5.1 of
the Final EIR for the updated population modeling results,
and Updated Appendix J for an update to the cat
population modeling appendix. Notwithstanding, the
proposed increase in the number of allowed cats per
household, with restrictions, is a part of the proposed
Project, and not a mitigation measure (which is asserted
in the legal citation in the comment), and CEQA requires
the analysis of the Project as proposed. Please also see
Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.

UWG

UWG-87

Moreover, the City must propose a monitoring plan to
track general compliance with this requirement. This
analysis is particularly critical because based on the City’s
track record and current resources, it would appear that
any proposal that specifies that some but not all cats be
kept indoors will fail as a mitigation measure in that it
would not be effective or enforceable.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-80. Because the proposed Project would
not result in significant impacts, a mitigation monitoring
program is not required. Please see Master Response This
Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for a “monitoring plan”
of the proposed Project elements, which is not a
requirement under CEQA. Notwithstanding, CEQA
requires analysis of the Project as proposed and assumes
the Project would proceed and comply as proposed. In
addition, the analysis in the Draft EIR of the proposed
Project’s impacts, as revised by technical additions in the
Final EIR, did not result in any substantial uncertainty
regarding the conclusions of significance and was
supported by substantial evidence in the record.
The City’s analysis of the impacts of the proposed Project
in the Draft EIR was based on substantial evidence in the
record; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-88

It is worth noting that limiting the number of cats allowed
per residence is itself an identified mitigation measure to
reduce the adverse impacts of pet cats on the
environment (Calver et al. 2011). The City’s proposal to
increase the number of cats will therefore increase
environmental impacts unless it has effective and

Thank you for your comment. Calver (2011) discusses a
limitation on the number of cats per household as a
means of reducing or limiting outdoor or free-roaming cat
density. The proposed Project element in question
requires all cats from households with over three cats to
be kept indoors. Please also see Response to Comment
UWG-80.
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enforceable mitigation measures, which the proposed
scheme does not.

Responses

UWG

UWG-89

Moreover, in the long run, the proposal to increase the
number of owned cats may well undermine achievement
of the City’s stated objective of reducing the overall
number of freeroaming cats. Accordingly, to the extent
that any meaningful discussion of the effectiveness of the
ban on allowing certain cats to roam would demonstrate
that this requirement will be
ineffective, the EIR must also discuss the extent to which
increasing the number of allowable owned cats would
undermine the City’s stated objective of reducing the
number of free-roaming cats. As elaborated in the expert
review, the current model does not include a realistic rate
of transition from owned to stray cat subpopulations.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-80. Regarding the model, please note that
it has been updated based on comments received,
including an update to the transition rate from owned to
stray cats. Please see Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes for a
detailed response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-90

2.8 Analysis Cannot Depend on Actions of Third-Party
Organizations and Volunteers
The implementation of the Citywide Cat Program depends
on third parties taking actions as expected over a 30-year
time horizon. The City has proposed no means to monitor
or compel the third parties who might participate in the
TNR program to implement it as imagined in the DEIR. It
even acknowledges that the number of sterilizations of
free-roaming cats would be “as many as” 20,000 but does
not discuss whether this a realistic target or an upper
limit. The DEIR should have analyzed a range of possible
and foreseeable outcomes from the City’s actions. What is
certain is that the City would attempt to dump stray and
feral cats from shelters by giving them to nonprofit
partners and might make available $2,000,000 per year in
spay/neuter surgery coupons. Although CEQA does not
require analysis of worst-case scenarios, the City has
presented only its best-case scenario, going so far as to
assume that third parties will comply with unenforceable
recommendations (to which they object) for the next 30
years. There is furthermore no way to get cat feeders who

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-2, UWG-84, and UWG-87 for a detailed
response on these issues. Please also see Master
Response Public Education and Outreach.
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do not trap to follow any guidelines at all because they
would not be seeking City funds.

Responses

UWG

UWG-91

Some of the organizations that the City has consulted and
is relying upon to implement the program are far less
than 30 years old (Heaven on Earth, 19 years; Kitty
Bungalow Charm School for Wayward Cats, 10 years;
Stray Cat Alliance, 19 years) and the one that is older than
30 (Best Friends) was a church 30 years ago. It is
unreasonable for the City to expect that these
organizations will have the same ideologies, priorities,
and followers 30 years from now unless long-term,
binding agreements are in place, similar to the inperpetuity land management commitments that are
commonplace for land trusts.

Thank you for your comment. Section 2.5.1 of the Draft
EIR describes the process regarding how veterinarian
partners would be selected and how spay/neuter
vouchers would be provided to individuals and
organizations wishing to participate in the program. No
specific organizations are relied upon for program
implementation. Additionally, the City would implement a
public education and outreach campaign (see Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR) related to the proposed Project’s
voucher program and to educate the public on the
environmental effects of free-roaming cats. This outreach
and education would help facilitate program engagement.

UWG

UWG-92

2.9 DEIR Built on Assumptions Derived from Private
Meetings with Financially Interested
Nonprofits
In March of 2019, the City held two invitation-only
private meetings with a selected nonprofits that it
perceived to be the future project partners to implement
the TNR Program (DEIR, p. 4.279–80). The small group of nonprofits that attended
would stand to benefit from the payments associated with
the roughly $2,000,000 per year that the City anticipates
spending on the program (assuming that each
sterilization is reimbursed at $100). The meetings with
these financially interested partners were not announced
to the public, nor were other interest groups, including
other prominent animal welfare groups, that might have
valuable information pertaining to the development of
the DEIR, invited to participate. The results of the
conversations with this small group of people are relied
upon to establish many assertions as “fact” in the DEIR, as
elaborated below. For the sake of transparency and
accountability, the EIR should disclose these facts and
explain why the scoping meetings were not open to all

Thank you for your comment. Section 1.4 of the Draft EIR
presents details on the extensive public outreach efforts
conducted for preparation of the Draft EIR. As noted in
Section 1.4.1 of the Draft EIR, three public scoping
meetings were held during the scoping process from
August 31, 2017, to October 30, 2017, to obtain input on
the Notice of Preparation and the scope and contents of
the Draft EIR, even though CEQA does not require
consultation with the public during the scoping process;
more than 500 scoping comments were received by Los
Angeles Bureau of Engineering that were included in
Appendix B of the Draft EIR and summarized in Table 1-1
of the Draft EIR. All comments were considered by Los
Angeles Bureau of Engineering during preparation of the
Draft EIR.
With respect to the TNR workshop referenced in this
comment and described on pages 4.2-79–4.2-80 of the
Draft EIR, the purpose of these meetings was to gather
targeted information from some of the local and active
TNR practitioners to gain a better understanding of
ongoing local TNR activities, including the general
locations and TNR practices employed in the City. These
meetings occurred after the scoping process and were not
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members of the public and why only certain groups were
invited.

2-236

Responses
part of CEQA’s scoping requirements. The City gathered
information on the usual level of training TNR
practitioners and volunteers undergo, general types and
specifics of protocols they implement, and scope and
scale of their current efforts recognizing that this was
only a segment of the TNR groups in the City. The City
also consulted outside experts and resources to gain a
more complete understanding of standard TNR practices
and recommendations that are available, including
through the extensive literature review process described
in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR and described in detail in
Appendix I of the Draft EIR. This information was also
used to inform a general understanding of existing TNR
activities in the City and the EIR analyses of potential
effects of trapping activities proposed under the Project.
Regarding implementation of the proposed Project, if
approved, please see Section 2.5.1 in the Draft EIR, which
identifies a process for individuals and organizations
wishing to participate in the program to register with
LAAS as an authorized participant. Regarding the
vouchers, as discussed in Section 2.5.1, the City Council
has assigned the value of $70 each, reimbursable to prequalified spay and neuter veterinarians for those willing
and able to work with free-roaming cats. If additional City
funding is available, the rabies and FVRCP vaccines, along
with flea treatments, would be covered. If additional City
funds are not available, the authorized program
participants would be encouraged to pay for these
services.
In addition to gathering information from local TNR
practitioners, the City also reached out to public agencies
during preparation of the Draft EIR. The City consulted
with staff from the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health on July 18, 2019, to share initial findings,
receive feedback on proposed program guidelines, and
seek partnership opportunities for Project funding
related to public health objectives. The City also reached
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Responses
out to CDFW for consultation. A meeting was held with
agency staff on October 10, 2019.
Please also see Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level
of Effort regarding the City’s discretion to determine and
rely upon substantial evidence in its analysis. Please also
see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue regarding the non-CEQA issue of alleged financial
interest.
Notwithstanding, to the extent there is disagreement, the
City’s analysis in the Draft EIR of the effects of TNR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above and
the Master Responses above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-93

The DEIR heavily relies on information supplied by its
preferred partners. For example, the DEIR relies on the
select nonprofits to define the spatial distribution of TNR
activities (including feeding) relative to biological
impacts, as illustrated by the excerpts that follow:
These data and information indicate that free-roaming cat
distribution and TNR activities occur primarily within
urban, residential, light industrial, and other developed
areas within the City, with TNR organizations stating that
lower socioeconomic areas are most represented and
with south Los Angeles having a very high free-roaming
cat population and limited sterilization services (City of
Los Angeles 2019a, 2019b). Local TNR organizations
indicated some locations where targeted and ongoing
TNR efforts have and do occur include areas such as Echo
Park, Silver Lake, Los Feliz, San Fernando Valley, and
Elysian Valley. In addition, information provided by TNR
organizations working in the City indicated that freeroaming cats most commonly occur in groups of three to
five cats but can include many more (DEIR, p. 4.2-81).
Although the existing level and distribution of TNR
activities within the study area are not exactly known,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-92, which provides a detailed response
on this issue. In addition, note that information from the
TNR workshop informs some of the existing effects of
TNR on Biological Resources in Section 4.2.2.11; the
proposed Project impact analysis focuses on how
implementation of the Project would change these
existing conditions in Section 4.2.3. For further details on
the approach to analysis in the Draft EIR and the City’s
level of effort, please see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis
and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. The City’s analysis
of the impacts of TNR in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.
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information provided by local TNR organizations during
the City’s TNR Workshop (City of Los Angeles 2019a)
indicated that the vast majority of TNR activities occur
within highly developed and residential areas and not
within habitat areas, although TNR activities do occur in
areas adjacent to ESAs (e.g., Los Feliz, which is near
Griffith Park). They also report that it is rare to trap
wildlife during TNR operations, although if wildlife were
trapped they would most likely include urban-adapted
species such as opossum, raccoon, and skunk (DEIR, p.
4.2-82).
Trapping of individuals from special-status species would
be unlikely within residential and urbanized settings,
where most TNR activities across the City occur (City of
Los Angeles 2019a, 2019b) (DEIR, p. 4.2-89).
Based on the information shared in the City’s TNR
Workshop and follow-up interview (City of Los Angeles
2019a, 2019b), citywide TNR activities are primarily
occurring in existing developed, residential areas and not
within ESAs (DEIR, p 4.2-89).
Although the existing level and distribution of TNR
activities within the study area are not exactly known,
information provided by local TNR organizations during
the City’s TNR Workshop (City of Los Angeles 2019a,
2019b) indicated that the vast majority of TNR activities
occur within highly developed and residential areas and
not within habitat areas, although TNR activities do occur
in areas adjacent to ESAs (e.g., Los Feliz, which is near
Griffith Park). They also report that it is rare to trap
wildlife during TNR operations, as traps are typically
monitored and not left unattended, although if wildlife is
inadvertently trapped it would most likely be an urbanadapted species such as opossum, raccoon, and skunk
(DEIR, p. 4.2-89).

Responses

UWG

UWG-94

Every element in the DEIR that is cited to “City of Los
Angeles 2019a” or “City of Los Angeles 2019b” relies on
the subjective recall of a small group of nonprofits that

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-92, which provides a detailed response
on this issue. In addition, for further details on the
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both hold the position that dumping cats from shelters is
humane and appropriate and have a financial interest in
the outcome of the DEIR. Moreover, it would be
reasonable to assume that members of these groups may
be tempted to understate the environmental impacts of
the proposed Cat Program by underreporting the number
of cats that are maintained in areas that they might think
are
environmentally sensitive.

Responses
approach to analysis in the Draft EIR and the City’s level
of effort, please see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis
and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. In addition, note
that information from the TNR workshop informs only
some of the existing effects of TNR on Biological
Resources in Section 4.2.2.11; the proposed Project
impact analysis focuses on how implementation of the
Project would change the existing conditions. For a
detailed discussion on how the baseline citywide freeroaming cat population was estimated for the Draft EIR,
please see Section 4.1.2.4 and Appendix J in the Draft EIR,
and updated population model details in Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes. Please also see the spatial
distribution discussion in Section 4.1.2.2. The City’s
analysis in the Draft EIR was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections referenced above and the Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-95

The DEIR relies on these assertions for important
conclusions in the analysis, including about wildlife
corridors, where cats are returned after sterilization,
whether impacts on human health hazards. Specifically,
the City relies on this small interview sample to establish
whether the program would have any impacts on wildlife
corridors:
Based on the information shared in the City’s TNR
Workshop (City of Los Angeles 2019a, 2019b), citywide
TNR activities are primarily occurring in existing
developed and residential areas (DEIR, p. 4.2-94).

Thank you for your comment. The analysis of potential
effects on biological resources, including wildlife
corridors, did not rely solely or substantially on
information provided by TNR practitioners. As stated in
Response to Comment UWG-92 and described in detail
throughout Draft EIR Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3, the
Draft EIR analysis was based on scientific data and
information gathered from numerous sources including
the Project’s extensive systematic literature review,
domestic cat population modeling, expert consultations,
and public comments. Please see Response to Comment
UWG-92, which provides a detailed response on this
issue. In addition, for further details on the approach to
analysis in the Draft EIR and the City’s level of effort,
please see Master Responses Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis and CEQA
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Lead Agency Level of Effort. In addition, note that
information from the TNR workshop informs some of the
existing effects of TNR on Biological Resources in Section
4.2.2.11; the proposed Project impact analysis focuses on
how implementation of the Project would change these
existing conditions.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above and the
Master Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-96

It relies on this small sample and uncorroborated recall to
establish the spatial distribution of
locations where cats are returned after sterilization:
Although the existing level and distribution of TNR
activities within the study area are not exactly known, the
vast majority of TNR activities occur within highly
developed and residential areas and not within habitat
areas (City of Los Angeles 2019a, 2019b), although TNR
activities do occur in areas adjacent to ESAs (e.g., Los
Feliz, which is near Griffith Park). Considering existing
TNR activities are primarily occurring within existing
developed, residential areas, impacts caused by return
activities in ESA habitat areas important for movement
and connectivity are expected to be very infrequent.
Impacts could occur on migratory birds, which are known
to utilize residential and developed areas for movement,
foraging, and nesting and may be at higher risk of being
adversely impacted by free-roaming cats due to their
closer proximity to higher cat density areas (DEIR, p. 4.295).

Thank you for your comment. The spatial distribution of
free-roaming cats in the City was not estimated based on
any input provided during the TNR workshop; the Draft
EIR section referenced in the comment specifically refers
to the existing level and distribution of TNR activities. See
Section 4.1.2.2 for a detailed discussion of how the spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats was estimated in the
City. Considering that there are no published population
estimates for the number and distribution of freeroaming cats in the City, available data and information
allowed the potential distribution of free-roaming to be
estimated. Specifically, to establish a CEQA baseline for
the existing free-roaming cat population in the study area,
data on free-roaming cat density were compiled as part of
the literature review (see Appendix I of the Draft EIR) and
it was found that densities of free-roaming cats vary as a
function of land cover type because of the varying
availability in food, prey, water, cover, and shelter (see
Appendix K for tabulated data and associated references
in the Draft EIR for details). Therefore, the citywide land
cover data and estimated free-roaming cat density values
were used to inform the citywide spatial distribution of
free-roaming cats in the City along with the baseline total
free-roaming cat population.
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In addition, please see Response to Comment UWG-92 for
a detailed discussion of information gathered from TNR
practitioners. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR
concerning the distribution of free-roaming cats was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-97

Health hazard impacts are also evaluated based on the
qualitative and unsubstantiated assertions of financially
interested nonprofit representatives:
Existing TNR activities, veterinary care services, and freeroaming cat care activities are largely conducted within
developed and residential areas of the City (City of Los
Angeles 2019) (DEIR, p. 4.4-12).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-92 for a detailed response on information
gathered from the TNR practitioner workshop. In
addition, please see Master Responses Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project for a
detailed discussion of how public health impacts were
analyzed in the Draft EIR and Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis for a
detailed discussion of the analysis approach and methods
undertaken in the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the Draft
EIR section referenced in the comment specifically refers
to existing TNR activities, and not to the analysis of the
TNR activities from the proposed Project.

UWG

UWG-98

These “facts” are not the best available scientific
information; they are anecdotes told by self-interested
groups. Furthermore, the City has to imagine what could
happen if other groups were operating under the scheme
that they set up, rather than the existing groups. Because
there are no mitigations, mitigation monitoring, or
binding conditions, someone could set up a colony in an
environmentally sensitive area and the City would not
know and could do nothing about it if it did.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-92, UWG-93, UWG-94, UWG-95, UWG96, and UWG-97 for a detailed response on information
gathered from TNR practitioners. Please see Section 2.5 in
the Draft EIR and as revised in the Final EIR (Section
3.2.3) that defines the scope of the proposed Project,
which does not include the creation of colonies, an
existing condition. The focus of the proposed Project is
sterilization of free-roaming cats. In addition, please see
Master Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.

UWG

UWG-99

Also, these groups do not represent the feeders, who are
often different people from those trapping. The
distribution of feeders would expand under the DEIR,
because it would take away any disincentives and the City

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for a
detailed response on this issue. Additionally please see
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
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fails to incorporate this information, and this is not
information that the self-interested TNR groups would
tell the City.

Responses
implementation guidelines for a description of a public
education and outreach program designed to discourage
any new or increased feeding and to increase awareness
in the community about pet overpopulation issues and
the potential negative effects of existing outdoor feeding
of free-roaming cats in the City.

UWG

UWG-100

Finally, we note that while the DEIR relies on these
groups for vague and general information about spatial
distribution of cats in the City of Los Angeles, for
unknown reasons the City has not obtained specific
information about the location of at least some of the
largest cat colonies in the City, including the location and
size of such colonies in and around those areas that it has
identified as being environmentally sensitive. The DEIR
does not explain why it was infeasible to obtain more
specific information from these groups.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-96 for a discussion of how the spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats in the City was
estimated in the Draft EIR. Additionally, please note that
the voucher program is citywide. It is not necessary to
determine the exact location of the existing free-roaming
cat population or a portion thereof. The City has made a
good-faith effort to gather information from reasonably
available sources to conduct the level of analysis required
for CEQA.

UWG

UWG-101

2.10 Entire Analysis Incorrectly Assumes that Spatial
Distribution of Cats Will Remain Static
The DEIR goes to great lengths to argue that the number
of free-roaming cats will go down with the program and
that the spatial distribution of free-roaming cats will
remain the same.
Under the proposed Project, the spatial distribution of
TNR activities, veterinary care services, and free-roaming
cat care activities throughout the City is not expected to
differ relative to baseline conditions because the
proposed Project is not proposing any direct elements
that would change the distribution of such activities
(DEIR, p. 4.4-12).
On its face, this statement is false because the project
contains guidelines that specifically are intended to
change the spatial distribution of TNR activities and that
the City relies on being followed as a project feature
designed to reduce impacts on biological resources, water
quality, and human health. The City insists that the spatial
distribution will not change, because if it were not, even a
decreasing overall population of free-roaming cats could

Thank you for your comment. Please note that relocation
of cats is no longer proposed under the proposed Project.
Also, note that the guidelines regarding cat relocation and
guidelines within 1 mile of ESAs have been updated.
Please see Master Responses Relocation of Free-Roaming
Cats and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs
for details on how these have changed. In addition, see
Master Response Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines. See Response to Comment UWG-96 for a
discussion of how the spatial distribution of free-roaming
cats in the city was estimated in the Draft EIR. In addition,
see Draft EIR Section 4.2.2.10 for a discussion on the
estimated spatial distribution of free-roaming cats in the
study area and a discussion of limitations that may
influence results. Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR provides a
detailed analysis of the Project impacts on natural
resources, which also includes a detailed discussion of
free-roaming cat spatial distribution. The City’s analysis
in the Draft EIR concerning spatial distribution and
biological resources was based on substantial evidence in
the record, including but not limited to Section 4.2 of the
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have increased impacts if they became concentrated in
places where they impacted water quality, vulnerable
human populations, or sensitive biological resources.
Under that scenario fewer cats would actually have
greater impacts. This is why the DEIR, in an apparent
effort to avoid finding any
significant impacts that would then require mitigation,
has put forth the logically inconsistent and indefensible
position that the program will not result in any change in
the relative distribution of free-roaming cats.

Responses
Draft EIR, the Draft EIR sections referenced above, and
the Master Responses referenced above. Accordingly,
after considering the information provided, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-102

The City’s position on the spatial distribution of TNR
activities throws the logical consistency of the DEIR into
disarray. In the biological resources section, it argues that
the program guidelines include a recommendation that
cats be relocated out of environmentally sensitive areas
and makes a special point that participants will be
required to “commit to adhering” to these guidelines. It
provides this as part of an argument that the number of
free-roaming cats in designated environmentally
sensitive areas will decrease (DEIR, p. 4.2-85). If the DEIR
is going to assert that the program guidelines will result
in cats being moved out of environmentally sensitive
areas, the only place that they can be relocated to will be
areas with more people. The guidelines also include
recommendations that cats not be fed around sensitive
human populations, which would then influence the
spatial distribution of feeding and put pressure to
relocate those cats away from locations with sensitive
human populations. The DEIR simultaneously maintains
that cats will be moved away from environmentally
sensitive areas, not be fed around sensitive human
populations, and that their spatial distribution will
remain exactly the same and decline equally in all areas.
Not all of these things can be true at the same time.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project no longer proposes guidelines around 1
mile of ESAs and has updated proposed program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines and Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs for detailed
responses on this issue. Also, relocation of free-roaming
cats is no longer being proposed as part of the program
implementation guidelines for the proposed Project;
please see Master Response Relocation of Free-Roaming
Cats for a detailed response related to this issue.

UWG

UWG-103

The City also ignores the power and potential
ramifications of its proclamation that feeding freeroaming

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, and
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cats is 100% legal under City law. This statement will
embolden feeders to increase
their efforts and make them less afraid to be visible,
especially in places where they were perceived to be
unwanted in the past, such as parks and in alleys around
people’s homes. A foreseeable outcome of this blanket
statement, which is in conflict with State law, will be
additional feeding and elevated cat numbers within
environmentally sensitive areas and around people in
neighborhoods. This program element has the likelihood
of increasing feeding (and cat numbers) in areas where it
was seen as off-limits before. For example, at Cabrillo
Beach, signs were posted in the 2000s that informed
visitors that feeding cats was illegal under City law and
that feeding specifically violated the Municipal Code
section that the City is now declaring does not ban
feeding of free-roaming cats. The sign was affixed to a
fence around a wetland that was constructed as
mitigation for development at the Port of Los Angeles
(Figure 5). Under the reinterpretation of Municipal Code
in the DEIR, feeding would be legal at this and every site
in the City, which could change the spatial distribution of
cats. The DEIR contains no enforceable standards, so
anyone desiring to feed stray and feral cats could do so
anywhere, even in areas where it was discouraged before
with reference to enforceable code sections. [[Also, Figure
5 on page 27 of the PDF. Unable to copy it here.]]

Responses
Public Education and Outreach for detailed responses on
this issue. Note that existing cat management options will
not change under the proposed Project. Please see Master
Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for clarification on
ongoing management options for nuisance cats. Please
see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue on other non-CEQA state and local laws.

UWG

UWG-104

The City of Los Angeles could look to the experience of
Orange County Animal Care in predicting what will
happen with the spatial distribution of cats under a
return to field policy as is proposed in the DEIR. Records
of the locations of release of unadoptable cats from
Orange County shelters were obtained researchers and
these records show that the cats are dumped in poor
neighborhoods with high-density human populations and
into parks (public presentation by Danielle Martinez,
February 20, 2019. Presumably this is the case because
residents in these neighborhoods have limited social

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project no longer proposes guidelines around 1
mile of ESAs and has updated proposed program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and Relocation of
Free-Roaming Cats for detailed responses on this issue.
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capital to complain (they are too busy working) and
lower income neighborhoods already have higher stray
cat numbers because of the lower pet sterilization rates
associated with the cost of sterilization.

Responses

UWG

UWG-105

2.11 Accepting Analysis Requires Leap of Faith with No
Monitoring
Environmental review under CEQA is possible and
effective in part because mitigation measures are
monitored by the Lead Agency in the course of project
implementation and beyond. Even project design features
that are intended to reduce the impacts of a project must
be binding and monitored by the Lead Agency because
the agency’s analysis and conclusions concerning the
project’s impacts assumes on the ongoing implementation
of these project features and components. For the
Citywide Cat Program, the DEIR does not contain any
mechanism to monitor the implementation of these
measures or to ensure that the project is implemented as
described, that it will have the outcomes that are
predicted, that the measures intended to reduce impacts
will be implemented, or that they will be effective. The
City appears to see the DEIR as a get-out-of-jail-free card,
where once the EIR is approved, the City will never again
be subject to oversight or need to monitor the
implementation of the project and its elements.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-87 and Master Responses Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for detailed responses on the
issues raised in this comment.

UWG

UWG-106

The City expects regulatory and wildlife agencies and the
general public to trust that a flawed population prediction
is exactly correct and reliable (e.g., that there are 0.983
cats per acre in all urban/suburban areas of the City,
despite evidence in the City’s possession to the contrary,
including many cat trapping permit applications
describing more than 20 cats at a premises), that the
number of free-roaming cats will decline overall, that the
spatial distribution of free-roaming cats will not change,
that no greater impacts to sensitive species will occur,
that both

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
domestic cat population density estimates and population
dynamics modeling has been updated per comments
received. See Master Response Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes,
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines, Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort
for detailed responses related to these issues.
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environmentally sensitive areas and areas with sensitive
human populations will be avoided by feeders, that thirdparty partners will behave exactly as expected, and that
the project objectives will be met, all without proposing
any monitoring and reporting scheme, or any concrete
plans to take corrective action should any of the analyses
and predictions turn out to be false.

Responses
Notwithstanding, even with the technical updates to the
modeling, the conclusions of the Draft EIR remain valid,
and no significant impacts would occur from the
proposed Project. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-107

A stated objective of the program is to reduce the number
of free-roaming cats. The entire argument that the project
will not have impacts on the environment is based on a
flawed prediction that asserts the number of freeroaming cats will decline slightly over a very long period.
The DEIR does not, however, include any monitoring or
reporting program to track the number of free-roaming
cats. The City can track the number of cats euthanized,
and has devised the Citywide Cat Program to reduce that
number, which the Department of Animal Services and its
political patrons obviously care about above all other
concerns. But the program, which is to be implemented
over 30 years, does not contain a single action that would
provide data to track whether or not the free-roaming cat
population and its distribution changes. Nor does the
DEIR propose any actions if it turns out that the program
would result in an increase in the number of free-roaming
cats, or changes to their spatial distribution in a manner
that would create significant environmental impacts on
public health or biological resources.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the proposed
Project domestic cat population modeling and impact
analysis, the model has been updated per comments
received and none of the model revisions resulted in
changes to any impacts analyzed or conclusions in the
Draft EIR. Please see Master Responses Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes and
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis for detailed responses on updated
modeling results and the approach and conclusions of the
impact analysis. Please note that the population model
was conducted over a 30-year horizon and shows a
decline in the free-roaming cat population over this
period. Please see Master Response Mitigation Measures
Are Not Required and Responses to Comments UWG-80
and UWG-87 related to mitigation, monitoring, and
reporting.
Regarding future assessments of the City’s free-roaming
cat population, beyond what the city has extensively
analyzed in the population modeling and EIR, the
proposed Project does include, as described in Section
2.5.1, elements intended to ensure that the program
would facilitate increasing sterilizations of free-roaming
cats in the City and would track the issuance of all
vouchers and the data pertaining to cats using a unique
identifier for each voucher under the program.
Furthermore, each cat that is sterilized under the
program will have its ear tipped, making it easy to
identify it as sterilized. Additionally, the City would
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Responses
implement public education and outreach efforts related
to the proposed Project’s voucher program and the
environmental effects of free-roaming cats. This outreach
and education would facilitate implementation of the
proposed Project elements and objectives. Please see
Master Response Public Education and Outreach.

UWG

UWG-108

When a program is proposed without monitoring, or even
basic verification and reporting progress toward program
goals, it becomes impossible to ensure compliance with
the terms of the program and recourse should the
program outcomes be different. Because the project will
be implemented over 30 years and the environmental
analysis is speculative at best, the project must include a
monitoring plan connected with the program objectives
and triggers for remediation in the event significant
environmental impacts are occurring.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-87 and UWG-108. The City’s analysis
derived from the cat population model in the Draft EIR
was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to Draft EIR Sections 4.2, 4.3,
and 4.4; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in all the comments submitted in response to
the cat population model and associated environmental
impact analysis, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-109

2.12 City Has Changed Its Position on Whether Feeding
Feral Cats Is Permissible
The City has provided no explanation for its
reinterpretation of Section 53.06.5 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, reversing its previous position that this
section prohibits the feeding unowned cats. In the 2013
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for Citywide
Cat Program (W.O. E1907610) (MND), the City included
the following program element:
Exempt, “any person who provides food or water to any
stray or feral cats living in a colony provided the cat is
sterilized” from the existing prohibition against feeding of
non-domesticated mammalian predators. Section 53.06.5
(b) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code currently prohibits
any person from feeding or in any manner providing food
for any non-domesticated mammalian predator, which
may include feral cats. The proposed amendment would
allow any person to provide food or water to any stray or
feral cat living in a colony provided the cat is sterilized
(MND, p. 9).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach. In addition,
please see Section 2.1.2 of the Draft EIR that
acknowledges the 2013 MND, which was never adopted,
and that the 2013 project was abandoned by the City.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue for a response related to interpretation of
the Los Angeles Municipal Code.
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In further support of this interpretation, the City has at
least one sign posted that invoking Section 53.06.5,
stating that, “It is illegal to leave food for cats” (see Figure
5). This position, that feeding feral/stray cats is not
permitted, is consistent with State law as well. The
California Department of Fish and Wildlife wrote in its
comments on the Notice of Preparation for the DEIR:
The feeding of free-roaming cats is considered
harassment of wildlife and is prohibited in California
because wild animals have access to this artificial food
source as well (14 CCR § 251.1). Subsidizing free-roaming
cats, in or near natural areas with food from wellintentioned residents, enables cat populations to persist
in greater numbers in localized areas that could results in
increased predation on native wildlife (letter to City of
Los Angeles, November 1, 2017).

Responses

UWG

UWG-110

The DEIR did not incorporate this guidance from a
Trustee Agency and in the DEIR states, “Cats are domestic
animals and not considered to be non-domesticated
mammalian predators, and thus feeding cats is not
currently banned in the City” (DEIR, p. ES-9, 2-12). This
statement has three major problems: 1) it contradicts the
City’s own previous interpretation of its own ordinance;
2) elsewhere in the DEIR the City declares, in a selfserving argument that food will
not end up in waterways, that food left out under the
program “is anticipated to be consumed by free-roaming
cats or by other wildlife” (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.313); and 3) it irresponsibly fails to acknowledge that
feeding animals is also governed under State law and that
the relevant agency has been clear that feeding freeroaming cats is prohibited under State law because it
amounts to harassment of wildlife (not because cats are
wildlife, but because Wildlife is nearly always co-fed with
free-roaming cats). Nowhere in the DEIR does the City
provide any rationale for its own change of interpretation
or its failure to recommend that State law be followed.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-109. Please see Master Response This Is a
Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for a response related to
other non-CEQA state and local laws. In addition, please
see edits in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR made to correct
the inadvertent misstatement regarding consumption of
food left out under the Program by wildlife; as placing
food in traps would be used to trap animals during TNR
under the Project, it is anticipated that most of the food
used to trap would be consumed by the trapped freeroaming cats.
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And apparently for the purposes of complying with
wildlife protections, cat food will never be eaten by
wildlife, but for purposes of water quality analysis, cat
food will be gobbled up by wildlife before it gets into
waterways.

Responses

UWG

UWG-111

3 DEIR Omits Topics Where Significant Impacts Could
Occur
The DEIR is unusual in that it contains both screening of
topics and analysis of those topics where significant
adverse impacts are possible. This is necessary because
the City did not prepare an initial study with the notice of
preparation for the EIR that would have screened topics
and informed the public on which topic areas would be
included in the EIR. The screening section only identifies
three topics with a possibility of significant adverse
impacts: biological resources, water resources, and
human health hazards. The topics that are
inappropriately screened out, however, include land use
and greenhouse gases, for which the thresholds for
analysis have been met.

Thank you for your comment. As stated in Section 3.1, the
screening analysis was conducted in accordance with the
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide to establish the basis for
more detailed analysis for only those environmental
resource topics where there is potential for significant
impacts while screening out environmental topics from
further consideration when it is determined that there is
normally no potential for significant impacts. This section
adequately addresses the screening criteria and
appropriate significance thresholds, which determined
that only biological resources, water resources, and
human health required further analysis. The commenter
does not provide substantial evidence for their opinion
that thresholds for analysis have been met for land use
and greenhouse gases. Please see Master Response CEQA
Lead Agency Level of Effort for a detailed response on
these issues.

UWG

UWG-112

3.1 Land Use
The screening criteria for land use analysis includes the
following standard:
Is the proposed Project inconsistent with the General Plan
or its elements, or an applicable specific plan, local coastal
plan, redevelopment plan, interim control ordinance, or
adopted environmental goals or policies? (DEIR, p. 3-24).
The DEIR concludes that the answer to this question in all
instances is no. This conclusion is incorrect, or premature,
because the DEIR relies entirely on the unenforceable
project guidelines and ecological conservation measures
to assert compatibility with plans that require protection
of the environment (DEIR, p. 3-25).
For example, the General Plan Conservation Element
includes language and objectives that provided for the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-65 and Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and Mitigation Measures Are
Not Required for a detailed response on these issues.
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protection of sensitive species and their habitats. The
screening analysis depends on the program guidelines
and ecological conservation measures to assert that cats
will not be returned to locations where they might harm
sensitive species or their habitats. The DEIR states:
[T]he proposed Project is consistent with the General
Plan Conservation Element goals and policies pertaining
to sensitive species and habitat protection because 1) a
key objective of the Project is to reduce the relative
number of free-roaming cats in the City over time, 2)
several measures are included in the CCP program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures to protect environmentally sensitive areas
(ESAs) from the release of spayed/neutered cats (see
Chapter 2), and 3) the Project includes the creation of a
City of LA WCP that would prioritize admission of cats
found in or near ESAs (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 3-25).

Responses

UWG

UWG-113

It should be obvious that voluntary recommendations
that are not enforceable and will not be monitored cannot
be uncritically relied upon to screen out potential impacts
or to support a conclusion of consistency with the General
Plan.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-65 and Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required, and CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on these issues.

UWG

UWG-114

As discussed above in Section 2.5, the guidelines and
conservation measures are full of “weasel” words like “as
feasible”(no way to know what is feasible) and
aspirational phrases like “should” (which are not
mandatory), instead of quantifiable measures and
prescriptive and compulsory language like “shall.”

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines and
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines for
detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-115

Furthermore, the commitment on behalf of project
participants is insufficient to ensure compliance since
that commitment comes with no mechanism to track or
compel adherence to any standard. In addition, the DEIR
presents no mechanism by which persons wishing to feed
and release cats in areas with sensitive species would
even need to agree to the program guidelines if they did
not want to obtain vouchers from the City for free

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines, Relocation of FreeRoaming Cats, and Public Education and Outreach for
detailed responses to these issues.
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sterilization surgeries. The program would encourage
TNR, including the capture and return or relocation of
cats, and would explicitly legalize feeding of unowned
cats, but does not include any process by which people
receiving that message from the City would be asked to
follow the program guidelines unless they were going to
obtain vouchers for surgeries. It is therefore entirely
foreseeable that implementation of the proposed Cat
Program would result in more cats being fed and
relocated in the City by people who are not compelled and
likely do not feel any need to follow the program
guidelines.

Responses
Notwithstanding, the statement that it is “foreseeable”
that the proposed Project “would result in more cats
being fed and relocated in the City” is not supported by
any evidence. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-116

Also, as discussed in the expert report, data are not
available to support reliance by the City on
the objective of the program being the reduction in freeroaming cats. As a matter of screening, if the possibility of
increased cat numbers as a result of program-associated
feeding in areas with sensitive species can be made as a
fair argument, then answer to the screening question has
to be “yes.”

Thank you for your comment. As the CEQA Lead Agency,
the City is responsible to identify and describe a
statement of objectives sought by the proposed Project.
The City may define these objectives, which should
include the underlying purpose of the Project, and may
discuss the Project benefits (CEQA Guidelines Section
15124(b)). See Master Responses The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding and CEQA Lead Agency Level
of Effort for a detailed response to this issue. Please also
see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue related to the asserted standard of review in legal
proceedings.

UWG

UWG-117

The proposed “Working Cat Program” (cats placed in
enclosed areas putatively to control rodents) likewise
cannot be relied upon to resolve this conflict. Only the
most rudimentary details about the program have been
disclosed, and the compatibility of the program with
public health has not been demonstrated. Furthermore, it
is being used in this instance as a mitigation measure,
without the necessary elements of a mitigation measure,
as discussed above in Section 2.5. Finally, cats are
notoriously ineffective at reducing rat populations
(Anonymous 1914, Forbush 1916, Jackson 1951, Childs
1986, Glass et al. 2009).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program for a detailed response on this
issue. Also, see Master Responses Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project and Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required.
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Responses

UWG

UWG-118

3.1.1 General Plan Conservation Element
The General Plan Endangered Species Policy requires
protection of sensitive animal and plant species and their
habitats. The DEIR argues that the project is consistent
with that policy, by relying on the flawed population
model to predict fewer future free-roaming cats. The
model does not contain reliable information about future
cat numbers (see Appendix 1).

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-119

The DEIR then relies on the voluntary guidance for
feeders and trappers to avoid activities in certain defined
environmentally sensitive areas.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines and
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines for
detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-120

As discussed at length below, the list of environmentally
sensitive areas is not comprehensive, and these
guidelines and conservation measures cannot be relied
upon because there is no mechanism to ensure reliance
and not all people encouraged by TNR education would
even be asked to commit to following them.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4, CDFW-5, and UWG-68, which
provide detailed responses to these issues.

UWG

UWG-121

The TNR program, on its face, by allowing the release of
feral and stray cats back outside for return to the location
of trapping or elsewhere, conflicts with the City’s General
Plan.

Thank you for your comment. The commenter does not
provide any substantial evidence to support this opinion
that the TNR program would conflict with the general
plan. No further response is warranted.

UWG

UWG-122

The same conclusion applies to the City’s
habitats/ecological areas policies. The inherent conflict
between the Cat Program and the City’s conservation
policies require full analysis and not a conclusion that the
Cat Program is “consistent” with the General Plan.

Thank you for your comment. The commenter does not
provide any substantial evidence to support this opinion
that the TNR program would conflict with the general
plan. No further response is warranted.

UWG

UWG-123

3.1.2 Community Plans
Each one of the consistency analyses for the Community
Plan policies relies on the program guidelines and
conservation measures in its conclusion that the Cat
Program is consistent with natural resource protection
policies. Again, this conclusion is wrong. Voluntary
guidelines that are clearly intended to be mitigations

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-65 and Master Responses Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes, Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required for a detailed
response on these issues.
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cannot be relied upon in an EIR to play a role as
mitigations without meeting the statutory requirements
of being mitigations. The Cat Program is inconsistent with
each of these plans. To the extent these conclusions also
rely on the assertion that the number of free-roaming cats
will decline over time, they are flawed because the
underlying population model has been shown to be
incorrect and unreliable.

Responses

UWG

UWG-124

The summary analysis for the Community Plan section of
the DEIR states that cats will be released back into the
environment “where they currently reside.” This is simply
not true. Once the City allows release of cats from shelters
to nonprofit groups or individuals representing nonprofit
groups, they can be released anywhere in the City by the
groups or individuals without fear of adverse
consequence.

Thank you for your comment. As stated on page 2-13, the
proposed Project includes as an express Project element,
“spay and neuter of free-roaming cats that may be
returned by their caretakers or a rescue organization to
where they were found [emphasis added], relocated to a
working cat program (WCP), or adopted.” The proposed
program implementation guideline in the Draft EIR
recommending a buffer around ESAs has been revised,
and therefore free-roaming cats under the proposed
Project would be returned to where they were found.
Please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs, and Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required for a detailed response on these issues.
The WCP is envisioned to prioritize cats that cannot be
returned to the locations in which they were found.
Please see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue related to enforcement of Project elements.

UWG

UWG-125

Furthermore, by encouraging and promoting TNR as the
preferred approach to “dealing” with free-roaming cats,
individuals will be able to relocate cats where they prefer,
so long as they have obtained a permit for trapping. To
reiterate, the only measures that could be considered to
reduce the impacts of the project are those that are “fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other legally-binding instruments.” Throughout this
analysis of land use issues, the DEIR relies on guidelines
and features that do not meet this standard in its analysis

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-65 and UWG-124 and Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required for a detailed response on
these issues.
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to conclude the program is consistent with land use
policies.

Responses

UWG

UWG-126

3.1.3 Land Use Restrictions on Trapping and Feeding
Activities
The DEIR should consider the inconsistency between the
encouragement of trapping and feeding activity, which
one has to conclude will increase under the proposed
project, and the City’s own regulations on where trapping
and feeding can occur.
First, Los Angeles Municipal Code only allows cat trapping
permits to be issued for people to trap cats on their own
property (or to obtain permits on behalf of the property
owner):
Per Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 53.69, the City is
authorized to issue a cat trap permit for domestic cats
that are trapped on private property. The City may also
rent traps to a permittee for a daily fee. Permittees must
surrender trapped nuisance cats to Los Angeles Animal
Services (LAAS). The trapping permit requires that the
trapping be conducted on the permittee’s private
property, that the permittee distribute a Declaration of
Notice of Cat Trapping to all neighbors within 300 feet of
the trapping location, and that the trapped cats are turned
into LAAS. Additionally, the permit requires that the
permittee release all non-target cats on site, the presence
of a responsible adult, regular trap monitoring, provision
of fresh water within the trap, that the trap be protected
from the elements, and that any trapped cat is taken to
LAAS within 1 hour of discovering the cat in the trap
(emphasis added; DEIR, p. 4.2-80).
The City, by declaring that TNR is the preferred approach
to deal with feral and stray cats and not explicitly limiting
trapping as specified under LAMC 53.69, is implicitly
endorsing trapping on public property, parks, rights-ofway, alleys, streets, and drainage channels. The DEIR
must resolve the conflict between the limits on where
cats can be trapped under LAMC 53.69 and the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and This is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue.
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areas that the City imagines cats will be trapped under
the TNR program. Is the City going to amend LAMC 53.69
to allow trapping in alleys? On public streets? On Countyowned and
maintained flood control facilities? Will permission be
required to trap and return immediately adjacent to
private property? Such Municipal Code changes must be
spelled out in the DEIR and considered for their
consistency in the land use section. The DEIR should be
clear that feeding or trapping cats on property not owned
by the feeder or trapper is not permissible. Unless the
City changes its program and focuses the 20,000 annual
additional sterilizations on owned cats in low-income
neighborhood where nonprofits can go door-to-door to
get permission to trap and
sterilize owned cats, the goal of the project to do 20,000
additional free-roaming cat sterilizations will force
participants into violating the cat trapping code.

Responses

UWG

UWG-127

In addition to the Municipal Code restricting areas for
trapping, California law prohibits littering on private or
public property. Those leaving food out for feral cats
under the proposed program, either to bait for trapping
or just to feed, would be undertaking behavior that is
indistinguishable from the action of littering, which is
defined as:
… discarding, dropping, or scattering of small quantities
of waste matter ordinarily carried on or about the person,
including, but not limited to, beverage containers and
closures, packaging, wrappers, wastepaper, newspapers,
and magazines, in a place other than a place or container
for the proper disposal thereof, and including waste
matter that escapes or is allowed to escape from a
container, receptacle, or package (California Penal Code §
374.4).
Cat food, when left on the ground, as is often the practice
by feral cat feeders (see Figure 6), certainly meets the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines;
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding; Public
Education and Outreach; This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue; and Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines for detailed responses to these issues.
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definition of litter. Paper plates and plastic containers
that might be used to
feed cats also constitute litter under the law. The DEIR
does not resolve the obvious contradiction between the
actions to be encouraged under the proposed program —
feeding feral cats outdoors — and the need to comply
with State law regarding littering. [[Also, Figure 6 on page
33 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]
Here again, the City cannot rely on the voluntary project
design features or conservation measures to ensure
compliance. The DEIR must state categorically that
leaving food on public or private property without
permission of the landowner is littering and is prohibited
by State law. It is not legal for the City to promote
activities that are illegal under State law, so the feeding
part of the program must be removed unless permission
is sought and granted from each property where
participants in the program are going to feed and trap
cats.

Responses

UWG

UWG-128

3.2 Greenhouse Gas Analysis
The analysis of greenhouse gas impacts only considers
vehicle miles traveled for the project. The program
description recommends feeding of cats in TNR situations
and proposes to provide 20,000 spay/neuter vouchers for
cats annually. The DEIR should consider the greenhouse
gas emissions associated with 20,000 daily feedings in
terms of the production of pet food (a minimum of 7.3
million cat food servings per year to account for one
feeding per day). Following Okin (2017), calculations of
the greenhouse gas emissions associated with 7.3 million
cat food servings in year 1 and escalating thereafter
should be undertaken and considered within the
greenhouse gas analysis for the DEIR. This level of
consumption of pet food also has biological consequences
on oceans and from industrial production of meat.

The proposed Project does not directly or indirectly
involve feeding or otherwise encourage feeding. Please
see Master Response The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding. Notwithstanding, the proposed
Project would result in a reduction in free-roaming cats,
and generic life cycle studies are not evidence of impacts
from a project.
The City’s analysis of greenhouse gas in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR; accordingly,
after considering the information provided, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-129

4 Biological Resources

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to
comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue,
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As with the other sections of the DEIR, the analysis of
biological resources depends almost exclusively on the
reliability of the population model developed and
presented in Appendix J. As illustrated in the external
review and summarized in Section 2.3, the population
model is not accurate and does not provide useful
information about the probabilities of future potential
conditions. The biological resources section contains a
description of existing laws and regulations and existing
conditions, followed by its analysis framework and
analysis.

Responses
and specifically also the Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Updated Appendix
J of the Final EIR which presents updates to the
population modeling and results based on comments
received on the Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-130

4.1 Existing Regulations
In the review of applicable regulations, the DEIR
mentions the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which lists and
protects nearly all native bird species from intentional
harm. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also produces a
list of “Birds of Management Concern” that are either a) in
decline, b) have small or restricted populations, c) depend
on restricted or vulnerable habitats, or d) are
overabundant and so cause ecological and economic
damage. The DEIR should identify the presence and
distribution of those birds falling in the first three
categories, which also encompass the 2002 Birds of
Conservation Concern list (see
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managedspecies/birds-of-management-concern.php).

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges
that, in addition to the species listed in Appendix L of the
Draft EIR, species listed in other species management lists
may have potential to occur within the study area. Such
species may include those listed in the following lists:
USFWS Birds of Management Concern, USFWS Birds of
Conservation Concern, and USFWS Focal Species. These
lists can be found at the following link:
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managedspecies.php. Such species may occupy suitable habitat
within the study area and are subject to the same analysis
described in Section 4.2.3 for the Biological Resources
Environmental Impact Analysis, which describes
potential Project-related impacts. As supported by
substantial evidence and detailed analysis presented in
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would
not have significant impacts on biological resources
including any bird species contained on these lists that
may occur within the study area. In addition, please see
Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not Required.
The City’s analysis of species was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections and Master Response referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.
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UWG

UWG-131

The Los Angeles CEQA thresholds guide includes “locally
designated or recognized species” within the definition of
sensitive biological resources. We suggested in our
comment on the Notice of Preparation that the birds
listed in the Sensitive Bird Species for Los Angeles County
be recognized as sensitive (Allen et al. 2009), including
the watchlist. The DEIR does not include this list. The
County of Los Angeles has already required that this list
be used in the assessment of impacts from development
in the County, so it has been recognized as an
authoritative source of information to identify locally
important species. It should be included in further
assessment of the impacts of the proposed Cat Program.

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges
that, in addition to the species listed in Appendix L of the
Draft EIR, species listed in Los Angeles County’s Sensitive
Bird Species list may also occur within the study area. Los
Angeles County’s Sensitive Bird Species list may be found
at the following link: http://planning.lacounty.gov/site/
sea/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/LA-CountysSensitive-Bird-Species.pdf. Such species may occupy
suitable habitat within the study area and are subject to
the same analysis described in Section 4.2.3 for the
Biological Resources Environmental Impact Analysis,
which describes potential Project-related impacts. As
supported by substantial evidence and detailed analysis
presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project would not have significant impacts on biological
resources including any bird species contained on this list
that may occur within the study area. In addition, please
see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required.
The City’s analysis of species was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections and the Master Response referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-132

The establishment of the framework for analysis of
biological resources also does not include the designated
and mapped “Important Bird Areas” that are recognized
by BirdLife International, which include the flood control
basins in the northern San Fernando Valley, the Ballona
Valley, and the Lower Los Angeles River (although this
portion does not run through the City of Los Angeles and
its 1-mile buffer only intersects a small area within city
limits). [[Also, Figure 7 on page 35 of the PDF. Unable to
copy here.]]

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges
that, in addition to the species and habitats listed in
Appendix L and habitat areas listed and discussed in
Section 4.2, Biological Resources, areas listed on the Bird
Life International and Audubon Important Bird Areas
(IBAs) also occur within the study area. The Audubon
IBAs can be found at the following link:
https://www.audubon.org/important-birdareas/state/california. The Bird Life International IBAs
can be found at the following link:
http://datazone.birdlife.org/site/search.
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Such IBAs may occur within the study area and are
subject to the same analysis described in Section 4.2.3 for
the Biological Resources Environmental Impact Analysis,
which describes potential Project-related impacts. As
supported by substantial evidence and detailed analysis
presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project would not have significant impacts on biological
resources, including any bird species or IBAs on the above
lists that may occur within the study area. In addition,
please see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required.
The City’s analysis of species was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections and the Master Response referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-133

4.1.1 Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
The DEIR presents a new ad hoc category of lands for the
purpose of analysis in the DEIR. In at least one location, it
refers to “certified environmentally sensitive lands”
(DEIR, p. 4.2-8). Nowhere does the DEIR describe the
process of certifying these environmentally sensitive
lands. This may be a typographical error, but to our
knowledge there is no formal process to certify
environmentally sensitive lands, nor is such definition
provided anywhere in City Code that applies to this
context.

Thank you for your comment. It appears this comment
refers to “Certified Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas” rather than “certified environmentally sensitive
lands.” In the Draft EIR, Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas (ESHA) are referenced on page 4.2-8 and
were also indicated on Figures 4.2-2a, 4.2-2b, and 4.2-6,
although a detailed description of ESHA was not provided
in the Draft EIR. ESHA are areas defined by the California
Coastal Act as “any area in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem
and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by
human activities and developments.” Coastal Commission
staff generally confirm or designate such areas on a
project-by-project basis during the Coastal Development
Permitting process. In cases where a local jurisdiction or
government establishes a Local Coastal Program (LCP)
and/or obtains certification of a Land Use Plan (LUP),
ESHA are identified within such plans. Once the LUP
and/or LCP is certified (approved by the Coastal
Commission) the ESHA becomes certified ESHA. Certified

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-259

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses
ESHA in the study area are associated with the Venice
LUP. Details on the Venice LCP and LUP can be found at
the City’s website at the following link:
https://planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/communityplan-update/venice-local-coastal-program.

UWG

UWG-134

Although we agree that environmentally sensitive areas
are “areas in which plant or animal life or their habitats
are either rare or especially valuable because of their
special nature or role in an ecosystem and easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments,” it should be noted that this language was
developed to apply to the Coastal Zone. Environmentally
Sensitive Areas as a general construct are not defined in
LAMC 64.70.01A as asserted in the DEIR. That code
section by its explicit language is intended to define the
term “for the purposes of this
article.” The applicable article is “Stormwater and Urban
Runoff Control.” We concur with the use of the Coastal Act
definition, but the DEIR should not be constrained by the
definition in LAMC 64.70.01A.

Thank you for your comment. Although the City has cited
the definition of ESA per the City Municipal Code, the City
also expanded the definition to include additional areas.
See Section 4.2.2.1 of the Draft EIR for a detailed
description of how ESAs are considered and defined in
this analysis and Section 3.2.5.2 of the Final EIR for
updates.

UWG

UWG-135

4.1.2 Map of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
The map and buffer for the compiled environmentally
sensitive areas needs refinement and correction. First, all
qualifying environmentally sensitive areas that are within
1 mile of the edge of the City should be mapped so that
areas within their 1-mile buffer can be mapped
accurately. The City has an obligation to protect sensitive
resources that are not within City limits if a project within
the City could impact them, as is the case here. For
example, areas of San Pedro lie within the 1-mile buffer of
the Palos Verdes Peninsula Significant Ecological Area
(SEA), which is designated by the County of Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5, which address the
concerns about resources outside of the City boundaries.
Also, please see Master Response Revised Guidelines – 1Mile Buffer around ESAs. As supported by substantial
evidence and detailed analysis presented in Section 4.2 of
the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would not have
significant impacts on biological resources, including
sensitive natural communities. Please refer to Section
4.2.3 in the Draft EIR for the Biological Resources
Environmental Impact Analysis, which describes
potential Project-related impacts.

UWG

UWG-136

[[Figure 8 on page 36 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]
The construction of Figure 4.2.2a and b is confusing in the
DEIR. Part (a) provides a 1-mile buffer in a yellow dotted
line around the County SEAs and State Parks and maybe
some other sensitive natural habitat locations. The legend

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges that
there was an error on Figure 4.2-2a and that the 1-mile
buffer was inaccurately mapped around the ESA
resources. The 1-mile buffer has been omitted from the
revised program implementation guidelines in the Final
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for the pink areas includes reference to the Rim of the
Valley territory but it is not shown in pink. Instead, Rim of
the Valley is only depicted in part (b) of the figure, and
without a 1-mile buffer. It is therefore not clear if the Rim
of the Valley zone is considered to be an environmentally
sensitive area for purposes of the DEIR. It appears to be,
but for clarity a single map with all of the identified
environmentally sensitive areas and their merged 1-mile
buffers should be provided for the reader. The easiest
approach would probably be to provide one map that
depicts the all environmentally sensitive areas merged
with a 1-mile buffer, then a series of subsequent maps
that detail the components of the City’s described
environmentally sensitive areas.

Responses
EIR. Please see Master Response Revised Guidelines – 1Mile Buffer around ESAs for a detailed response to this
issue. Please see updated Figures 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b in
Section 3.2.5.2 of the Final EIR.

UWG

UWG-137

The map of environmentally sensitive areas misses key
resources. The DEIR should explain why the many areas
that are indicated as “biological resource areas” in the L.A.
CEQA Thresholds Guide are not included as
environmentally sensitive areas. For example, the CEQA
Thresholds Guide map the Sepulveda Dam Basin as a
biological resource area (Figure 9). This area also
contains vegetation that is recognized as being sensitive
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Sepulveda Dam Basin also includes areas that have been
set up and designated explicitly for wildlife conservation
and habitat restoration (in addition to the main channel
of the Los Angeles River itself). The land use plan for the
basin by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers identifies two
areas as “environmentally sensitive,” the wildlife area
associated with Haskell Creek and the restoration area on
Bull Creek. It has confirmed records of use by endangered
species (Least Bell’s Vireo) and other sensitive species.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5 for a detailed response
on this issue.

UWG

UWG-138

[[Figures 9 and 10 on page 37 of the PDF. Unable to copy
here.]] Despite the presence of all of these resources, the
Sepulveda Dam Basin is not designated in the DEIR as an
environmentally sensitive area. This is a glaring error that
reveals other difficulties with the methodology.

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges that
the Sepulveda Dam Basin is an environmentally sensitive
area. Because the GIS data for this feature was not readily
available, it is not shown on the ESA figure. Please note
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that the ESA figures have been updated though; see
Figures 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b in the Final EIR.

UWG

UWG-139

The maps of sensitive natural communities appear to be
based on the CalVeg mapping effort done by the U.S.
Forest Service. Having worked extensively with these
data, the authors of this report can confirm that because
this dataset is weak in urban areas and often misses
sensitive native vegetation, and it cannot be relied upon
in this DEIR. This is to be expected, because the minimum
mapping unit for CalVeg is 2.5 acres. This means that any
sensitive natural communities that are less than 2.5 acres
in extent will not have been mapped.
State laws protecting sensitive natural vegetation and
requiring consideration of its presence in CEQA analysis
require consideration of patches less than 2.5 acres.
Protocols to survey vegetation for the purpose of CEQA
analysis have been established by the State (Department
of Fish and Wildlife 2018). These protocols require field
surveys when natural vegetation is present in an area that
might be affected by a project and it is unknown whether
sensitive natural communities or sensitive species are
present. They further require that a map be prepared that
follows the Survey of California Vegetation Classification
and Mapping Standards “at a thematic and spatial scale
that allows the display of all sensitive natural
communities” (Department of Fish and Wildlife 2018).
The CalVeg dataset does not meet this standard.
Accordingly, to establish the current environmental
baseline as required by CEQA, the DEIR must contain
plant and animal surveys based on appropriate protocols.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-26 for a response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-140

We recognize that developing a detailed vegetation map
of the City of Los Angeles is a significant undertaking. A
result of not doing so is that City- and State-recognized
biological resources have been omitted from the DEIR. In
addition to the obviously important natural resources in
the Sepulveda Dam Basin and elsewhere, the DEIR also
omits the Salinas de San Pedro Salt Marsh at Cabrillo

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4, CDFW-5, and UWG-139 for detailed
responses on these issues.
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Beach. This wetland was constructed in 1985 as
mitigation for development in the Port of Los Angeles and
so has a statutory need to be protected as habitat
mitigation. This is the location of the no-feeding sign in
Figure 5. [[Also, Figure 11 on page 38 of the PDF. Unable
to copy here.]]

Responses

UWG

UWG-141

Plan (a water quality plan for the region that is referenced
throughout the DEIR) as supporting the “Rare,
Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE)” beneficial
use, which is both in the actual text of the definition of
environmentally sensitive areas that the DEIR uses, and
was previously considered to be sensitive in the 2013
MND. Its omission is conspicuous, since it includes a list of
areas that support sensitive biological resources:
1. Ballona Creek Estuary
2. Ballona Lagoon / Venice Canals
3. Big Tujunga Canyon Creek
4. Bixby Slough and Harbor Lake
5. Del Rey Lagoon
6. Dominguez Channel Estuary
7. Hansen Dam Flood Control Basin & Lakes
8. Little Tujunga Canyon Creek
9. Los Angeles Harbor
10. Los Angeles Reservoir (Bull Creek)
11. Los Angeles River to Estuary
12. Lower Van Norman Reservoir
13. Marina del Rey (public beach areas, entrance channel,
all other areas except the harbor)
14. Pacoima Canyon Creek
15. Pacoima Wash
The DEIR presents no substantial evidence why these
areas were omitted from the list of environmentally
sensitive areas and associated maps (DEIR, p. 4.2-8).

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges that
the Basin Plan RARE features were not included in the
Project’s ESA mapping, as there is currently no available
geographic information system database for these
features. Please see Responses to Comments CDFW-4,
CDFW-5, and UWG-139 for detailed responses on these
issues.
In addition, while the City notes the information included
in the 2013 MND, the City neither adopted the 2013 MND
nor approved the project described in the 2013 MND.
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UWG

UWG-142

Similarly, the DEIR does not identify the sensitive natural
vegetation or endangered species habitat at the Defense
Fuel Support Point, San Pedro, which supports California
Gnatcatcher and is the most recent observation site for
the critically imperiled Palos Verdes blue butterfly. It
does not include Ernest E. Debs Regional Park, or
significant natural protected lands along Arroyo Seco
within the City. These are significant oversights. The DEIR
also overlooks properties
managed as natural open spaces in urban settings, such as
Vista Hermosa Natural Park, Augustus F. Hawkins Natural
Park, and South Los Angeles Wetlands Park, and provides
no substantial evidence why locations with significant
biological resources actually present have been omitted.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5 for detailed responses
on these issues.

UWG

UWG-143

The DEIR does not identify all of the habitat for
endangered species that exists in the City. Although
critical habitat is used in the analysis, critical habitat is
insufficient to predict the extent of impacts of the project
on endangered species. Some concerns were expressed
by consultants to the City about revealing the locations of
endangered species in an environmental review
document. If the City does not wish to reveal locations of
endangered species observations, it has an obligation to
map the distribution of habitats that are used by
endangered species vulnerable to cat predation and
diseases associated with domestic cats in the City of Los
Angeles. Some of these data are readily available through
eBird.org, where many observations of the listed bird
species, including California Fully Protected Species and
those protected by the California and federal Endangered
Species Acts, can be found. We previously submitted this
information in comments on the 2013 MND (appended as
Appendix 3)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5 for detailed responses
related to these issues. In addition, the City neither
adopted the 2013 MND nor approved the project
described in the 2013 MND, and the City has considered
only the information in any comments to the 2013 MND
as they pertain to the specific referenced comment on the
Draft EIR.

UWG

UWG-144

[[Also, Figure 12 on page 40 of the PDF. Unable to copy
here.]] Other sites are so well known that there is no
harm in releasing their locations. The California Least
Tern colony at Venice Beach should be identified as an

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4 and CDFW-5 for detailed responses
related to these issues.
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environmentally sensitive area. Its presence within a
State Park should protect it from cat feeding and release,
but as a matter of accuracy, features such as these should
be mapped.

Responses

UWG

UWG-145

No sensitive habitat is mapped along the soft-bottom
channels of the Los Angeles River, Ballona Creek, or other
waterways. Sensitive native vegetation communities are
found in these locations that require recognition on the
map even if they are not mapped in the CalVeg effort.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4, CDFW-5, and CDFW-26 for a
response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-146

4.2 Analysis of Impacts to Biological Resources
The overall approach to impacts to biological resources is
to assume that cats already exist everywhere they would
be found under the program, that all cats would decline
equally under the program, following any initial increases
from releasing cats, and that a long-term decline relative
to the No Project alternative means that no significant
impacts will occur. There are a number of problems with
this approach.
As discussed above, the baseline condition for natural
areas were cats are being managed is decoupled from the
overall number of free-roaming cats because of
management. It is a significant adverse impact to remove
the ability to permanently remove cats around sensitive
biological resources. Future impacts are dependent on the
management allowed and the Cat Program proposes to
remove management options.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed response related
to this comment.

UWG

UWG-147

Furthermore, and notwithstanding claims in the DEIR to
the contrary, the City’s endorsement of TNR, hosting
educational programs to promote TNR, and efforts to
encourage TNR over any other method of dealing with
free-roaming cats, will result in more people feeding and
releasing cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.. Additionally,
please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated
program implementation guidelines and for a description
of a public education and outreach program designed to
discourage any new or increased feeding and to increase
awareness in the community on pet overpopulation and
the potential negative effects of existing outdoor feeding
of free-roaming cats in the City.
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The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR of the effects of TNR
was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR and Final EIR
sections and Master Responses referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-148

It would be preposterous to assume that none of those
cats would be released in areas with sensitive species
because: 1) sensitive species can be found in areas not
mapped as environmentally sensitive areas; 2) the
guidelines suggesting that environmentally sensitive
areas be avoided for release and feeding are voluntary;
and 3) there is no mechanism by which people who only
feed cats would even need to agree to follow the
guidelines since they often do not trap and would not
need vouchers from the City. Feeders would, however,
feel emboldened and encouraged by the City to feed cats
and dump cats in whatever locations they wanted, and
without any oversight by the City.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats for detailed responses
related to this comment. Additionally, please see Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.

UWG

UWG-149

The core finding of the Biological Resources section is
this:
While the modified TNR program would result in the
release of free-roaming cats throughout the City,
including potential city owned or managed sites with
sensitive habitat, these cats that would be returned are
existing cats that pose an existing threat of predation to
sensitive species (DEIR, p. 3-28).
Again, because the “guidelines” for returning and feeding
are not mandatory, cats could be moved from one place to
another, including, one must assume, from places without
sensitive species to places with sensitive species. The
whole logic that these are “existing cats that pose an
existing threat of predation to sensitive species” is
specious because the program would legalize returning
cats to any location in the City of Los Angeles, with
sensitive species or not.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-101. In addition, please see Master
Responses Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats and Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs for details on how
these have changed and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for detailed responses on this
issue. Also, see the updated program implementation
guidelines in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR. The City’s
analysis in the Draft EIR of the effects of TNR was based
on substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the Master
Responses above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.
Please also see Master Response The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for a detailed response on
this issue. Additionally, please see Section 3.2.3 of the
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Final EIR for updated program implementation guidelines
and for a description of a public education and outreach
program designed to discourage any new or increased
feeding and to increase awareness in the community on
the potential negative effects of existing outdoor feeding
of free-roaming cats in the City. The analysis in the Draft
EIR did not identify any Project-related significant
adverse impacts and the City’s analysis in the Draft EIR
was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided, the City has determined that its
analysis was appropriate.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue regarding the non-CEQA issues of the status
of feeding, the alleged violation of other state laws, the
enforceability of the revised guidelines, and any
“legalization” of returning cats.

UWG

UWG-150

Next, the DEIR relies on the assertion that the spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats will not change as a
result of the proposed project (DEIR, p. 4.2-85). But then
the DEIR also claims that the voluntary program
guidelines and conservation measures will reduce cat
numbers in environmentally sensitive areas
disproportionately:
All recipients of free vouchers will be required to commit
to adhering to these guidelines through a signed affidavit.
Over time, this would help reduce the presence of
freeroaming cats in and near such areas (DEIR, p. 4.2-85).
This statement is logically inconsistent with the extensive
section describing how the freeroaming cat spatial
distribution will remain exactly the same and decline
equally all over the City as the program is implemented
(DEIR, p. 4.2-84). The assertion about the distribution
staying exactly the same over 30 years is so important
that it is identified as being “foundational” to the analysis
(DEIR, p. 4.2-86). The DEIR is trying to convince the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines, and Relocation of
Free-Roaming Cats for detailed responses related to this
comment. Additionally, please see updated population
model results in Section 3.2.5.1 and Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR for updated program implementation
guidelines.
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reader that two contradictory claims are true. The
analysis is based both on the assumption that voluntary
guidelines about location of feeding to avoid
environmentally sensitive areas and vulnerable human
populations will “help reduce the presence of freeroaming cats in and near such areas” (DEIR, p. 4.2-85)
and simultaneously that “the free-roaming cat population
would experience a net decline over time and would be
distributed similarly to baseline conditions” (also DEIR, p.
4.2-85). If one is true, the other is not. If the program
guidelines result in cats being moved around, then the
overall distribution of cats will not be the same and some
areas will have greater impacts from relocated cats. If cats
were to decline equally everywhere (relying on the
incorrect population model), then the analysis that states
the program guidelines will reduce impacts by avoiding
sensitive areas is invalid.

Responses

UWG

UWG-151

4.2.1 Short-Term Impacts Are Still Impacts Even if LongTerm Prediction Were
Reasonable
The biological resources analysis also ignores the fact that
impacts to biological resources that occur over a short
time period may result in permanent impacts. Any
additional take of a federally listed species or a California
protected species would constitute a significant adverse
impact, when added to existing patterns of decline
(Rosenberg et al. 2019). Even the flawed and unreliable
population model results presented suggest that there
could be additional cats in the short-term as cats are
dumped outside from shelters. Those additional impacts
cannot be ignored as insignificant, no matter what
happens afterwards. For federally endangered species
there is a mechanism where short-term impacts can be
offset by long-term gains, under a Habitat Conservation
Plan. Such a permitting process would allow for
additional incidental take of listed species with the
promise of future reduced take, but would also involve

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required; This Is a
Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue; and Beyond the Scope.
Please also see Responses to Comments CDFW-12 and
CDFW-14 for further responses to these issues.
Additionally, please see Draft EIR Section 4.2.2.10 for a
discussion on the estimated spatial distribution of freeroaming cats in the study area and on limitations that
may influence results. Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR
provides a detailed analysis of the Project impacts on
natural resources, which also includes a detailed
discussion on free-roaming cat spatial distribution. As
supported by substantial evidence and detailed analysis
presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project would not have significant impacts on biological
resources, including listed or fully protected species.
The City’s analysis of short-term impacts was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
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monitoring and performance reporting under the terms
of such a permit. There is no permit process for incidental
take of fully protected species under California law, so
enforceable mitigation
measures to avoid take of fully protected species would
need to be included in the EIR to mitigate for the
acknowledged short-term increase in cats that would
result from the project.
The truth is that the City has no statistical confidence
whatsoever that the number of freeroaming cats would
decline under the proposed program and consequently
proper mitigation
measures and permitting under State and federal law are
likely to be required to comply with both CEQA and
relevant statutes.

Responses
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-152

4.2.2 Attraction of Wildlife to Feeding Stations Is an
Independent Indirect Significant
Impact
The DEIR acknowledges that feeding of free-roaming cats
leads to feeding wildlife. The DEIR even states that this
can “increase wildlife use and reproduction” in areas
where feeding is occurring (DEIR, p. 4.2-81). This
observation is true, and it conflicts with the nonsensical
assertion in the cat population model (Appendix J of the
DEIR) that feeding does not affect either the number or
reproductive rate of cats. Both things cannot be true. The
DEIR concludes, however, that attraction to wildlife at
feeding stations is not a significant impact because the
total number of free-roaming cats will decline over time
and there would be less feeding compared with current
conditions. This is an unreasonable conclusion because of
the failure of the population model to withstand scrutiny
as a useful tool.
Leaving aside the problems with the model, the analysis
of feeding impacts relies on misunderstanding of the
behavior of feeders. Feeders cannot be relied upon to
reduce feeding over time and equally across the City as

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats for detailed responses
related to this comment.
Additionally, please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for
updated program implementation guidelines and for a
description of a public education and outreach program
designed to discourage any new or increased feeding and
to increase awareness in the community on the potential
negative effects of existing outdoor feeding of freeroaming cats in the City. Updated modeling results can be
found in Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR. The
updated modeling results indicate that the free-roaming
cat population will decline under the proposed Project.
Those population declines would not result in an increase
in outdoor cat feeding; furthermore, the proposed Project
program implementation guidelines and public education
and outreach campaign (see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR)
would help improve existing conditions and public
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predicted. First, feeders who do not wish to trap and
return (and there are many) will not need to even be
advised of the City’s rules about feeding.
Second, because feeders are often unwelcomed by
surrounding businesses and residents, they choose to
feed in areas where they cannot be seen or can access at
night when few people are around. With the proposed
program encouraging feeding as part of the TNR program,
it is reasonable to assume to make that there will be more
feeding and that it will be concentrated in areas like parks
and alleys where feeders can stay out of sight of residents.
It is completely
speculative to assume that feeding will go down over
time. This assumes that cat feeders know and feed exactly
the amount needed for the cats that are present or that
feeders are motivated to reduce feeding. This is a highly
doubtful assumption. Feeders often leave out far more
food than cats eat, and this surplus is eaten by wildlife (as
is acknowledged in the water quality analysis in the DEIR
(p. 4.3-13) and attracts additional cats.

Responses
awareness related to the consequences of outdoor
feeding.
The City’s analysis of impacts from the proposed Project
was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections and
Master Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-153

As an illustration of the type of behavior associated with
feral cat feeding, consider the following set of posts
written by a participant on a cat-associated email list in
Los Angeles a decade ago that describe the cat feeding
activities of an elderly man (we have changed his name).
October 2008 – A very kind elderly, disabled man in
Encino, CA, is desperately trying to get some food to feed
40 cats that come to his apt complex every night. … He
has no money to buy food, and it is killing him because he
hears the starving cats outside his window every night
crying from hunger.
May 2009 – Sorry to bother you again about this, but Sam
called me again yesterday, crying, saying he has no more
food for the 40 ferals he feeds every day, and no money to
get it and that he is soon to be hospitalized. He has some
severe medical problems. He claims he can only feed the
ferals on his street canned wet food because it gets eaten

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Removal of Nuisance Cats for detailed responses related to
this comment. Additionally, please see Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR for updated program implementation
guidelines.
Additionally, the City notes this anecdote from an email
list 10 years ago; it does not constitute substantial
evidence of impacts of the proposed Project and does not
address the substantial evidence relied upon from the
analysis of the Draft EIR.
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right away and no traces are left. He needs to do it this
way because of the cat haters on the block. If he puts out
dry food, some of it is left behind and he is trying to
protect himself and the cats. … Since the last email I sent
in October 2008, his colonies have been TNR’d so there
are no newcomers cropping up, just the in-tact colonies.
October 2009 – I have posted out for Sam before and he
has received help in the past, but he is in need again. Sam
is an elderly, disabled man who lives in an apartment in
Encino. He feeds several colonies of cats on his block (cats
are TNR’d). At some of the locations, cat haters, who have
been tormenting Sam for years, are attempting to poison
the cats. At these locations, Sam takes canned wet food,
mixes it with some dry, balls it up and throws it over to a
location that cannot be accessed by anyone except the
cats. (I know poisoning animals is illegal and so does he,
but he cannot post any signs in his area; his life has been
threatened before, and his car was totaled by vandals
because he feeds the cats, and Sam does not know who is
doing it.)
December 2009 – Sam, the elderly disabled man in Encino
has been battling an evil moron apt owner on his block
where he feeds several colonies of cats. The cat hater
poisoned the cats, Sam called AC [Animal Control], AC
sent the man a letter and made him stop, but now he has
boarded up the crawl space under his building and the
cats are in there and will die a slow and painful death if
something is not done and I do not know what to do. I
told Sam to call AC again and report this, but this cat hater
also vandalized his ex-wife’s car, they have no proof but
they know it’s him. June 2010 – I’ve sent out this plea
about a year ago and I’m sending it again. Sam, an elderly,
disabled man in Encino, feeds about 40 cats every night
on his street. He goes
from apartment to apartment late at night under the
radar to feed feral cats at each location. … He lives on a
street filled with cat haters, and he lives with a cat hater
(he has no choice due to lack of funds). Because of his
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devotion to the cats, his life has been threatened, his car
has been vandalized to a total loss, and he continues to
fight a horrible condo manager across the street who
keeps boarding up cats under the building. … His colonies
have been TNR’d, so I told him I would post another plea
for him to see if anyone can help him now and then or
even with a one-time donation of cat food. Sam has no
transportation.
July 2011 – If anyone can help Sam, please let me know
and I’ll give you his phone number and/or address. …
Thanks very much I’ve sent out pleas for this man before,
but he is, once again, in need of WET food, for the
approximately 45 feral cats he feeds on his street in
Encino. He lives on a street devoted strictly to apt
buildings and has been battling cat hating forces for years.
Sam has no income and lives with someone that hates
cats, so he has to hide everything he does for the cats. Sam
is disabled with multiple physical/terminal problems,
even walking has become an issue for him. If anyone can
donate canned wet food to him, or even a gift card to
Petco or Ralphs (they are close by so he can walk with a
cart to them; he does not have a car), he would be very
appreciative. I cannot help him or pay for any of it out of
my own pocket since I have as many cats per day to feed
myself (colonies) and do not have the funds to contribute
to
this.
A few things are clear from this account, albeit a single
anecdote. All of the cats are allegedly “TNR’d” and it has
not resolved conflicts or reduced the feeding. Over a twoyear period, the number of cats stays the same or
increases, so TNR is apparently ineffective at reducing cat
numbers or complaints. Feeding has not declined over a
three-year period of care for a TNR
colony. Residents around areas with feral and stray cat
feeding dislike these activities profoundly because of the
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nuisance and this is unpleasant for the residents and for
the feeder.

Responses

UWG

UWG-154

Under the proposed Cat Program, feeders would be
emboldened to expand their activities because the
program gives them the unqualified assurance that
feeding feral cats is legal in Los Angeles (although, as
discussed above, this assurance is wrong). A reasonable
assumption to make looking at the proposed program
(and especially lacking any scientifically defensible
evidence that it will reduce cat numbers compared with
the baseline), is that cat feeding will increase and result in
a significant adverse impact on the environment through
the attraction of wildlife, transmission of disease, and
resulting human-wildlife conflicts. This must be
considered to be a significant adverse impact because of
the additional conflicts it will cause with wildlife and the
violation of state law regarding wildlife harassment that it
represents.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for a
detailed response on this issue. Additionally, please see
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines and for a description of a
public education and outreach program designed to
discourage any new or increased feeding and to increase
awareness in the community on the potential negative
effects of existing outdoor feeding of free-roaming cats in
the City. The analysis in the Draft EIR did not identify any
Project-related significant adverse impacts and the City’s
analysis in the Draft EIR was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate. Please also
see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue regarding the non-CEQA issues of the status of
feeding and the alleged violation of other state laws.

UWG

UWG-155

The program would increase conflicts with wildlife,
especially coyotes. Incidental feeding of
coyotes, by feeding feral and stray cats, leads to coyotes
becoming aggressive and increases the
risk of attacks dramatically. Coyotes consume both cats
and cat food. Inasmuch as the Citywide
Cat Program endorses and encourages TNR, it also
endorses and encourages outdoor cat feeding as part of
“maintenance.” The program will result in attraction of
coyotes and increased coyote conflicts, adversely
impacting public safety and human health hazards.
Mitigation measures for such impacts should include
restrictions on feeding of feral and stray cats but the DEIR
only suggests that restrictions be followed as voluntary
program guidelines and conservation measures (feeding
during the day, no unlimited feeding, etc.). These

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-152 and UofCA-15 for detailed
responses related to these issues. Also see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, and
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines,
which provide detailed responses on these issues. The
City’s analysis of impacts from the proposed Project was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.
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guidelines would need to be formal mitigation measures
or project design features to reduce the level of
significance of this impact to a level less than significant.

Responses

UWG

UWG-156

Research locally in the Baldwin Hills showed a significant
positive association between camera trap detections of
coyotes and detections of free-roaming cats, both of
which were high near known feeding locations for feral
cats (Longcore et al. 2017). This situation is different
from research in canyons of San Diego showing less
activity of outdoor cats in the presence of coyotes but
without cat feeding (Crooks and Soulé 1999). The
Baldwin Hills study showed that cat feeding locations
attract both cats and coyotes. Coyotes may in turn be
keeping stray and feral cat numbers in check through
direct predation on cats. Being ripped to pieces by a
coyote is not a humane end for a cat, but this fate will
befall many animals released under the proposed
program. If coyotes were removed under political
pressure, cat numbers would increase and impacts on
birds and other wildlife would also increase.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-11 and UWG-44 for responses to these
issues.

UWG

UWG-157

Finally, the statements in the DEIR about current and
future feeding of cats are based on the private meetings
held with TNR groups. As discussed above, this is not a
reliable source of information and it leaves out all of those
wildlife professionals in the City who do research on and
encounter cat feeding in and around natural areas.
Furthermore, these groups were, for the most part,
groups that trap cats for sterilization and not focused
primarily on feeding (although their members certainly
include feeders). The City is well aware of the feeders,
which range from organized groups like L.A. Feeders
(who GM Brenda Barnette visited and encouraged when
she started her position with Animal Services), social
networks, and individuals. Many feeders are unaffiliated
individuals and their activities are sometimes at odds
with the trappers, who think of themselves as cleaning up
situations made by feeders and society as a whole.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-92, UWG-44, and CDFW-11 for detailed
responses to these issues. Also see Master Responses The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for details
and clarification on the issue of feeding and Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines for discussion on
updated program implementation guidelines, including a
public education and outreach campaign (see Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR).
When designing the proposed Project and program
implementation guidelines, the City considered
information from the extensive literature reviews and
public comments (which included research and
comments from wildlife professionals); see Appendix I of
the Draft EIR for the Citywide Cat Program
Environmental Impact Report Systematic Literature
Review Methods.
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Responses
Additionally, the City reached out to local TNR
practitioners to better understand how ongoing TNR
practices are occurring in the City, and considered
information about existing feeding activities for
describing existing conditions. As required by CEQA, the
Draft EIR analyzes the Project’s effect on the existing
environment (rather than effect of the existing
environment, such as feeding activities, on the Project).

UWG

UWG-158

4.3 Impacts to Migratory Birds in Urban Areas Are
Significant
Migratory birds in North America have declined
precipitously in the past 50 years (Rosenberg et al. 2019).
The DEIR describes the long distances over which birds
travel to winter, rest during migration, and breed in Los
Angeles (DEIR, p. 4.2-39). When it comes time for the
analysis, however, the DEIR finds that the project would
have no significant impacts on these species, relying on
the cat population model to predict long-term declines in
free-roaming cat numbers.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-16 for a response to these issues.

UWG

UWG-159

Those results cannot be relied upon (see Appendix 1).
The program guidelines and conservation measures to
protect migratory birds are focused only on
environmentally sensitive areas. This represents a
misunderstanding of how migratory birds use the urban
landscape. Birds find stopover and wintering habitat
where it exists, whether or not it is in an area that is
typically thought of as being environmentally sensitive
(Seewagen and Slayton 2008, Seewagen et al. 2010). Rare
migratory species can stop and rest in areas that are in
the midst of an urban landscape. Well-landscaped yards
can serve as stopover and wintering locations. By
restricting the program guidelines and conservation
measures to designated sensitive areas, the DEIR laces no
value on the use of the fabric of the City itself by
migratory birds. This is wrong. Why should a warbler that
has flown 1,500 miles to winter in Los Angeles be
afforded no value because it picks a back yard rather than

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-4, CDFW-5, and CDFW-16 for a detailed
response related to these issues.
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a State park as its seasonal home? Why should an MBTAprotected species like Hooded Oriole that has flown from
Central America to Los Angeles to breed not be protected
because it uses a City Park instead of a designated
environmentally sensitive area?
Many sensitive, rare species are found in Los Angeles
outside the mapped environmentally sensitive areas. For
example, Willow Flycatcher is recognized as a sensitive
species and is found well outside the mapped
environmentally sensitive areas (Figure 13). Cooper’s
Hawk is found throughout the City and is vulnerable to
disease and indirect effects from domestic cats. The maps
of sensitive locations do not include all of the areas with
species protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the Los Angeles County
Sensitive Bird Species (Allen et al. 2009). Leading local
ornithologists specifically identify feral cats as a threat to
a number of breeding
bird species in Los Angeles County, including Greater
Roadrunner, California Quail, Rufous crowned Sparrow,
Caspian Tern, Black Skimmer, California Least Tern,
Elegant Tern, Royal Tern, and Black Oystercatcher (Allen
et al. 2016). Protecting the remaining populations of
these species requires compulsory mitigation measures
that allow for permanent removal of unowned
cats without possibility of return.

Responses

UWG

UWG-160

4.4 Program Does Not Allow Trapping to Protect Wildlife
The program under review only allows trapping of freeroaming cats for specific reasons (see April 11, 2017
transmittal from General Manager Brenda Barnette to the
Board of Animal Services Commissioners). The allowable
reasons for trapping cats under the program under
review are “the cat is injured, sick, has bitten someone, or
the cat’s welfare is in jeopardy, there is a public health
hazards, or real harm to people or companion animals.”
The DEIR must analyze the adverse impacts that would
result from denying those wishing to protect native

Thank you for your comment. Please note that Section 2.5
(c) (iv) the proposed policy regarding free-roaming cat
complaints “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. “ Note that the word encouraged is used and
does not restrict the trapping of nuisance cats. The
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wildlife from free-roaming cats the necessary permits to
trap those cats, in addition to the adverse impacts of
returning cats to locations where they were trapped for
that reason. [[Also, Figure 13 on page 46 of the PDF.
Unable to copy here.]]

Responses
proposed Project does not propose any changes to
existing nuisance cat management options. Please see
Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed
response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-161

4.5 Program Takes Away Necessary Management Tool of
Permanent Removal
Notwithstanding the language in the DEIR, the City’s
stated goal of relieving itself of the requirements of the
injunction includes a desire to not be required to issue
trapping permits to residents and land and property
managers who wish to permanently remove stray/feral
cats from a public or private property. This is a key
provision of the injunction. This interpretation of the goal
of wanting to have the injunction lifted for this reason is
reinforced by General Manager
Barnette’s statements to the Board of Animal Services
Commissioners at two meetings in 2014,
as follows:
The terms of this injunction require us to give trapping
permits for cats and to accept those cats into the shelter.
So that’s one of the other good reasons to try to get past
this and to try to get on to a day when we’re not under
this injunction (transcript edited lightly for readability;
February 25, 2014, timestamp 3:03:56).
People, the injunction requires us to give people trapping
permits, that if they have what they consider nuisance
cats on private property they can get a permit from the
Department, posted on their own property, and trap on
their own property and then turn those cats in to us and
that’s a requirement of the injunction (transcript edited
lightly for readability; December 9, 2014, timestamp
1:58:17).

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not propose any changes to existing nuisance cat
management options. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed response on this
issue.

UWG

UWG-162

It must be understood that despite language allowing the
trapping of nuisance cats under the proposed Citywide
Cat Program, the release of those cats to third parties to
dump outside functionally takes away the ability to

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not propose any changes to existing nuisance cat
management options. Please see Master Response
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manage any property for biological resources or to
minimize human and wildlife health risks. The DEIR is
remarkably vague about what would happen to cats that
are trapped and relinquished to shelters other than to
state that they can then be given to partners to be
released outside. It raises many questions:
• Where will trapped cats be released if the person
relinquishing the cat does not want the cat back at the site
of capture?
• Will the shelter give the nonprofit partner the address
where the cat was trapped even if the property owner or
manager does not want the cat back?
• Will the public be allowed to trap and relinquish eartipped cats?
• How can a land manager, school, or homeowner remove
cats without the possibility of having them be returned?
Will this option be impossible?
• Will harm to wildlife be an acceptable reason to obtain a
cat trapping permit under the new system?
• Will the City try to convince people who would like to
remove cats to accept them back at the site instead?

Responses
Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed response on this
issue.

UWG

UWG-163

It is clearly the goal of the City that it not be possible to
permanently remove free-roaming cats, and this
undermines the necessary management tool of
permanent removal of free-roaming cats to protect
biological resources and to reduce human health hazards.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not propose any changes to existing nuisance cat
management options. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed response on this
issue.

UWG

UWG-164

A review of the cat trapping permits that have been
issued by the City since 2005 (obtained both as part of
our original lawsuit and subsequent Public Records Act
requests) shows that very few people who get permits to
trap nuisance cats want them back, even if they are
sterilized. If cats are returned to the site of capture from
shelters and there is no guarantee that every single
location with free-roaming cats will decline in number
through sterilization actions, it must be concluded that
the program will have an adverse impact on wildlife and
management of locations where sensitive wildlife are

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not propose any changes to existing nuisance cat
management options. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed response on this
issue.
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protected by capturing and permanently removing freeroaming cats but where cats would be returned under the
program. For example, permits are obtained to protect
the California Least Tern colony at the Port of Los Angeles
(Figure 14). The voluntary guidelines are not enforceable
and do not mitigate the potential impact of cats being
returned back to the vicinity of a sensitive resource.
[[Also, Figure 14 on page 48 of the PDF. Unable to copy
here.]]

Responses

UWG

UWG-165

4.6 Risk of Free-Roaming Cats to Marine Mammals
The DEIR contains a discussion of the transmission of the
parasite Toxoplasma gondii through stormwater to infect
marine mammals. A paper published during preparation
of the DEIR provides additional information that corrects
a misconception in previous research, which had
suggested that the strain of T. gondii that was infecting
southern sea otters was associated with native felids and
not with the strains in domestic cats (DEIR, p. 4.2-77).
This understanding, derived from Miller et al. (2008), is
now known to be inaccurate. The “Type X” T. gondii cats
as well as wild felids. The authors conclude that:
Importantly, although Type X infections are more
prevalent in wild felids in coastal California, 22% of
domestic cats were infected with this genotype.
Population sizes of domestic cats are much larger than
those of wild felids. Domestic cats also inhabit developed
landscapes with impervious surfaces (e.g. concrete) that
facilitate pathogen run-off and they have higher relative
contributions to environmental oocyst load among many
areas of the sea otter range [references omitted] (Shapiro
et al. 2019).

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges this
updated information and agrees that this research
indicates that the contribution of T. gondii from domestic
cats to marine mammals is likely larger than previously
understood. The City also agrees with and has
documented in Draft EIR Section 4.2.2.10 that, because
domestic cat populations are much larger than native
felids, they constitute “a more pronounced source of
oocysts introduced into the marine environment” than
native felids. Additionally, as reported in the Draft EIR,
domestic cats/free-roaming cats exist in highest densities
in developed areas; as stated therein, “More developed
coastal regions, such as the study area, experience greater
T. gondii oocyst runoff into adjacent marine waters,
which may influence transmission to wildlife
(VanWormer et al. 2016).” The City has considered this
new information and determined that the analysis,
findings, and conclusions have not changed given this
new information.
Please see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required. Additionally, as required by CEQA, the Draft EIR
analyzes the Project’s effect on the existing environment
(rather than effect of the existing environment, such as
any potential disease transmission from the existing freeroaming cat population, on the Project).
The City’s analysis of existing free-roaming cat disease
impacts was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections and
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Responses
Master Response referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-166

Although southern sea otters have not yet returned to the
coast of Los Angeles County, many other marine
mammals are at risk of infection and death from the
volume of oocyst-infected feces from free-roaming cats
that are washed into the ocean from the City of Los
Angeles (Figure 15). These oocysts are concentrated in
filter-feeding mussels and clams (Miller et al. 2008),
which pose a risk to consumers, including humans
(Aguirre et al. 2019; also see attached).[[Also, Figure 15
on page 49 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-165 for responses to these issues.
The Draft EIR provides a discussion of T. gondii and
potential effects on marine mammals in Sections 4.2.2.9
and 4.2.2.10, respectively.

UWG

UWG-167

5 Water Quality
The DEIR reviews the many ways in which free-roaming
cats can affect water quality through fecal deposition and
the direct flow of fecal matter into stormwater. Although
the program guidelines contain reference to feeders
controlling and removing feces at feeding sites, the DEIR
bases the entire analysis of water quality impacts on the
cat population model results. If the model does not work
properly and does not provide reliable results, then the
conclusions of the water quality analysis are not valid.
Each of the four parts of the analysis depends on the
population model:
Considering (1) the projected net decrease in the freeroaming cat population, (2) decreased free-roaming cat
reproduction, (3) anticipated net reduction in freeroaming cat feeding and care activities (as a result of the
declining citywide free-roaming cat population), and (4)
relatively lower magnitude of indirect effects related to
TNR impacts on receiving water bodies due to the
progressively decreasing free-roaming cat population in
the City, 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 within the study area,

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
population modeling has been updated based on
comments received. Please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes, which provides an overview of how the model
was updated based on comments received, includes
updated results, and concludes that, with these updates,
the impacts analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR still
remain valid; also see Updated Appendix J of the Final
EIR, which shows in strikethrough and underline all
changes made to the population model and presents a
discussion of the modeling approach, including
limitations of any model (also included in Section J.11 of
the Draft EIR). In addition, please see Section 3.2.5.1 of
the Final EIR, which presents updated results of the
population model.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Master Response referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.
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relative to baseline conditions and the future baseline
without Project; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant under CEQA (DEIR, p. 4.3-21).
As has been thoroughly documented in Appendix 1, the
cat population model is incapable of producing valid
results. Therefore, the water quality analysis is not based
on reliable scientific information and does not meet the
required standard under CEQA of being based on facts.

Responses

UWG

UWG-168

The impacts of the proposed project on water quality also
depend on the City’s claim that the spatial distribution of
unowned cats will remain exactly the same and that
feeding will not increase in some areas over others. Cat
feeders often take advantage of areas in the stormwater
conveyance system, with feeding stations set up along
creeks, drainages, and in flood control rights-of-way.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats for detailed responses on
this issue. Furthermore, the EIR does include discussion
of the effects of feeding on free-roaming cat population
dynamics, spatial distribution, and implication on
environmental resources. Please see Draft EIR Sections
4.2.2, 4.2.3, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 4.4.2, and 4.4.3 for details and
discussions.

UWG

UWG-169

With the City’s endorsement of feral cat feeding in the
DEIR, one can expect that more such activities will take
place, precisely in areas where fecal matter and
associated bacteria, viruses, and parasites will be swept
into the stormwater system.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for a
detailed response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-170

Because the City has no means to ensure that the trapping
and sterilization effort that it aspires to fund will be
implemented equally all over the City in an equal manner,
additional feeding and associated fecal contamination will
likely take place in and around the flood control system
and must be mitigated. No guidelines from the program
address the impacts of cat feeding and fecal deposition
from cats that are in and around the Los Angeles River,
Ballona Creek, Tujunga Wash, Arroyo Seco, Sepulveda
Dam Basin and many other locations where feces will be
carried off directly into stormwater systems without even
the minor filtering that sometimes occurs with curb-cut
storm drains.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
program guidelines have been revised. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
for detailed responses on this issue.
Notwithstanding, the statement that “additional feeding
and associated fecal contamination will likely take place
in and around the flood control system” is not supported
by any evidence. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-281

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses

UWG

UWG-171

6 Human Health Hazards
The human health hazards analysis is built on the idea
that mitigation can be achieved through the presentation
of unenforceable and infeasible program guidelines,
combined with reliance on a fatally flawed prediction
about future cat numbers.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. Please
see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes, which provides an
overview of how the model was updated based on
comments received, includes updated results, and
concludes that, with these updates, the impacts analysis
and conclusions in the Draft EIR still remain valid; see
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which shows in
strikethrough and underline all changes made to the
population model.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR concerning human
health hazards and based on its modeling was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the Master
Responses above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-172

The City has an obligation to protect the health and
welfare of its residents, which includes protecting them
from communicable diseases associated with freeroaming cats. It is therefore remarkable that the City has
rejected the advice of public health officials and only
offers voluntary guidelines for the feral and stray cat
feeding that the City is endorsing with the Citywide Cat
Program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue and The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding. In addition,
please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of how the
program implementation guidelines were updated based
on comments received as well as the tools for
implementation as recommended best practices under
the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated
program implementation guidelines.
The City’s analysis of the effects of the proposed Project in
the Draft EIR concerning human health hazards was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
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not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the
Master Responses above; accordingly, after considering
the information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.
Notwithstanding, it is assumed that the reference to
“obligation” refers to the requirements under CEQA,
which this response answers above. To the extent the
reference is to “legal obligations” outside of CEQA, please
see Response to Comment UWG-173 below.

UWG

UWG-173

Relative to human health hazards, it is important that the
DEIR sort out what entity is legally responsible for stray
and feral cats that are relinquished to shelters and
subsequently given to nonprofits “that may have the
intent of returning the animal to free-roaming status”
(DEIR, p. ES-3). We believe that the City would be legally
responsible for these animals and environmental or
health hazard impacts caused by their ultimate release
into the environment because City ordinances provide for
stray animals to be brought to the “pound” and it is the
City’s responsibility from that point on to take care of
them. If the City then releases them to nonprofits that it
knows or has reason to know do not intend to care for
them as owned animals, then the City still has
responsibility for the foreseeable outcomes of that action.
One might also argue that the nonprofit would also be
jointly and severally responsible for the cat after it is
dumped outside, but given that dealing with stray animals
is the statutory responsibility of the City, the City bears
the further responsibility of the outcomes after a legally
relinquished cat is released to be dumped outside. The
Citywide Cat Program should contain an unambiguous
statement that the City is legally responsible for the fate
of these animals and the environmental outcomes
associated with their release to the environment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats and This Is a Legal
Issue, Not a CEQA Issue.
Notwithstanding, any reference to “legal responsibility,”
besides being outside the scope of CEQA review, is vague
and ambiguous; the return of free-roaming cats in the
Draft EIR expressly refers to TNR activities returning the
cats back to the existing environment where they were
trapped and not to nuisance cats, as stated in the Draft
EIR and the approved Project description in Appendix D
of the Draft EIR. Other City ordinances and other
applicable laws are again outside the scope of CEQA
review except for the physical impacts analyzed in the
Draft EIR, and the interpretation and enforcement of City
ordinances are left to the discretion of the City.

UWG

UWG-174

6.1 Program Does Not Require Measures to Protect
Human Health

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
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Going against every good practice of veterinary and
public health, the City has not proposed to require that
cats that are sterilized under the proposed program
would also be vaccinated or treated for parasites. The
only veterinary treatments that could reduce human
health risks are the rabies vaccine, flea treatment, and deworming. These are mentioned in the DEIR, but not
required as part of participation in the Cat Program.
Treatment for endo- and ecto-parasites must be ongoing
to be effective, and no funding or means to achieve this in
an environmentally sensitive manner are provided.
Broadcast spreading of flea powders (whether chemical
or mechanical in function) would have significant adverse
environmental impacts.

Responses
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. Also,
please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of how the
program implementation guidelines were updated based
on comments received. Please see Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR for updated program implementation
guidelines.

UWG

UWG-175

Furthermore all vaccinations and other veterinary care
are not funded by the program:
If additional City funding is available, the rabies and feline
viral rhinotracheitis, calicivirus, and panleukopenia virus
(FVRCP) vaccine should be administered, along with flea
treatment, at the time of sterilization. If City funds are not
available to cover these additional services, participants
in the modified TNR Program will be encouraged to cover
these services (emphasis added; DEIR, p. 2-14).
With the City not requiring vaccinations, flea treatment,
or de-worming it is even more imperative that the City
affirmatively state that it will be responsible for and
provide treatment for diseases that are vectored by cats
that have been sterilized in the City’s program, including
damages to owned animals, damages to wildlife, and
damages to people.

Thank you for your comment. The focus of the proposed
Project is sterilizations of free-roaming cats. Please see
Master Responses Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project and This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue. Notwithstanding, please also see Response to
Comment UWG-173 regarding non-CEQA issues on “legal
responsibility.”

UWG

UWG-176

It is irresponsible not to require vaccination for rabies for
outdoor cats. Rabies has recently been detected in bats in
Los Angeles County, with 27 cases confirmed in bats in
2018. This number has increased in the 2010s over levels
in the 2000s and earlier. Outdoor cats have a higher
probability of encountering rabid bats. [[Also, Figure 16
on page 52 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-174.
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UWG

UWG-177

Vaccination for rabies at the time of sterilization would be
better than no vaccination, but it is also limited because
the rabies vaccine requires a booster after a year. The
booster is almost never given in TNR situations.
Furthermore, the program is anticipated to extend for 30
years, during which time rabies could emerge again in
skunks, raccoons, or other wildlife that have previously
supported rabies in Los Angeles. TNR feeding will
increase risk of rabies transmission because of the cofeeding of wildlife at feeding stations where animals
interact and squabble over food.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. In
addition, see Master Response The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding for clarification on how the
proposed Project would not encourage or endorse
feeding. Also, please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of
how the program implementation guidelines were
updated based on comments received. Please see Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.

UWG

UWG-178

6.2 There Is No Vaccine for Toxoplasmosis
The analysis should also be clear that vaccinations are not
available for all diseases. No vaccinations are available for
hookworms, roundworms, or the protozoan parasite
Toxoplasma gondii.

Thank you for your comment. This text has been added to
the public health analysis; please see Section 3.2.5.4 of the
Final EIR for edited text.

UWG

UWG-179

Toxoplasmosis has no cure; once the parasite is ingested,
it remains in the body for life. Some risks of this infection
have been known for decades, with a focus on acute
infection in pregnant women (because of risk to the fetus)
and in immunocompromised individuals (e.g., those with
HIV/AIDS and the elderly). However, more information is
being learned about the effects of latent, chronic T. gondii
infection. The parasite forms cysts in the brain following
initial infection, which may or may not be symptomatic.
Researchers have identified associations between chronic
infection with T. gondii and incidence of Parkinson’s
disease (Miman et al. 2010), autism spectrum disorder
(Prandota 2010), schizophrenia (both through exposure
of mother and direct exposure to individual) (Torrey and
Yolken 2003, Brown et al. 2005, Yolken et al. 2009),

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
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mania (Dickerson et al. 2013), psychosis (Zhu 2009),
increased risk of dying in a vehicular accident (Flegr et al.
2002, Flegr et al. 2009), suicide (Arling et al. 2009,
Yagmur et al. 2010), and personality changes (Lafferty
2006, Flegr 2013). Some of these associations are not yet
confirmed to be causal, but science and medicine continue
to learn more about the adverse impacts of chronic
infection by this parasite (Flegr 2013, Aguirre et al. 2019).
These associations are consistent, however, with the
documented changes in behavior shown by rats when
their brains are infected with the parasitic cysts formed
by T. gondii (Berdoy et al. 2000), implying causality.
Environmental transmission through ingestion of oocysts
has emerged to be a significant pathway for human
infection with T. gondii relative to consumption of
undercooked meat (Dabritz and Conrad 2010, Boyer et al.
2011, Torrey and Yolken 2013). The importance of
environmental transmission (cat feces encountered in the
environment) is highlighted by gardening and working in
soil-related professions being rated as risk factors for
testing positive
for infection (Weigel et al. 1999, Jones et al. 2001). The
DEIR makes no provision to keep freeroaming cats out of
community gardens, which is essential to protect public
health (Aguirre et al. 2019).

Responses

UWG

UWG-180

More cats in the environment will increase the
environmental burden of the oocysts that are shed by
infected cats with their feces. These are shed in the
millions for a period when a cat is first infected and stay
viable in the soil for up to 18 months (Frenkel 2000). Cats
can shed oocysts
again if they are re-infected after the first infection
(Dubey 1995). Infection of humans in the developed
world is caused primarily through exposure to soil
contaminated by cat feces or food grown in such soil that
has not been adequately washed, rather than through
consuming undercooked meat, as is commonly asserted

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project for a discussion of public health impacts from the
proposed Project and the existing environment, and best
practices under the proposed Project. Please also see
Master Response The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding for a discussion of how feeding and
sheltering of free-roaming cats are not components of the
proposed Project.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR of public health
impacts was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections
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by feral cat advocates (Tenter et al. 2000, Dabritz and
Conrad 2010). Children’s sandboxes, if used for
defecation by free-roaming cats, accumulate millions of T.
gondii oocysts, numbering from the tens of thousands to
millions per square foot (Torrey and Yolken 2013).
Exposure to just one oocyst can infect a child and change
his or her health trajectory for life (Torrey and Yolken
2013).
Researchers have now connected animal sheltering policy
to the risk of toxoplasmosis, indicating an increased risk
associated with maintaining unconfined cats outdoors:
Animal sheltering policies can influence the risk of T.
gondii transmission by affecting the number of freeroaming domestic cats. Management policies that remove
cats from ecosystems reduce environmental transmission
risks by eliminating the interaction of definitive and
intermediate hosts. Conversely, policies that intentionally
maintain unowned and feral domestic cats on the
landscape facilitate and may increase the risk of disease
transmission. As a growing number of municipalities and
their animal shelters adopt policies that purposely
maintain domestic cats unconfined outdoors (Holtz
2014), T. gondii transmission risks for people, domestic
animals, and wildlife increase (Aguirre et al. 2019).
This issue should be taken more seriously by the City.

Responses
referenced in the Master Responses above; accordingly,
after considering the information provided in this
comment, the City has determined that its analysis was
appropriate.

UWG

UWG-181

The DEIR proposes to relocate cats, potentially to new
locations, which will increase the areas in the City
infected with T. gondii oocysts. It will force employees to
be exposed to potentially infected cats and fecal matter as
part of the “Working Cat” program. Notwithstanding the
assurances in the DEIR, such programs will ultimately
involve people having to clean up after cats and be
exposed to areas with cat feces in their workplaces where
they were not exposed before. These cats, especially if
consuming rodents as would be assumed from them
“working,” could become infected and reinfected multiple
times with T. gondii, each time shedding millions of

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the City
has updated the proposed Project to not include
relocation of free-roaming cats in the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats for details and Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, which describe the
changed guidelines around ESAs. Also see Master
Responses Working Cat Program for clarification on the
proposed WCP and Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project, which describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites, and
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oocysts. This would be a significant adverse impact for
human health even if one believes that the overall
program would reduce free-roaming cat numbers.

Responses
fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential public
health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.4.3 in the Draft
EIR for a detailed discussion of human health hazard
impacts, specifically related to a potential increase in the
probable frequency and severity of consequences to
people from exposure to a health hazard under the
proposed Project.
As concluded in the Draft EIR based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections and Master Responses referenced
above, considering the projected net decrease in the freeroaming 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 an increase in the
probable frequency and severity of consequences to
people from exposure to health hazards relative to
baseline conditions and the future baseline without
Project. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR of public
health impacts was based on substantial evidence in the
record; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate

UWG

UWG-182

The DEIR also takes away the ability of an individual to
manage personal risk of exposure to T. gondii. One cannot
keep an outdoor environment free from cat feces and
their associated risk without the ability to trap and
remove cats permanently. The proposed return-to-field
element of the program would result in cats being
returned to a location where an individual may be trying
to control personal exposure, either because of a
pregnancy or because of the presence of a vegetable
garden and a desire to minimize risk of lifelong infection.
The DEIR does not provide a mechanism for these people
to remove cats without the possibility of return, which
takes away a right that currently exists. The City’s belief
that the overall number of cats will decline in 30 years

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for clarification on available
ongoing management options for nuisance cats. Please
see Master Response Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project, which describes the
City’s recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites, and
fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential public
health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. As noted in Section 3.2.3 in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, the City will develop a public
education and outreach program for the existing freeroaming cat population designed to increase awareness
for everyday citizens and City staff, partners, and
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does not offset the increased risk to an individual in such
a situation.

Responses
volunteers. This program will focus on impacts of
overpopulation of free-roaming cats and what citizens
can do to help minimize impacts related to public health
such as providing sterilization and ongoing flea
treatments, and keeping shelter areas clean from fecal
accumulation.

UWG

UWG-183

If we are to believe the DEIR, the voluntary guidelines will
result in City partners avoiding return to and feeding of
cats near susceptible populations, which are defined as
children (only under 5 years old), the elderly, and those
with compromised immune systems (DEIR, p. ES-14). It is
completely unclear how City partners will know whether
there are susceptible human populations in any location.
The DEIR later acknowledges that people experiencing
homelessness and pregnant women have “higher
potential of susceptibility and/or risk of exposure” to
disease (DEIR, p. 4.4-3), but no provision is made to allow
these populations, or people wishing to manage their
disease risk for any other reason, to avoid cats being
returned and fed around them. It runs contrary to public
health practice to allow the relocation and feeding of
unowned cats around any human population and the
combination of return-to-field and the “Working Cat”
program proposed in the DEIR would result in additional
exposure of people not currently exposed to unowned
cats and their associated diseases that cannot be managed
through vaccinations. Again, this is a significant impact
regardless of the population trajectory of unowned cats
because it will increase risk for some people and remove
the ability of people to manage that risk, creating a Citysanctioned forced exposure.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. Also
see Master Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats for
clarification on available management options for
nuisance cats and The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding for clarification on how the proposed
Project would not encourage or endorse feeding. Please
note that cat relocation is no longer proposed. Please see
Master Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs, which describes the changed guidelines
around ESAs, and Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats, which
describes the details on removal of relocation from the
proposed guidelines. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program, which provides a detailed response
to comments about the WCP including the program
description and requirements of the adoption
agreements, which would include daily
maintenance/cleaning and regular medical and parasite
treatment. In addition, please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines and
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines for a
discussion of how the program implementation
guidelines were updated based on comments received as
well as the tools for implementation of program
implementation guidelines as recommended best
practices under the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR for updated program implementation guidelines.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-289

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR of public health
impacts was based on substantial evidence in the record,
including but not limited to the Draft EIR sections and
Master Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-184

6.3 Flea Control for Free-Roaming Cats Is Nearly
Impossible
Fleas are a major vector of disease from cats and wildlife
to humans. The proposed program does not require flea
control and, in fact, it is nearly impossible to control fleas
and feces where stray and feral cats are fed. Massive use
of insecticides on free-roaming cats raises additional
issues in terms of biological impacts. With half of the
recent flea-borne typhus cases associated with exposure
to domestic cats and their fleas (DEIR, p. 4.4-7), this is a
concern that has been raised to the City for over a decade
by public health officials. For example, when the City was
surreptitiously implementing the TNR program without
doing promised environmental review in 2008, Los
Angeles County Director of Environmental Health Angelo
Bellomo wrote the following to then-General Manager Ed
Boks:
Self-elected animal care-givers provide sustenance, but
are often inadequately trained to properly manage the
colonies in their care. Such care-givers are unlikely to
capture and neuter all animals within a colony or prevent
its increase due to strays which join the colony following
abandonment or the apathy of those responsible for
them. History has demonstrated that these care-givers
are likewise unable to prevent the uncontrollable flea
infestations in areas inhabited by the colony, and are
incapable of addressing the excessive fecal material that
accumulates over time. As a result, these ineffectively
managed colonies continue to increase in size, often by
20–30% each year. Although residents of communities
that host such colonies may be sympathetic to the plight

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, fleas and worms, and fecal
accumulation, and discusses how potential public health
impacts under the proposed Project were addressed in
the Draft EIR.
In addition, please see Master Response Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required. Please also see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines
for a discussion of how the program implementation
guidelines were updated based on comments received as
well as the tools for implementation of program
implementation guidelines as recommended best
practices under the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR for updated program implementation guidelines.
Please also see Master Response The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for a discussion of how the
proposed Project does not include any component that
affects existing feeding of the free-roaming cat
population.
The “TNR program…in 2008” is not part of the proposed
Project and is not at issue in the Draft EIR. Please see
Project Description, Section 2.1 of the Draft EIR.
Notwithstanding, the City considered the past actions and
record in the Draft EIR; see Sections 2.1, 2.1.1, and 2.1.2 of
the Draft EIR. Also please see the Draft EIR, Appendix C
Permanent Injunction, Exhibit A, for a more precise
description of the action at issue in 2008.
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of these abandoned animals, they must still endure the
resulting public health threat and the nuisance of fecal
and urine contamination (Letter dated February 11,
2008).
This provides evidence that without effective mitigations,
TNR colonies as the City will sanction under the program
typically result in “uncontrollable flea infestation” and
that feeders are “incapable of addressing the excessive
fecal material.” The City offers no evidence that any
method of controlling fleas or feces at feeding sites would
be effective. Consequently, there is no reason to assume
that conditions will be different.

Responses

UWG

UWG-185

The City has an obligation to put forward a program that
is feasible and will protect public health. The DEIR cannot
rely on an invalid population prediction to reduce
impacts and therefore must include reasonable and
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of
feral cat feeding that have been raised with the City by
public health officials over many years.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. In
addition, please see Master Response The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification on
how the proposed Project would not encourage or
endorse feeding. Regarding the cat population model, see
Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes, which provides an
overview of how the model was updated based on
comments received, includes updated results, and
concludes that, with these updates, the impacts analysis
and conclusions in the Draft EIR still remain valid; see
Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR, which shows in
strikethrough and underline all changes made to the
population model. Additionally, see Master Response
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, which provides
details on why mitigation measures are not required
under the proposed Project.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR concerning human
health hazards and based on its modeling was based on
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substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the Master
Responses above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.
Notwithstanding, it is assumed that the reference to
“obligation” refers to the requirements under CEQA,
which this response answers above. To the extent the
reference is to “legal obligations” outside of CEQA, please
see Response to Comment UWG-173 above.

UWG

UWG-186

6.4 Program Encourages Cat Relocation
Even if one accepts all of the unsupported assertions in
the DEIR (that the population of freeroaming cats will go
down, that it will go down equally everywhere, that TNR
activities will
happen only where they are already happening, etc.), the
DEIR does not consider the impacts of the relocation of
unowned cats under the program. Relocation of wildlife is
strictly forbidden under California law. Cats are not
covered by this, but the reasons for that prohibition are
equally important. Among the reasons, relocating wildlife
relocates their pathogens along with them. It only takes
one animal moved from one location to another to
introduce a disease to a new population. The DEIR does
not analyze this impact for wildlife or for human health
hazards. Relocation of a cat from an area with flea-borne
typhus to an area without flea-borne typhus would be a
significant adverse impact that has not been disclosed or
mitigated in the DEIR. Vaccines cannot address this
impact; they are not funded or required by the program,
and no vaccines exist for parasites. Because relocation of
unowned cats is a new feature not currently part of the
baseline condition, its addition under the proposed
program (and enshrined in the program guidelines and
conservation features) is a change from baseline
conditions that would not be mitigated, independent of

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the City
was not proposing cat relocation as a mandatory element
and/or required mitigation under the proposed Project in
the Draft EIR. Rather, the buffer requirement in the
program implementation guidelines in the Draft EIR
represented “best practices” guidelines to address
impacts from the existing environment, because the Draft
EIR analysis found that there were no significant impacts
from the proposed Project and no mitigation measures
were required. Please see Master Response Enforceability
of Program Implementation Guidelines. However, for
clarification in response to all the comments, the City
revised the program implementation guidelines to focus
on the impacts from the proposed Project, rather than
existing impacts.
Please also see Master Responses Revised Guidelines – 1Mile Buffer around ESAs, which describes the changed
guidelines around ESAs, and Relocation of Free-Roaming
Cats, which describes the details of removal of relocation
from the proposed guidelines. In addition, see Master
Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, which describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites, and
fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential public
health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. Also see Master Response
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any population trajectory of free-roaming cats that one
imagines.

Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, which
provides details on how the program implementation
guidelines have changed. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR
for updated program implementation guidelines.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue regarding the application of “California law”
other than CEQA.

UWG

UWG-187

6.5 “Working Cat” Program Lacks Standards to Protect
Human Health
The DEIR proposes a “Working Cat” program in which
cats would be relocated to areas where they are enclosed
(DEIR, p. 4.3-20). It is difficult to assess this program
because it is not well developed. The program was not
part of the project description or project objectives, so it
can only be thought of as a mitigation measure to provide
locations where cats from places where they would harm
biological resources or increase human health hazards
can be relocated.
The idea of a “working cat” program is based on a faulty
assumption that cats are useful with rat control. They are
not. As summarized by a group of wildlife veterinarians in
a letter to the American Public Health Association (June 7,
2011):
The published research on the influence of domestic cat
predation on rats shows that cat predation has little
influence on rat population size, although it can skew the
population size structure toward larger rats (Glass et al.
2009). This is not a fact that is new to science; a similar
result was found almost 60 years earlier (Jackson 1951)
and the ineffectiveness of cats as ratters has been
documented several times since (Childs 1986) and before
(Anonymous 1914, Forbush 1916). These early records
document that although rats may not be as visible to
human observers in the presence of cats, their number is
not diminished because any predation by cats on juvenile
rats is more than compensated by the reproduction of
adults, which are essentially not killed at all by cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program for a detailed response on this
issue.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-293

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text
Furthermore, cats scavenge the same food as rats (e.g.,
unsecured rubbish) and both species are limited by the
food source and shelter rather than predator–prey
interactions (Jackson 1951, Childs 1986).

Responses

UWG

UWG-188

“Working cat” programs are generally an excuse to keep
cats in enclosed areas to pretend that they have a benefit
instead of euthanizing them. The program described in
the DEIR does not account for human allergies and the
burden on the public if cats are located in human
occupied environments (or even parking garages) of
police stations, libraries, and fire stations. Similar
programs in the past have been shut down due to
complaints and for public health reasons and it is
probably illegal to create for employees a working
environment full of cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program for a detailed response on this
issue.

UWG

UWG-189

[[Figure 17 on page 56 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]
There is no apparent funding source for this program, and
the description of the use of public properties is vague. It
is inevitable that this program would pose a problem for
employees encountering cats in the workplace. The City
already knows this, because it has issued dozens of
permits in the last 10 years to trap cats out of DWP
facilities because of the hazard that they pose to
employees (for example, see Figure 16). Inasmuch as the
DEIR relies on the “working cat” program to reduce
impacts, it should be noted that it is not feasible as a
mitigation measure, utterly lacking in details and permits
that would be necessary to protect City employees should
the site be City property and providing no details about
private partners who want to set up feral cat dumping
areas in their warehouses and parking garages. Allergies
may be considered a disability under the Americans with
Disabilities Act. Any public or private employer would
have to end a “working cat” program upon complaint of
an employee with allergies forced to work in that
environment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Working Cat Program, which provides a detailed response
to comments about the WCP including the program
description and funding sources. Additionally, note that
the proposed WCP is not aimed to reduce impacts and is
not a mitigation measure; see Master Response Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required, which provides details on why
mitigation measures are not required under the proposed
Project. Please see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue,
Not a CEQA Issue regarding separate application of other
laws outside of the CEQA context, such as the Americans
with Disabilities Act.
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UWG

UWG-190

6.6 Project Would Interfere with Public Health Abatement
Orders
When public health officials encounter hazardous
conditions associated with feral cat feeding, they often
order removal of the stray and feral animals and a ban on
outdoor feeding of stray and feral animals (Nelson et al.
2018). The proposed program would make such orders to
protect public health impossible to implement, because
the City’s position is that feeding stray animals is fine and
any animals that are trapped in the City must be trapped
under permit and relinquished to a shelter, where under
the proposed program they will be returned to the site of
capture.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding separate
application of other laws outside of the CEQA context,
such as public health abatement orders; this is
particularly the case regarding alleged impacts of nonProject elements such as referenced here regarding
alleged impacts from the existing free-roaming cat
population.
Master Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites, and
fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential public
health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. In addition, please see Master
Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats for clarification on
available ongoing management options for nuisance cats,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for
clarification on how the proposed Project would not
encourage or endorse feeding, and Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines for a detailed discussion of
how the program implementation guidelines were
updated based on comments received as well as the tools
for implementation of program implementation
guidelines as recommended best practices under the
Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated
program implementation guidelines.

UWG

UWG-191

As an example of the conditions that occur, a typhus case
in San Gabriel Valley was investigated and the results
reported as follows:
The initial investigation began in June 2015 with a survey
of the property which included counting and
photographing the number of pets and animals outdoors,
the number of outdoor feeding sources (water bowls and
food), the presence and locations of free roaming animals,
available harborage, and the presence of uncovered
garbage bins.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. In
addition, please see Master Responses Removal of
Nuisance Cats for clarification on available management
options for nuisance cats, The Proposed Project Does Not
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A summary abatement order was issued by the District to
the MHC on June 24, 2015 to clean up the property.
Specific requests included removal of animal feces,
enforcement of MHC property rules limiting the pets to
one animal per property, and regular flea control to
reduce the population of fleas. The order also mandated
that MHC residents cease outdoor feeding of pets and
contract a pest control company to reduce the number of
feral animals on the property. In addition, the property
manager notified residents to provide flea control for all
animals under their care, those tenants with more than
one pet against the MHC homeowner rules and
regulations to give them up and register their “single
animal pet” with the property manager. This directive
was necessary because most tenants had more pet
animals some up to 32, contrary to their property lease
contracts (Nelson et al. 2018).
If issued in Los Angeles, these public health orders would
be in conflict with the City’s proposed Cat Program. This
account also describes the necessary steps to protect
human communities from disease, demonstrating
essential mitigation measures that the City of Los Angeles
refuses to consider: enforce the existing bans on feeding
stray and feral animals, permanent removal of feral
animals, eliminate harborage for stray animals and rats,
and enforce pet limits.

Responses
Encourage Feeding for clarification on how the proposed
Project would not encourage or endorse feeding, and
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines for a detailed
discussion of how the program implementation
guidelines were updated based on comments received as
well as the tools for implementation of program
implementation guidelines as recommended best
practices under the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR for updated program implementation guidelines.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue regarding separate application of other laws
outside of the CEQA context, such as public health
abatement orders; this is particularly the case regarding
alleged impacts of non-Project elements such as
referenced here regarding alleged impacts from the
existing free-roaming cat population.

UWG

UWG-192

6.7 Participants Would Have Greater Exposure to Disease
The DEIR finds that participants in the program for
feeding, sterilizing and returning cats would be at
increased risk of exposure to disease from participation,
but does not require any of the measures that would
mitigate this risk (DEIR, p. 4.4-13). If the risks are indeed
elevated, why would not the City, out of basic risk
management concerns about liability, make the program
guidelines be applicable to all members of the public that
participate in the program? It appears to be wishful

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. See
Section 4.4.3 for a discussion of human health hazard
impacts, specifically related to a potential increase in the
probable frequency and severity of consequences to
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thinking that all of the participants will not connect future
illness or disease with participation in the program and
the City’s admission that their risk was elevated. By
acknowledging this risk without requiring mitigation
measures to manage it, the City exposes itself and its
taxpayers to future liability from any program participant
who suffers medical harm from participating in the
program. The City’s approach to recognizing risk for
participants but not ensuring their safety is sort of like
letting a volunteer participate at a blood drive but not
requiring (as opposed to suggesting) that they follow
sterile practices to prevent exposure to disease.

Responses
people from exposure to a health hazard under the
proposed Project. As concluded in the Draft EIR and
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above,
considering the projected net decrease in the freeroaming 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 an increase in the
probable frequency and severity of consequences to
people from exposure to health hazards relative to
baseline conditions and the future baseline without
Project. Increased TNR activities would occur under the
proposed Project, thereby resulting in a nominal increase
in the frequency and severity of exposure to zoonotic
diseases associated with free-roaming cats by TNR
practitioners and veterinary staff. The City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate, and impacts
would be less than significant under CEQA. Additionally,
see Master Response Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required, which provides details on why mitigation
measures are not required under the proposed Project.
Notwithstanding, please also note the City’s expert staff
and consultants in the Draft EIR relied on substantial
evidence in the record, including their own expert
knowledge, literature review, population model, and
interviews with TNR practitioners, to conclude that public
health impacts from TNR activities while increased would
be nominal (Section 4.4.3.2); in contrast, this and other
comments alleging impacts do not provide any supported
evidence to the contrary. Also notwithstanding, please see
Response to Comment UWG-173 regarding non-CEQA
issues on “legal responsibility” and “legal liability.”

UWG

UWG-193

6.8 Risk to Non-Participants Is Downplayed
The DEIR does not justify its conclusion that while
increased TNR activity could affect practitioners and
veterinary staff, such activity would not also affect people

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
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around those places where people are feeding and
attracting cats. The cat permit data and calls for service to
the City clearly indicate that people are individually
impacted when there is feeding of feral cats nearby. If
there will be more feeding, more people will be exposed
to cats, their fleas, and feces, including vulnerable
populations, and this impact would be significant. One
cannot rely on the population predictions to mitigate this
impact or the unenforceable program features.

Responses
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. In
addition, please see Master Responses The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification on
how the proposed Project would not encourage or
endorse feeding and Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines for a detailed discussion of how the program
implementation guidelines were updated based on
comments received as well as the tools for
implementation of program implementation guidelines as
recommended best practices under the Project. See
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.
Notwithstanding, please also note the City’s expert staff
and consultants in the Draft EIR relied on substantial
evidence in the record, including their own expert
knowledge, literature review, population model, and
interviews with TNR practitioners, to conclude that public
health impacts from TNR activities while increased would
be nominal (Section 4.4.3.2); in contrast, this and other
comments alleging impacts do not provide any supported
evidence to the contrary. In any case, to the extent there
is disagreement, the City’s analysis in the Draft EIR of the
effect of TNR on feeding and cat colonies was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the Master
Responses above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UWG

UWG-194

Another risk associated with free-roaming cats is that
they contaminate public infrastructure that must be kept
clean to protect human health, such as water pipes. A cat
trapping permit application, dated September 18, 2018,
filled out by a Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power employee at its Venice Boulevard location along
Ballona Creek, lists the reason for trapping that, “cats are
sleeping in the water pipes and they get contaminated”
(Figure 18). The proposed program would recommend

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, which describes the City’s recommendations for
TNR best practices under the proposed Project, including
for vaccination, parasites, and fecal accumulation, and
discusses how potential public health impacts under the
proposed Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. In
addition, please see Master Responses Removal of
Nuisance Cats for clarification on available management
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that these cats be sterilized and then released back at the
DWP site (it is not within 1 mile of the voluntary
exclusion zone for environmentally sensitive areas). This
poses a risk to members of the public as well as to water
quality itself, and taking away the ability of property
managers to remove cats permanently presents a
significantly increased risk to public health from the
program. There are many other examples of cats being
removed from facilities that are required to be sterile
(e.g., food warehouses, coffee roasters, cosmetic
production site, nursery schools, etc.) using cat trapping
permits. It would be a significant impact for cats to be
returned to these locations (and cause violations of State
health codes for licensed facilities). [[Also, Figure 18 on
page 59 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]

Responses
options for nuisance cats, and Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of how the
program implementation guidelines were updated based
on comments received as well as the tools for
implementation of program implementation guidelines as
recommended best practices under the Project. See
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue regarding separate application of other laws
outside of the CEQA context, such as state health codes;
this is particularly the case regarding alleged impacts of
non-Project elements such as referenced here regarding
alleged impacts from the existing free-roaming cat
population.

UWG

UWG-195

6.9 Return of Nuisance Cats Would Violate Americans
with Disabilities Act
Under the 2008 amendments to the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990, intermittent conditions that are
only evident when triggered were added, which had the
effect of covering people with asthma and allergies. The
proposed Citywide Cat Program would infringe on the
rights of those with these disabilities in two ways. First,
the City would be interfering with owners and managers
of residential real estate attempting to accommodate
those with allergies under the law by releasing cats that
were captured to reduce allergic exposures in a person’s
living environment to nonprofits that would return them
to the point of capture. Allergies, and especially children
with allergies, are frequently mentioned as reasons for
applying for a permit to trap cats (e.g., “severe asthma to
cats,” “asthma in family,” “asthmatic,” “some employees
allergic”). Second, return of nuisance cats to the point of
capture after release by the City could interfere with
employers who are trying to accommodate asthma and
allergies of their employees as required by law.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding separate
application of other laws outside of the CEQA context,
such as the Americans with Disabilities Act. In addition,
please see Master Response Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project, which describes the
City’s recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites, and
fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential public
health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. In addition, please see Master
Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats for clarification on
available management options for nuisance cats and
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines for a
discussion of how the program implementation
guidelines were updated based on comments received as
well as the tools for implementation of program
implementation guidelines as recommended best
practices under the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR for updated program implementation guidelines.
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UWG

UWG-196

7 Alternatives Analysis Compares Whole Project to Single
Elements of Alternative Project
The many problems with the DEIR’s analysis of the
proposed project’s potential impacts on the environment,
as explained above, essentially precludes an adequate
analysis of alternatives because the DEIR falsely
concludes that the project’s environmental impacts would
be reduced to a less than significant level. CEQA requires
analysis of a range of alternatives that are intended to
eliminate or reduce the severity of significant
environmental impacts. Accordingly, because the DEIR
falsely concludes that all project impacts would be
reduced to a less than significant level, the DEIR fails to
include a discussion of a range of alternative intended to
reduce the project’s significant impact on biological
resources, among others.

Thank you for your comment. The City has determined,
based on the thresholds of significance established in the
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and other substantial
evidence, that the proposed Project would not result in
significant impacts on the environment. These
conclusions are substantiated in the analysis contained
within EIR in Chapters 3 and 4.
While CEQA does require the Lead Agency to evaluate a
reasonable range of alternatives, including those that
would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects,
there were no significant environmental impacts
identified. The Draft EIR identified and analyzed 12
possible alternatives, many of which were raised during
the scoping process. The City believes that this represents
a reasonable range of alternatives, and the analysis was
conducted adequately.
Please see Master Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required, CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort, and
Alternatives Analysis for more details on this issue.

UWG

UWG-197

The City’s proposed program is a combination of many
different actions that the City imagines will cumulatively
result in its objectives. Each element of the City’s program
was integrated into the predictions of the number of freeroaming cats in the future. The City did not produce
different predictions for the different project elements
(e.g., a prediction for additional feeding, a prediction for
release of cats from shelters, a prediction for
sterilizations alone). Nor did it realistically assess the
impacts on a local basis of removing management
options. Rather, the City analyzed its preferred project as
a whole including a number of measures that, as
discussed above, are better described as mitigation
measures. When developing alternatives to compare with
their program, however, the City separated out each
suggested alternative into constituent elements and only
analyzed each element separately, as opposed to as a
coherent alternative program. We have many times

Thank you for your comment. The City’s proposed
program constitutes the proposed Project under CEQA.
CEQA requires the analysis of the proposed Project, and
does not require analysis of various iterations of different
Project elements separately or analysis of removal of
various components. When developing alternatives, the
City identified and analyzed a reasonable range of
alternatives. Components were evaluated separately, as
multiple comments during scoping were raised in support
of or opposition to various issues, and to better
understand the impacts of the various factors and
parameters that were being suggested in the comments.
Please note that the project does not propose the removal
of existing cat management options.
Please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, Mitigation Measures Are Not
Required, Removal of Nuisance Cats, and Alternatives
Analysis for detailed responses on this issue. Also,
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suggested an alternative approach encompassing many
elements that should have been analyzed as a whole and
fairly incorporated into the predictions, but the City
instead evaluated each component separately and made
unreasonable assumptions about the effects of the
proposed alternatives.

Responses
regarding analysis of a combined element alternative, see
Response to Comment UWG-59.

UWG

UWG-198

For example, an alternatives analysis should have taken
the following elements as part of a coherent scenario:
providing 20,000 additional spay/neuter vouchers for
owned cats, enacting no
roaming ordinance for owned cats, licensing for owned
cats, enforcing the spay/neuter ordinance for owned cats,
enforcing existing prohibitions on feeding wildlife (which
always accompanies feeding free-roaming cats),
providing free loans of traps for unowned cats, and not
returning cats to the environment. Other alternatives that
were listed could have been included in such an
alternative scenario. Then, the full alternative scenario
would be compared against the proposed Project and the
No Project alternatives.

Thank you for your comment. See Response to Comment
UWG-59.
See Master Response Alternatives Analysis.

UWG

UWG-199

If the alternatives analysis had been done with reasonable
assumptions, quite different results are likely. For
example, owned cat spay/neuter and enforcement of the
spay/neuter ordinance would have been seen to be
effective if a reasonable sterilization rate for owned cats
(e.g., 80%) had been used as opposed to the 93%
assumed by the City. A no roaming ordinance would have
reduced the transition rate from owned to stray cats from
a realistic estimate (e.g., 0.5%) to a lower percentage.
Enforcing existing bans on feeding and littering would
have been incorporated into predictions by reducing the
carrying capacity of the environment and reducing
fecundity and survival rates of stray and feral cats.

Thank you for your comment. The model was updated
based on comments received. However, the changes to
the model did not result in substantive changes to the
results or the impact conclusions in the Draft EIR. Please
see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes for detailed
response on this issue.
In addition, please see Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR, which
states under Alternative 5, enforce mandatory
spay/neuter of owned cats, that the City already requires
owned cats to be spayed or neutered. It is legally
infeasible to implement increased enforcement, because
the separation of powers doctrine prohibits such a
restraint on enforcement discretion. Please also see
Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding enforcement in general.
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UWG

UWG-200

Providing free cat trapping permits and trap loans for
unowned cats would increase the rate of transition of
stray and feral cats to the shelter from the unreasonably
low assumptions used by the City. Currently, low-income
communities lack resources to put a $50 deposit down
with the City to borrow a trap. Management of freeroaming cats in low-income areas is consequently low
and is a chronic problem. This disparity is seen in the
patterns of density of the cat trapping permits for
unowned cats and the calls for service to the City about
stray cats. We mapped these from data obtained from the
City under a series of Public Records Act requests,
transcribed the trap data, geocoded both the trap data
and the calls for service data, and visualized the resulting
pattern of complaints and trapping locations (Figure 19).
There are areas of the City where the density of
complaints is high, but the density of trapping permits is
low, and these are focused in low income areas. Because
these areas also, on average, have far lower sterilization
rates for owned cats because of expense (Chu et al. 2009),
it would have the most benefit to both subsidized
spay/neuter efforts and nuisance cat removal efforts in
these areas. [[Also, Figure 19 on page 61. Unable to copy
here.]]

Thank you for your comment. The City acknowledges that
management of free-roaming cats can be challenging,
including in low-income areas. As part of the program, the
City is proposing a public education and outreach
campaign (see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR)that would
aim to address some of these disparities. That being said,
people within these areas will have the same opportunity
to use free vouchers as those anywhere else in the City.
Regarding the removal of nuisance cats, this Project does
not change how nuisance cats are addressed.
Please see Master Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats
and Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes for detailed responses on these issues.

UWG

UWG-201

8 Violations of Law, Ordinance, and Regulations
Independent of Population Trajectory
One does not even need the population model to analyze
whether the program would violate existing laws and
ordinances. The City cannot promote activities that
violate the law and must resolve conflicts between the
proposed program and existing state, federal, and local
law before the EIR is approved.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue for a detailed response on this topic.

UWG

UWG-202

8.1 Colony Maintenance Would Violate Cat Kennel
Ordinance
The City’s Cat Kennel Ordinance, either as currently
existing or as modified in the proposed program, specifies
that only up to 3 (or up to 5) cats may be “kept or

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project no longer proposes free-roaming cat
care and maintenance recommendations, and cat care and
maintenance are not part of the proposed Project. Please
see Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
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maintained” at a “lot, building, structure, enclosure or
premises” (LAMC 53.00). The DEIR is remarkably silent
on the fact that feeding cats under the program where
more than 3 cats are “maintained” at a “lot” or “premises”
would violate the City’s Cat Kennel Ordinance. There can
be no question that participants in the Citywide Cat
Program are currently and would continue to be
“maintaining” cats, because the DEIR itself describes that
the program recommendations communicate how to
conduct free-roaming cat “care and maintenance.”

Responses
Guidelines and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding for detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-203

The City currently uses the Cat Kennel Ordinance to force
people feeding too many cats at their homes to capture
and relinquish those cats to the shelter. For example, in
May 2018, a resident in zip code 90065 applied for a cat
trapping permit with the reason “because of notice.” The
LAAS employee wrote underneath, “Rec’d kennel permit
letter for too many cats.” The applicant checked the boxes
for “not my own cat(s)” and “relinquish to department.”
This provides conclusive evidence that the City currently
uses the Cat Kennel Ordinance to limit the number of
unowned, outdoor, temperamentally feral animals that
can be maintained at a lot or premises.

Please see Master Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue and Beyond the Scope regarding enforcement
of ordinances related to cat kennels.
Notwithstanding, currently in the City of Los Angeles,
residents can have three dogs and three cats. If a neighbor
complains that a neighbor has over three cats, the City
has the authority to cite them for too many cats and for
possibly inadvertently feeding wildlife if they leave food
outside for the cats in a manner that would likely attract
wildlife.

UWG

UWG-204

The City is well aware that the adoption of TNR as a
preferred policy and the Cat Kennel Ordinance limits on
the number of cats maintained per lot needs to be
resolved. In the 2013 Mitigated Negative Declaration that
was produced for the Citywide Cat Program, the City
proposed that the program would include amending the
Cat Kennel Ordinance “to exclude cat colonies.” The
current DEIR must either propose to amend the Cat
Kennel Ordinance to specify how many cats will be able to
be maintained at a lot as part of the program (5, 20, 40,
unlimited?) or provide enforceable and feasible
mitigation measures to ensure that no more than 3 cats
are maintained at any given lot in the City.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-109. Please note that the proposed
Project no longer proposes free-roaming cat care and
maintenance recommendations, and cat care and
maintenance are not part of the proposed Project. Please
see Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding for detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-205

The language of the Cat Kennel Ordinance does not
automatically exclude unowned cats, and the City in some

Please see Master Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue and Beyond the Scope regarding enforcement
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instances is actively (and appropriately) using the Cat
Kennel Ordinance to force residents feeding too many
cats on their own properties to trap them and relinquish
them to the shelter. As early as 2008, City officials
recognized that many ordinances would need to be
changed to permit TNR. In an email to a constituent, Jim
Bickhart, aide to then-Mayor Villaraigosa (and now aide
to Councilmember Paul Koretz), stated the following in an
October
2008 email to activist Ed Muzika (emphasis added):
The City Attorney has identified a number of City laws as
needing to be formally changed in order to permit legal
TNR, and the process of changing them is what requires a
CEQA clearance, as referenced in the lawsuit. Municipal
Code amendments involving the following existing issues
have been identified:
a. The definition of “cat kennels.” (MC Sec. 53.00)
b. Permission to keep, conduct or operate such kennels.
(Sec. 53.50)
c. The impounding of outdoor animals. (Sec. 53.06)
d. Permitting cats to be at large on public property. (Sec.
53.06)
e. Permitting people to trap cats. (Sec. 53.06.3 [a])
f. Feeding non-domesticated mammals. (Sec. 53.06.5)
g. The requirement to notify LAAS of stray animals. (Sec.
53.09)
h. The sale of impounded animals. (Sec. 53.11)
i. The definition of ownership of animals. (Sec. 53.15.2
[a])
j. The level of fees for rental of animal traps. (Sec. 53.69).

Responses
and interpretation of local ordinances. Notwithstanding,
the reference to a purported communication from one
city employee is without proper context and does not
pertain to the Project as proposed, as required under
CEQA.

UWG

UWG-206

The Cat Kennel Ordinance has been known by City
officials to be an issue needing resolution since before the
permanent injunction even went into effect. It is baffling
that the DEIR and current Citywide Cat Program does not
attempt to resolve the inherent conflict between
encouraging and condoning stray and feral cat feeding

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding other
non-CEQA laws. Please also note that the proposed
Project no longer proposes free-roaming cat care and
maintenance recommendations, and cat care and
maintenance are not part of the proposed Project. Please
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with the limit on the number of cats permissible per
premises. The City cannot evade this question by claiming
that it does not have responsibility for where people feed
cats. By establishing a set of guidelines and encouraging
cat feeding as part of a TNR program as a means to “deal
with” unowned, free-roaming cats, the
City must also ensure that those actions be undertaken
legally and consistent with the clear limits on cats per
premises that it has known would need to be addressed
since 2008.

Responses
see Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding for detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-207

8.2 Feeding Free-Roaming Cats Conflicts with State and
Local Law
In its scoping comments before the DEIR, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife wrote: The feeding of
free-roaming cats is considered harassment of wildlife
and is prohibited in California because wild animals have
access to this artificial food source as well (14 CCR §
251.1). Subsidizing free-roaming cats, in or near natural
areas with food from well-intentioned residents, enables
cat populations to persist in greater numbers in localized
areas that could results in increased predation on native
wildlife (letter to City of Los Angeles, November 1, 2017).
In the DEIR, however, the City declares, “Cats are
domestic animals and not considered to be nondomesticated mammalian predators, and thus feeding
cats is not currently banned in the City” (DEIR, p. ES-9, 212). Elsewhere in the DEIR the City acknowledges that
where outdoor cats are being fed, “most of the food is
anticipated to be consumed by free-roaming cats or by
other wildlife” (DEIR, p. 4.3-13). Leaving aside that cats
are not themselves wildlife, it is clear that the City
understands that non-domesticated mammalian
predators are indeed fed by cat feeders, which constitutes
a violation of both local ordinance and California law. As a
matter of law and CEQA compliance, the City cannot
approve a program that encourages violation of State and
local laws.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project does not include or encourage feeding
of free-roaming cats. Please see Master Response The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for a
detailed response on this issue. Also, the program
implementation guidelines have been revised to focus on
best practices related to TNR, including minimizing
consumption of bait by wildlife. Please see Master
Response Revised Program Implementation Guidelines for
a detailed response on this issue. Additionally, regarding
laws and ordinances, please see Master Response This Is a
Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for a detailed response on
this issue.
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UWG

UWG-208

8.3 Take of State Fully Protected Species and Federally
Listed Species Including Species Protected Under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
California Least Tern is a California Fully Protected
Species and protected under the federal Endangered
Species Act. It is well established that free-roaming cats
are a threat to ground-nesting birds, and California Least
Terns in particular (Winter 2006). Two nesting colonies
are found in the City of Los Angeles. The proposed
program would involve return of cats that have been
trapped and does not include any mechanism to enforce
the voluntary guidelines that cats not be returned to
environmentally sensitive areas (which include the two
colonies, but the colonies are not mapped explicitly as
sensitive resources). Even if one accepts all of the
assumptions of the DEIR and ignores that the population
prediction is invalid, the DEIR still acknowledges that
release of stray and feral cats from shelters at the outset
of the program would result in an overall increase in the
free-roaming cat population. Any such increase, even
temporary, would be considered a significant adverse
impact because of the potential take of State Fully
Protected Species or federally threatened or endangered
species (e.g., Western Snowy Plover, Belding’s Savannah
Sparrow, California Gnatcatcher, California Least Tern).
The EIR does not adequately discuss this issue

Thank you for your comment. All special-status species,
including California Fully Protected and state- and
federally listed species, with potential to occur in the
study area can be found in Appendix L and are discussed
in Section 4.2.2.5. The effects of domestic cats on wildlife
and natural resources and how the proposed Project may
influence such effects on City resources is discussed in
detail in Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3. It is also important to
note that free-roaming cats exist in the City under
baseline conditions. The program would involve return of
sterilized cats already existing in the City to the locations
they were found and does not include any, initial or
otherwise, increase in the free-roaming cat population
per the Project’s domestic cat population dynamics
model. Please note that the domestic cat population
dynamics modeling has been updated. Per the proposed
Project analyses, the proposed Project would not result in
additional direct and indirect impacts on biological
resources. Please see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis
and Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes for detailed responses on these topics.
Additionally, please note that the program
implementation guidelines have been revised. Please see
Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines for details. Please also see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding other
non-CEQA laws.

UWG

UWG-209

8.4 Program Conflicts with Existing Ordinances Not
Proposed to Be Changed
As laid out in the 2008 email by Jim Bickhart, the
proposed TNR portion of the Citywide Cat Program
conflicts with other Municipal Code sections not
addressed in the DEIR. In addition, it conflicts with
Section 53.19(e) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code,
which states:

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project does not remove existing cat
management options. Please see Master Response
Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed response on this
issue. Please also see Response to Comment UWG-205
regarding purported communications from a city
employee.
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(e) The Department of Animal Services may for the
purposes of this article impound cats for the following
reasons:
(1) The cat is sick or injured;
(2) The cat is feral or starving;
(3) The owner or other person or persons authorized to
relinquish possession of it, state that the cat is unwanted.
This ordinance contemplates that being feral is a cause
for being impounded by the City. Yet the proposed
Citywide Cat Program imagines that such feral cats would
not be impounded but instead abandoned outside.

Responses

UWG

UWG-210

Elsewhere, City code specifies that the person who is in
charge of or controls an animal and allows that animal to
bite a person is guilty of a misdemeanor:
A person who owns or is in charge of or controls or who
possesses a dog or other animal who permits, allows or
causes the dog or other animal to run, stray, be
uncontrolled or in any manner be in, upon, or at large
upon a public street, sidewalk, park or other public
property or in or upon the premises or private property
of another person is guilty of a misdemeanor if said dog
or other animal bites, attacks or causes injury to any
human being or other animal (LAMC § 53.34).

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue regarding other local laws.

UWG

UWG-211

Will feral cat feeders be considered to be in charge of or
control the cats that they feed? Will they then be liable if
the cats that they feed bite or scratch a person? Obviously
not, since the proposed Citywide Cat Program does not
require feral cat feeders to take any responsibility for
conditions at or around “their” feral cat colonies. An
argument could be made that the City will assume legal
and financial responsibility for any injuries or disease or
take of endangered species caused by any cats that are
released from the City to its nonprofit partners to be
dumped back outside as unowned cats. It would seem
logical that the City would be responsible and any
damages caused by an unowned cat released from a
shelter and then dumped would be the legal

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding; This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue; and
Beyond the Scope for detailed responses on this issue.
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responsibility of the City. To facilitate such responsibility,
all cats should be microchipped so that future liability can
be assumed should they ever cause damage of any sort.

Responses

UWG

UWG-212

The proposed Cat Program conflicts with a Municipal
Code section that allows people noticing stray animals to
take them up and relinquish them to the Animal Services
Department or the police:
Any person finding at any time any stray domestic animal
or any such animal found running at large contrary to the
provisions of this article may take up such animal;
provided, however, that persons taking up such animal
shall, within four hours thereafter, or within two hours
thereafter if such animal is attached or hitched to a
vehicle, give notice to the Department or to some police
officer, of the fact that he has such animal in his
possession, and shall furnish thereto a description of such
animal and a statement of the place where he found and
where he has confined the animal (LAMC § 53.09(a)).
Any unowned cat (even a feral cat that has been sterilized
and is part of a “colony”) fits the definition of a stray
domestic animal, especially given that being feral is one of
the reasons given for impoundment in Section 53.19(e). It
cannot be argued that neutered feral cats are exempt
from this ordinance because they are not in heat (see
Section 53.06, allowing cats not in heat to run at large),
because Section 53.06 is limited to owned animals.
Therefore, the current
ordinance allows people to “take up” feral cats and
deliver them to animal shelters, even if they are being
maintained as contemplated by the proposed Cat
Program. The EIR should confirm that the right to take up
any stray animal under LAMC § 53.09(a) will not be
abridged by the proposed program,

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project
would not remove any existing cat management options.
Please see Master Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats
and This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for detailed
responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-213

or analyze the impacts of removing this existing right, and
specify that the City will take responsibility for any
damages or violation of law (including, for example the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Endangered Species

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project
would not remove any existing cat management options.
Please see Master Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats
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Act), or harms from illness or disease should such stray
animals be then released again.

Responses
and This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for a detailed
response on this issue.

UWG

UWG-214

Alternatively, the City could establish that the nonprofits
who obtain cats to dump outside must carry liability
insurance to cover any claims that arise out of releasing
unowned cats where cause damage.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue and
Beyond the Scope for detailed responses on this issue.

UWG

UWG-215

8.5 City Biased CEQA Process Toward Its Own Program
and Supporters
It is understandable that the City would take steps to
ensure that its preferred program would be seen in the
best light during CEQA analysis. During review, however,
it is important that the City not be perceived to be
committed to or favor a particular outcome of an
environmental review because the City is both project
proponent and, at least in concept, the independent
adjudicator of the environmental impacts of the proposed
project. It is a difficult balance to maintain, especially
since members of both the Board of Animal Services
Commissioners and the City Council have on many
occasions opined their preference for a proposed TNR
program even before seeing the environmental review. It
must have been difficult for the City’s Bureau of
Engineering to maintain its independence and freedom
from political interference in producing the DEIR. We
must, however, protest actions by City officials that were
biased toward the City’s preferred program and the
supporters of that program.
First, as detailed above, the City gave a special role to the
future beneficiaries of the proposed program in
establishing “facts” that the City relied upon in its
analysis. We documented the extent to which the City
relied on subjective recall of interested parties above (see
Section 2.9). This action privileged certain members of
the public over others (including other animal welfare
advocates) in establishing “facts” and unfairly excluded
other interested parties in providing factual information
that should have been afforded equal weight.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-2 and UWG-92 for detailed responses
related to this issue. Please also see Master Response This
Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue, regarding alleged “bias.”
Notwithstanding, bias is not involved here because this is
not an adjudicatory proceeding, there is no property
interest, there has been no action by a decisionmaker
(and no egregious or outrageous conduct), and elected
and appointed officials are entitled to state viewpoints on
matters of public importance.
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UWG

UWG-216

Second, on August 15, 2019, approximately two weeks
before the release of the DEIR, City official Jim Bickhart
sent an email announcing the exact date of the release of
the DEIR to what must have been a list of supporters
(Figure 20). This email was forwarded to us; we did not
receive it directly, nor did any of the other plaintiffs in the
lawsuit. By its tone and content, we can conclude that it
was provided intentionally only to supporters of the
City’s proposed program to alert them of the timeline for
review of the DEIR. [[Also, Figure 20 on page 66 of this
PDF. Unable to copy here.]]

Please see Response to Comment UWG-215 for detailed
responses to these issues. Many City officials were briefed
regarding the impending release of the Draft EIR when it
was being finalized and sent to the printers. As such, they
shared the news regarding this topic of high interest
among their various constituents. Regarding public
notification of the availability of the Draft EIR from the
CEQA Lead Agency, all stakeholders who expressed an
interest during the scoping process received notification
of the release of the Draft EIR and the extended 60-day
comment period.

UWG

UWG-217

Third, shortly after the DEIR had been released publicly
on August 29, 2019, we came upon a pdf of it incidentally
while searching for a specific program element using the
Google search engine. The resulting “snippet” that was
found on Google included a date of August 14, 2019 for a
pdf of the DEIR appendices on the Bureau of Engineering
server. Dates on Google snippets are derived from “a
variety of factors, including but not limited to: any
prominent date listed on the page itself or dates provided
by the publisher through structured markup”
(https://searchengineland.com/google-explains-howdates-within-search-results-snippets-work- 313742). The
final version of the appendices does not appear to contain
any markup or dates that coincide with August 14, so the
most likely conclusion is that the pdf file was posted on
that date. Although we cannot know if a link to this file
was shared with any of the City’s supporters, the date and
the willingness of City staff to promote the interests of its
own supporters for its preferred outcome in the review
raises that possibility. The link is no longer active.
Because of the length and complexity of the DEIR,
advance notice and knowledge of its content would have
provided an unfair advantage to recipients.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-2 and UWG-92 for detailed responses
related to this issue.

UWG

UWG-218

At the very least, Mr. Koretz’s office undermined the
appearance of objectivity of the City through the actions

Please see Response to Comment UWG-215 and UWG-216
for detailed responses to these issues.
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of his consultant Mr. Bickhart. [[Also, Figure 21 on page
67 of the PDF. Unable to copy here.]]

Responses

UWG

UWG-219

9 Conclusion
The DEIR fails to meet appropriate standards under CEQA
necessary to inform a decision by the City on the
proposed program. And, as we have demonstrated many
times before, the underlying policy is deeply flawed and
puts human health, water quality, and biological
resources at risk by taking away essential management
options.

Please see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue regarding the purported legal conclusion.
Notwithstanding, the Draft EIR meets all appropriate
standards under CEQA and adequately analyzes and
discloses potential environmental impacts of the
proposed Citywide Cat Program. This particular comment
does not provide any evidence to the contrary or any
specifics regarding the opinion that the underlying policy
is deeply flawed or that it puts human health, water
quality, and biological resources at risk by taking away
essential management options. Any specific comments
are addressed throughout this response to comments
chapter, respectively.
Please see Master Responses Removal of Nuisance Cats,
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort, and Alternatives Analysis
for a detailed response on these issues.

UWG

UWG-221

• Enforce the City’s spay/neuter ordinance for owned
cats, which could be combined with offers of free or lowcost spay/neuter services;

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

UWG

UWG-222

• Enact a no roaming ordinance for owned cats to reduce
the likelihood of cats transitioning from owned to stray;

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

UWG

UWG-223

• Enforce existing laws on feeding and littering to
discourage feeding of unowned cats; and

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

UWG

UWG-224

• Protect existing public health and safety by maintaining
streets and alleys free of garbage and harborage for
unowned cats.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

UWG

UWG-225

10 About the Author
Dr. Travis Longcore is the Science Director of The Urban
Wildlands Group. Dr. Longcore is Associate Adjunct
Professor in the Institute of the Environment and
Sustainability at UCLA. He has taught, among other
courses, Bioresource Management, Environmental Impact
Analysis, Field Ecology, and Ecological Factors in Design.
He was graduated summa cum laude from the University

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
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of Delaware with an Honors B.A. in Geography, holds an
M.A. and a Ph.D. in Geography from UCLA, and is
professionally certified as a Senior Ecologist by the
Ecological Society of America and as a GIS Professional by
the Geographic Information System Certification Institute.
Longcore has authored or co-authored over 45 scientific
papers in top peer-reviewed journals such as Auk, Avian
Conservation and Ecology, Biological Conservation,
Conservation Biology, Environmental Management,
Trends in Evolution and Ecology, and Frontiers in Ecology
and the Environment. As an environmental policy
consultant, Longcore has provided scientific review of
environmental compliance documents and analysis of
complex environmental issues for local, regional, and
national clients for 21 years.

Responses

See “Cat Population Modeling to Inform Environmental
Impact Analysis A review of Methods and Results Presented
in the City of Los Angeles Citywide Cat Program Draft
Environmental Impact Report” in Appendix R.

Thank you for your comment. This review was submitted
as an attachment to the UWG comment letter discussed
above. The entirety of this review of methods and results
focused on the cat population model for the CCP Draft EIR
has been closely reviewed by the City. We appreciate the
input provided and have updated the CCP EIR Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Appendix taking into
consideration the input provided in the attachment.
Please see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes, which
provides a detailed description on how the model has
been updated based on comments received and includes
updated results for the domestic cat population estimates
and the estimated population changes under the
proposed Project. In addition, please see the Updated
Appendix J Domestic Cat Population Modeling for updates
made in redline to the population modeling appendix of
the EIR in response to this review.

RE: Citywide Cat Program (E1907610) Draft
Environmental Impact Report Dear Green Rebstock

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
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I submit these comments on behalf of the Urban
Wildlands Group, Endangered Habitats League, Los
Angeles Audubon Society, Palos Verdes/South Bay
Audubon Society, Santa Monica Bay Audubon Society, and
American Bird Conservancy (UWG, et al.) in response to
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
proposal by the City of Los Angles to adopt a “Citywide
Cat Program” (“Cat Program” or “program”). According to
the EIR, the City intends to implement a “trap-neuterreturn” (TNR) for program for free-roaming cats.

Responses

NAFICY

NAFICY-2

This program would fundamentally change to the way the
City manages cats and would likely increase the number
of “owned” and free-roaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 4.1
and in Appendix J of the Draft EIR, as revised by technical
changes in the Final EIR Updated Appendix J, the freeroaming cat population dynamics modeling indicates that
the proposed Project would result in fewer free-roaming
cats throughout the City of Los Angeles and a lower rate
of population growth as compared to the future baseline
without Project conditions. Regarding the number of
owned cats in the City, the allowed increase in household
cats is intended to encourage more cat adoptions in the
City and the model results supports the conclusion that,
although such increases in number of allowed cats per
household could lead to slightly higher numbers of owned
cats and their loss/abandonment and subsequent
transition into the free-roaming cat population, the net
effect of the Project is a reduction in the free-roaming cat
population. Also, cats that may become lost/abandoned
from households registered as having three or more cats
will be microchipped and registered with the City,
facilitating return to their homes and limiting the rate of
loss/abandonment from such households. Please see
Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes, which includes
details on how the number of owned cats and freeroaming cats would change under the proposed Project.
Please also see Response to Comment NAFICY-22.
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Responses

NAFICY

NAFICY-3

The program fails to adequately document the existing
population of free-roaming cats and the ecological
damage and the public health hazard posed by freeroaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.2.2.9 in the Draft
EIR discusses the existing effects of domestic cats on
biological resources and Section 4.2.2.10 discusses the
existing effects of free-roaming cats on biological
resources in the study area. Sections 4.4.2.3 and 4.4.2.4
discuss human health hazards posed by the existing
population of domestic cats. Regarding free-roaming cat
population estimates, please note that the population
model has been updated based on comments received on
the Draft EIR; please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes for details on updated methodology and updated
results, Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR for updated
results, and Updated Appendix J of the Final EIR for
updates to the population modeling. Regarding the effects
of the proposed Project on biological resources, please
see EIR Section 4.2.3, and regarding the effects of the
proposed Project on public health hazards, please see
Section 4.4.3. Furthermore, see Master Responses
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis and Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project for a detailed
response on the environmental impacts analysis and
public health concerns. The City’s analysis of impacts was
based on substantial evidence in the record, including but
not limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master
Responses referenced above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-4

The program tacitly supports and endorses the activities
of cat groups in Los Angeles, including but not limited to
their unlimited feeding of cats in outdoor colonies and in
anything, proposes to allow these groups to grow the
existing colonies by acquiring unowned cats from City
animal shelters and release them outdoors in colonies
these group maintain and feed.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not endorse feeding and, per Section 2.4, Project
Objectives, of the Draft EIR, reduction of the free-roaming
cat population is listed as one of the objectives.
Additionally, as noted in Section 2.6 of the Final EIR, the
City will develop a public education and outreach
program designed to discourage any new or increased
outdoor feeding and to increase awareness in the
community on the potential negative effects of existing
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Responses
outdoor feeding of free-roaming cats in the City. Please
also see Master Responses Public Education and Outreach,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.

NAFICY

NAFICY-5

The City’s program is equally notable for what it does not
propose to do, namely prohibiting the feeding or
maintenance of cats in colonies located in ecologically
sensitive areas,

Thank you for your comment. For those Project-related
activities that could occur within or near an ESA, please
see revised program guidelines as discussed in Section
3.2.3 of the Final EIR. In addition, see Master Responses
Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs and Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines for details related to
this issue. Also please see Master Response The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding. Additionally, note
that a public education and outreach campaign (see
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR) will be implemented, which
would focus on community engagement for
implementation of the proposed Project, collaboration
and partnerships with non-profit organizations including
wildlife and cat advocacy groups to share resources on
minimizing impacts on sensitive resources from existing
free-roaming cats in the City, and increased awareness
campaigns for citizens on the City’s biological resources
and the sensitive habitat areas. See Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR for updated program implementation guidelines
and details on the public education and outreach
campaign.
Please also see Sections 2.4, Project Objectives, and 2.5,
Proposed Project, which do not include any objectives or
Project components addressing the feeding or
maintenance of free-roaming cats in colonies. Please also
see Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR and Table 5-1, which
include consideration of alternatives to determine
whether they meet most of the basic Project objectives, as
required under CEQA. Alternative 4, which bans the
feeding of free-roaming cats, did not meet all of the
screening Project objectives. An alternative prohibiting
feeding or maintenance of cats in colonies, whether
citywide or only in ecologically sensitive areas, was not
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analyzed but, such an alternative, much like Alternative 4,
would not meet all of the screening Project objectives.

NAFICY

NAFICY-6

Providing subsidized or free sterilization services for low
income households

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Master Response Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines for details related to this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-7

Requiring vaccination of cats under care of cat groups

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project for detailed responses on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-8

Or consideration of project alternatives that would
effectively reduce the number of free-roaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. This comment states
without supporting information that the City’s program is
not considering alternatives that would effectively reduce
free-roaming cats. Additional detailed responses are
provided in Responses to Comments NAFICY-27, NAFICY28, and NAFICY-29.
Also please see Master Response Alternatives Analysis for
a detailed response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-9

The DEIR suffers from multiple fatal CEQA errors. As set
forth in the accompanying report and the separate
comments of UWG, the technical modeling approach used
by the EIR to support the conclusion that project
implementation would in the long run result in a net
decrease in the number of free-roaming cats in the City is
deeply flawed and is in part based on a mathematical
error. Because of the fatal flaws in the model, the EIR’s
conclusion that the program will result in a long-term
decline in the number of free-roaming cats and will
consequently not result in any significant environmental
impacts is unsupported by substantial evidence and must
be rejected.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-10

The inquiry should really stop there. However, should the
City unreasonably insist on proceeding with its
environmental review despite the fatal flaws in the

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the cat
population dynamics model has been updated based on
comments received. Please see Master Response Updated
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model, it should do so mindful of the following additional
fundamental flaws in the EIR:
- The EIR’s discussion of project objectives is confusing
and flawed because the EIR confuses and fails to
distinguish between project objectives and project
components. The EIR, moreover, fails to recognize that
some of the project components/objectives are
contradictory and may effectively thwart the achievement
of other important objectives.

Responses
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes for a detailed discussion and response on this
issue. Additionally, please note that the proposed Project
objectives are listed in Section 2.4 and the updated
proposed Project components are listed in Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR. The City’s analysis derived from the cat
population model in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to Draft EIR Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4; accordingly,
after considering the information provided in all the
comments submitted in response to the cat population
model and associated environmental impact analysis, the
City has determined that its analysis was appropriate. The
City has not identified any contradictions among the
Project objectives and Project components based on the
analysis in the Draft EIR.

NAFICY

NAFICY-11

The EIR’s analysis of Project Alternatives violates CEQA.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding this legal
conclusion. Notwithstanding, please also see Master
Response Alternatives Analysis for a detailed response on
this topic.

NAFICY

NAFICY-12

The EIR does not include an adequate and discussion of
the Project’s environmental baseline, including the
number and location of free-roaming cats in the City and
the current available cat management practices available
to the public. The EIR does not provide any meaningful
explanation as to why the City could not do more to map
the spatial distribution of free-roaming cats in Los
Angeles, or to provide an accurate estimate of the
population of free-roaming cats in the City.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-12 and UWG-13 for detailed responses
to these issue. Please also see Master Responses Domestic
Cat Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis, Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based
on Technical Changes, Removal of Nuisance Cats, and CEQA
Lead Agency Level of Effort for detailed responses on
these issues.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Master Responses referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-13

Because the EIR assumes the overall population of cats
will decline overtime as a result of the implementation of

Thank you for your comment. The City is not clear on the
“colonies” being referred to in the comment here as being
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the project, the EIR fails to recognize that the program
will likely change the spatial distribution of cats in the
City because the program proposes the City to surrender
unowned cats at City animal shelters to TNR groups,
which the EIR admits would place the vast majority of
such cats in existing colonies that they care for.
Accordingly, even if the population of free-roaming cats
were to decline because of sterilization, the evidence
shows the number of such cats would increase at certain
location within the City. As such, the localized impact of
free-roaming cats could potentially increase.

Responses
taken care of by TNR practitioners. Note that the
population estimate and modeling have been updated per
comments received. Please see Master Responses
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes for detailed
responses to these issues.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Master Responses referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-14

The EIR characterizes many aspects of the program as
project component when in fact, these features are better
understood as mitigation measures as the concept is
understood under CEQA. As a consequence of describing
mitigation measures as project features, the EIR fails to
ensure these measures are enforceable, and fails to
include any analysis of the extent to which these
measures can be feasibly implemented or how effective
they may turn out to be.
Owing to these fundamental flaws, the EIR fails as an
informational document.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Mitigation Measures Are Not Required,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for detailed responses
on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-15

In the addition, the City should evaluate the extent to
which the Project could potentially expose the City to
lawsuits and liability from people infected by
toxoplasmosis, rabies and other diseases, or from
homeowners who may incur additional expense dealing
with free-roaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue.
Notwithstanding, please also see Response to Comment
UWG-173 regarding non-CEQA issues on “legal
responsibility” and “legal liability.”

NAFICY

NAFICY-16

The City may also incur additional cleanup costs if cat
population increases degrade water quality.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.3.3 of
the Draft EIR for a discussion of water quality impacts
under the Project. As substantiated in Draft EIR, the
Project would result in less-than-significant impacts on
water quality. In addition, note that the population
modeling has been updated based on comments received.
Please see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat
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Responses
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes, which
provides an overview of how the model was updated
based on comments received, includes updated results,
and concludes that, with these updates, the impacts
analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR still remain valid
and the free-roaming cat population would still decrease
under the Project. Also see Updated Appendix J of the
Final EIR, which shows in strikethrough and underline all
changes made to the population model and presents a
discussion of the modeling approach, including
limitations of any model (also included in Section J.11 of
the Draft EIR). In addition, please see Section 3.2.5.1 of
the Final EIR, which presents updated results of the
population model.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Master Responses referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-17

My comments incorporate by this reference additional
comments submitted by the Urban Wildlands Group, et al,
including Cat Population Modeling to Inform
Environmental Impact Analysis A Review of Methods and
Results Presented in the City of Los Angeles Citywide Cat
Program Draft Environmental Impact Report (2019,
Evans, B, et. al.)

Thank you for your comment. The comments
incorporating by reference additional comments
submitted by Urban Wildlands Group are noted. See
responses to comments from the Urban Wildlands Group,
accordingly.

NAFICY

NAFICY-18

1. The EIR’s discussion of Project Objectives is confusing
and fails to distinguish between project components and
true project objectives.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-10.

NAFICY

NAFICY-19

“[A]an EIR must “describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project ... which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project....” In re Bay-Delta etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143,
1163.

Thank you for your comment. This comment provides
excerpts from a CEQA case law that are consistent with
the current CEQA Guidelines in that an EIR must describe
a reasonable range of alternatives that feasibly meet most
of the basic objectives but would avoid or substantially
lessen the significant effects. The comment goes on to say
that selecting alternatives begins with establishment of
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The process of selecting the alternatives to be included in
the EIR begins with the establishment of project
objectives by the lead agency. “A clearly written
statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR
and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings....
The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project.”

Responses
project objectives and that a clearly written statement of
objectives will help to develop a reasonable range of
alternatives.
These requirements are clearly identified in Section 5.1,
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, including the list of Project
objectives that were considered when identifying,
screening, and analyzing Project alternatives.
Also, please see Master Response Alternatives Analysis for
a detailed response on this topic.

NAFICY

NAFICY-20

The lead agency “may not give a project’s purpose an
artificially narrow definition.” Id. at p. 1166. The EIR’s
description of project alternatives must be supported by
substantial evidence and must “illuminate the underlying
purpose of the project.” Habitat & Watershed Caretakers
v. City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1277, 1300

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding the legal
statements and conclusions in this comment.
Notwithstanding, please see Section 2.4 for the Draft EIR’s
discussion of the Project objectives. In addition, see
Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the
alternatives screening analysis, which includes a
discussion of the key objectives of the proposed Project
for purposes of alternatives.

NAFICY

NAFICY-21

As set forth above, the EIR’s description of Project
objectives is confusing, flawed and problematic because
the EIR’s discussion fails to “illuminate the underlying
purpose of the project.” For example, The EIR does not
make it clear whether the primary purpose of the Project
is to promote TNR, reduce free-roaming cats1, increase
the number of cats owned or cared for per household, or
reducing the rate of cat euthanasia.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-20.

NAFICY

NAFICY-22

As a result of these issues, the EIR’s discussion of Project
objectives is also fundamentally flawed because at least
some of these objectives are mutually exclusive.
Increasing the number of owned cats per residence, for
example, would likely increase the total number of cats in
the City and therefore eventually result in more freeroaming cats and more cat euthanasia.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project objectives are listed in Section 2.4 and
the updated proposed Project components are listed in
Section 3.2.3. The City’s analysis and review did not
determine that any of the Project objectives are mutually
exclusive. Also see Response to Comment UWG-80 for a
detailed response on the purpose of the increase in
number of allowed cats per household. Furthermore, the
City’s CEQA analysis included domestic cat population
dynamics modeling, which did not indicate that the
proposed Project would cause an increase in the City’s
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free-roaming cat population or rate of euthanasia but
rather that the population would decrease under the
proposed Project. Regarding the number of owned cats in
the City, although the increase in number of allowed cats
per household Project element could lead to slightly
higher numbers of owned cats and subsequent owned cat
loss/abandonment and subsequent transition into the
free-roaming cat population, this increased
subpopulation transition is excepted to be minor and the
net effect of the Project is a reduction in the free-roaming
cat population. This transition is expected to be minor
because cats that may become lost/abandoned from
households registered as having three or more cats will
have been microchipped and registered with the City,
facilitating return to their homes and limiting the rate of
loss/abandonment from such households. See Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes for details on the updated
model and results.
The City’s analysis of the domestic and free-roaming cat
population in the Draft EIR was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections and Master Responses referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-23

Likewise, promoting TNR and encouraging the transfer of
unowned cats from shelters to cat groups would likely
increase the number of free-roaming cats. The EIR must
be revised to address these inconsistencies.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-22 for a response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-24

Moreover, some of the Project objectives are vague
making it unclear or confusing as to why they are
included in this project. For example, the EIR states that
one of the Project objectives is training City animal
services staff “on cat management programs and engage
in collaborative efforts with local rescues groups to help
respond to and address free-roaming cat issues.” (EIR 5-

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project objectives are listed in Section 2.4 and
the updated proposed Project components are listed in
Section3.2.3 and are focused on increasing sterilization of
cats, reducing the relative number of free-roaming cats,
facilitating education and training on animal- and catrelated topics, adopting TNR as the preferred policy to
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1) On its face, it is not clear why this is a stated objective
of the Project because the City may train animal services
staff on “cat management programs” and engage
“collaborative efforts with local rescue groups” without
the need for an EIR. If, on the other hand, the City intends
to train animal services staff only to implement TNR and
to collaborate only with TNR groups to address “freeroaming cat issues ” through TNR, then the EIR should be
revised to make this point more clearly because the EIR
must “illuminate the underlying purpose of the project.”
Habitat & Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz
(2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1277, 1300. As is, the genericsounding list of objectives does not make it clear to the
leader that the City intends to train staff only on TNR, and
to collaborate only with groups that implement TNR.

Responses
address free-roaming cats, and further implementing the
City’s no-kill policy by reducing cat euthanasia in the City.
Furthermore, note that the program implementation
guidelines have been updated based on Draft EIR
comment received and a new section, Public Education
and Outreach is included; see Section 3.2.3 in the Final
EIR, which shows the addition and discusses how the
program will engage with the community and partners,
including wildlife and cat advocates, to share information
and resources on minimizing domestic cat impacts on
sensitive natural resources, public health, and pet
overpopulation. See Master Responses Public Education
and Outreach and Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines. Please also see Response to Comment NAFICY20 to address the issue being raised in this comment
related to the underlying purpose of the proposed
Project.

NAFICY

NAFICY-25

Some of the stated Project objectives are mutually
exclusive and/or would work at cross purposes. The goal
of reducing the number free-roaming cats and the
number of cat euthanasia, for example, is potentially at
odds with the proposed increase in the number of owned
cats from 3 to 5, and the proposal to surrender feral and
otherwise unowned cats to cat groups that would turn
them loose in cat colonies.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project objectives are listed in Section 2.4 and
the updated proposed Project components are listed in
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR. Note that the proposed
Project objectives and components do not include the
release of cats to “cat colonies” but rather involve the
sterilization of existing cats and return to their existing
locations after sterilization. The City’s analysis did not
determine any contradictions between the Project
objectives and Project components. Please also see
Response to Comment NAFICY-22 for a detailed response
on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-26

This practice would clearly increase the number of freeroaming cats and likely, number of euthanized cats. The
EIR must be revised either to address this issue.

Thank you for your comment. Please also see Response to
Comment NAFICY-22 for a detailed response on this
issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-27

2. The EIR’s analysis of Project Alternatives is flawed
The EIR’s discussion of the “no project” alternative is
flawed because the EIR assumes under this scenario, the
City would be not fund sterilization of cats in the City. To
reduce the number of cats, the City can increase the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Sections 5.2.1
and 5.4.1 of the Draft EIR for a description of the No
Project Alternative as required by CEQA. As provided,
under the No Project Alternative, the City will continue to
fund the sterilization of owned “pet” cats but will not fund
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number of vouchers that may be available for sterilization
of owned cats without the further requirement that the
spayed/neutered cats be returned to cat colonies. This
would represent a “no project” in that the City would not
be implementing TNR, but would still reduce the overall
number of cats and therefore contribute to a reduction of
free-roaming cats and euthanasia.

Responses
the sterilization of free-roaming cats. An increase in the
number of vouchers for owned cats does not maintain
existing conditions under a No Project Alternative, but
rather represents a Project alternative.
In any case, the increased sterilization of owned cats was
appropriately addressed under Alternative 1 in the Draft
EIR. As set forth in Sections 5.3 and 5.4.2 of the Draft EIR,
Alternative 1 would result in a nominal reduction in freeroaming cats in the City compared to the future baseline
without Project but this would be a much smaller
decrease compared to the proposed Project.
It should also be noted (as described in Section 2.3.3 of
the Draft EIR) that the City has a mandatory spay/neuter
ordinance for owned cats, and that the City has provided
72,003 free/discounted vouchers to residents of the City
for sterilization of owned cats since 2010, which have
been underutilized despite increased public outreach
efforts.

NAFICY

NAFICY-28

The alternatives considered in the EIR are unlawful
because they are not intended to reduce one or more
potentially significant impact of the Project. Under CEQA,
the EIR must consider alternatives that reduce one or
more significant impacts of the Project. Because the EIR
fails to recognize that the implementation of the program
would result in significant impacts, none of the
alternatives considered by the EIR attempt to reduce
Project impacts, particularly those on biological resources
and public health.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding these
legal conclusions. Also, please see Master Responses
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required, CEQA Lead Agency
Level of Effort, and Alternatives Analysis for additional
responses on these topics.

NAFICY

NAFICY-29

Instead, the EIR only considers alternatives means of
achieving some of the City’s stated objectives that do not
involve TNR or returning feral or free-roaming cats to the
environment. These alternatives should be seriously
considered, but not in the context of Alternatives analysis
under CEQA. Rather, these Alternatives should be
considered as project components that could

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
Alternatives Analysis for a detailed response on this issue.
Please also see Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR for a detailed
discussion of the updated proposed Project description.
Notwithstanding, CEQA requires analysis of the Project as
proposed, and not based on activities asserted to be
necessary. Any deviation from the proposed Project is
appropriately addressed in the alternatives analysis.
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NAFICY

NAFICY-30

For example, enacting a “no-roaming” ordinance for
owned cats (Alternative 3) could clearly reduce the
number of free-roaming cats, which in turn would likely
reduce the number of euthanized cats.

Thank you for your comment. This comment that a noroaming ordinance could clearly reduce the number of
free-roaming cats, which in turn would likely reduce the
number of euthanized cats, is not supported by evidence.
As presented in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2
was shown to initially reduce the free-roaming cat
population over the first few years, but over the 30-year
horizon period, the free-roaming cat population would be
larger compared to under the proposed Project. The freeroaming cat population under Alternative 2 was found to
result in a nominal reduction in free-roaming cats in the
City compared to the future baseline without Project but
this would be a much smaller decrease compared to the
proposed Project. Additionally, Alternative 2 would not
be expected to notably change the euthanasia rates at
animal service centers enough to further implementation
of the City’s no-kill goal or reduce it enough to help
achieve no-kill status. Therefore, Alternative 2 did not
meet most of the basic project objectives.

NAFICY

NAFICY-31

Alternative 4, i.e., enactment of a city ban on outdoor
feeding of owned or free-roaming cats would be a great
approach to reducing the number of free-roaming cats
and reducing the number of cat euthanasia. Such an
approach would be consistent with LAMC 53.06.05 and
the Fish and Game Code, which ban feeding of nondomesticated carnivores . The EIR claims this ban does
not apply to free-roaming cats because cats are
domesticated. (AR ES-9). This claim ignores the intent of
this ban, however, which is clearly to reduce the harm to
free-roaming carnivores. Because some of the food left for
cats will be consumed by other carnivores, leaving food
for cats should be considered illegal.

Thank you for your comment. As described in Chapter 5,
Alternative 4, enactment of a city ban on outdoor feeding
of owned or free-roaming cats, was found to potentially
reduce reproduction and survival of free-roaming cats.
However, as stated in the Draft EIR, even in the absence of
human-subsidized food, free-roaming cats will still have
access to garbage and prey as food sources. Although the
free-roaming cat population may decrease, it is not
possible to quantify and it is unknown to what extent.
Additionally, it is unlikely to result in a substantial
decrease such that the reduction in the free-roaming cat
population size would be sufficient to result in
substantially lower shelter intake and euthanasia to a
degree that would further implement or meet the no-kill
policy goal. Therefore, this alternative was not further
considered or analyzed in the EIR. Regarding the
comment pertaining the municipal code, please see
Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue.
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NAFICY

NAFICY-32

Increasing enforcement of the rule requiring spay/neuter
of owned cats (Alt. 5) should not be considered an
alternative to the Project. Increased enforcement, if it is
shown to promote the achievement of Project objectives,
should be implemented as a component of the Project.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-199 for a detailed response to this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-33

Alternative 6, trapping and not returning free-roaming
cats to the environment promotes many of the core
objectives of the Project, including reducing the number
of free-roaming cats. This idea should be considered as a
Project component.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-29 for a detailed response to this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-34

3. The Project’s analysis of environmental baseline is
woefully in adequate and does not pass legal muster
because it does not include a reasonable estimate of freeroaming cat populations or their spatial distribution.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment CDFW-32 for a detailed response on this issue.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue on passing “legal muster.”

NAFICY

NAFICY-35

An EIR must describe the physical environment for the
project, viewed from both ‘a local and regional
perspective.” CEQA Guideline §15125(a) and (c). It is
important for the EIR to describe the environmental
setting in sufficient detail and comprehensively to allow
an understanding of the Project’s potentially significant
impacts in context. Id. The EIR’s discussion must place
special emphasis on delineating environmental resources
that are rare or unique in the region and that would be
affected by the project. Id. “Special emphasis should be
placed on environmental resources that are rare or
unique to that region and would be affected by the
project.” Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water
Mgmt. Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1122.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported
statements of the law.

NAFICY

NAFICY-36

Case law has consistently confirmed the importance of an
accurate and comprehensive discussion of the
environmental baseline. “Before the impacts of a project
can be assessed and mitigation measures considered, an
EIR must describe the existing environment. It is only
against this baseline that any significant environmental
effects can be determined.” [citation omitted.]” San
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. Cty. of Merced (2007) 149
Cal. App. 4th 645, 657–58.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported
statements of the law.
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NAFICY

NAFICY-37

The EIR’s discussion of baseline conditions is unlawful
because it is exceedingly general and does not include any
site specific information. While the EIR does include a
general description of many of the City’s Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) that could be affected by freeroaming cats, it does not include any data concerning the
presence or absence of free-roaming cats in ESAs or any
of the other environmentally sensitive resource areas.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comment UWG-12 and UWG-13, and Master Response
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a detailed response
related to this issue.
Please also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue for the issue of lawfulness. Notwithstanding,
please see Sections 2.3 and 4.1 of the Draft EIR for the
description of existing conditions and the methodology
for analysis of the impacts of the proposed Project on
existing conditions, which include the analysis of the
spatial distribution of existing free-roaming cats based on
the literature review, modeling, and other substantial
evidence in the record.
The City’s analysis of baseline conditions and project
impacts in the Draft EIR was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR section and Master Responses referenced
above; accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-38

Likewise, the EIR does not even generally discuss the
spatial distribution of free-roaming and owned cats in the
City. This information is crucial to developing a robust
understanding of the existing conditions which in turn,
informs a discussion of the Project’s potential impacts.

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR does provide
discussion on the spatial distribution of cats in the City.
See Draft EIR Sections 2.1.3, 2.3.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.2, 4.1.2.3,
4.2.2.2, 4.2.2.10, 4.2.3.1, 4.3.3.2, and 4.4.3.2 for details.

NAFICY

NAFICY-39

In addition to the density and spatial distribution of cats
across the City, the EIR’s analysis of baseline
environmental conditions must also describe and take
into account existing and ongoing practices that affect cat
populations and their impact on the environment. As
described in more detail in the comment letter of the
UWG, individuals, agencies and business throughout the
City are taking steps to eliminate or reduce the number of
free-roaming cats by trapping and removing the cats from
the environment. Likewise, City residents attempt to
control the number of cats in their immediate
surroundings by actively removing cat food left for the

Thank you for your comment. Note that existing cat
management options will not change under the proposed
Project. Please see Master Response Removal of Nuisance
Cats for clarification on ongoing management options for
nuisance cats. The potential effect of any ongoing cat
management practices is already reflected in the baseline
free-roaming cat population number estimated for the
proposed Project. Please note that the population and
density estimates and the population dynamics modeling
were updated based on comments received. Please see
Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes for details. In
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cats, and by opposing groups and individuals who provide
food to stray and otherwise free-roaming cats.

Responses
addition, please see Master Response CEQA Lead Agency
Level of Effort for a response to the issue raised in this
comment.

NAFICY

NAFICY-40

UWG has conducted a study of cat trap applications and
has determined that agencies and business that have
actively removed cats from the environment through
trapping and eliminating food sources include the Los
Angeles Unified School District, , Los Angeles Department
of Water and Power (DWP), the City’s General Services
Administration, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and businesses such as coffee roasters and food
warehouses , cosmetics factories , tow yards and
individuals who are fed up with stray and feral cats
roaming the streets. The practice of trapping and
removing nuisance and other problematic free-roaming
cats from the environment is thus part of the dynamics
that shapes existing environmental baseline as this
practice undoubtedly keeps the overall number of cats in
check and more importantly affects their spatial
distribution throughout the City. The EIR’s discussion of
baseline conditions must therefore must into account the
significance of these practices on the overall density and
distribution of cats in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments NAFICY-39 and UWG-9.

NAFICY

NAFICY-41

The proposed Program would change these practices
because it proposes that trapped cats are to be
relinquished to TNR groups who are then encouraged to
return them to the location where they are captured.

Thank you for your comment. Please also see Response to
Comment NAFICY-22 for a detailed response on this
issue. The proposed Project would facilitate TNR and
does not prohibit other cat management options that are
currently available. See Master Response Removal of
Nuisance Cats for a detailed response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-42

Likewise, City staff will be trained to direct individuals
and businesses to cooperate directly with TNR groups
who will be encouraged to feed and maintain cats,
including those that are trapped and returned.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project does not encourage feeding of freeroaming cats. See Master Response The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for a detailed response on
this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-43

Thus, the proposed Program could potentially result in
significant adverse impacts on the environment by
returning cats to the exact location(s) where their

Thank you for your comment. Cats that would be
sterilized under the proposed Project already exist in the
environment and are part of baseline conditions. The
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presence caused enough of a negative impact to force
residents to take affirmative steps to trap and remove
them from the environment.

Responses
proposed Project would facilitate sterilization of these
cats to decrease fecundity and contribute to decreasing
their population size. The Project will not have significant
adverse impacts on the environment. See Master
Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis for a detailed response on
this issue. The City’s analysis derived from the cat
population model in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to Draft EIR Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4; accordingly,
after considering the information provided in all the
comments submitted in response to the cat population
model and associated environmental impact analysis, the
City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.
Also, note that the proposed Project is not proposing any
changes to existing nuisance cat management options. See
Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed
response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-44

The EIR is deficient to the extent that it does not include
any meaningful analysis of the potential environmental
impacts of this radical alteration of the public’s ability to
trap and remove nuisance cats from their immediate
environment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-43.

NAFICY

NAFICY-45

More generally, it is important for the EIR to discuss the
extent to which availability of management tools affects
the distribution of cats because the proposed Program
proposes to take away management tools such as
trapping and relinquishment .

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not include any changes to existing cat management
options. Please see Master Response Removal of Nuisance
Cats for a detailed response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-46

The EIR claims that it provides a discussion of “existing
effects” of an “established free-roaming cat population” in
order to enable the reader to consider the potential
impacts of the proposed Project ‘within the context of
preexisting environmental conditions” (EIR 4.25-51). The
discussion provided in the EIR, however, is so general and
speculative as to be essentially meaningless.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a detailed response
on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-47

The EIR fails to provide any meaningful estimate of the
actual number of free-roaming cats or their spatial

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR does provide
discussion on the spatial distribution of cats in the City.
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distribution in Los Angeles. In fact, the EIR fails to provide
ANY information concerning the spatial distribution of
cats, and its estimate of the overall number of freeroaming cats in the City amounts to sheer speculation as
it is based on generalized studies of other cities and areas.
The relevance and applicability of these studies to the
conditions of a large City like Los Angeles has not been
established and thus their relevance to the City of Los
Angeles is purely speculative.

Responses
See Draft EIR Sections 2.1.3, 2.3.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.2, 4.1.2.3,
4.2.2.2, 4.2.2.10, 4.2.3.1, 4.3.3.2, and 4.4.3.2, Appendix J,
Appendix K, and Appendix M for details. Also note that
the population and density estimates and the population
dynamics modeling were updated based on comments
received. Please see Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes for
details. In addition, please see Master Response CEQA
Lead Agency Level of Effort for a response to the issue
raised in this comment.

NAFICY

NAFICY-48

As it is, this EIR is wholly inadequate to serve as an
analytical tool for understanding the significance of the
environmental changes that would result from the
implementation of the proposed Project.

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR meets all
appropriate standards under CEQA and adequately
analyzes and discloses potential environmental impacts
of the proposed Citywide Cat Program. This particular
comment does not provide any evidence to the contrary
or any specific critiques that can be addressed. Any
specific comments are addressed throughout this
response to comments chapter, respectively.
Please see Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of
Effort for a detailed response on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-49

As our Supreme Court has explained, “[i]f the description
of the environmental setting “ ‘is inaccurate, incomplete
or misleading, the EIR does not comply with CEQA.
[Citation.] “Without accurate and complete information
pertaining to the setting of the project and surrounding
uses, it cannot be found that the [EIR] adequately
investigated and discussed the environmental impacts of
the development project.” Cleveland Nat’l Forest Found. v.
San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 17 Cal. App. 5th
413, 439–40.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported
statements of the law.

NAFICY

NAFICY-50

To be adequate, the EIR must include a robust estimate of
the overall free-roaming cat population based on relevant
studies or surveys, and a discussion of the spatial
distribution of these cats, with an emphasis on the cat
populations that are located in or near existing
environmentally sensitive. It is simply not enough for the

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR does provide
discussion on the spatial distribution, density, and
population dynamics of domestic cats in the City. See
Draft EIR Sections 2.1.3, 2.3.1, 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.2, 4.1.2.3,
4.2.2.2, 4.2.2.10, 4.2.3.1, 4.3.3.2, and 4.4.3.2, Appendix I,
Appendix J, Appendix K, and Appendix M for details. Also
note that the population and density estimates and the
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EIR to generally discuss the impacts of cat populations on
unidentified environmentally sensitive areas.

Responses
population dynamics modeling were updated based on
comments received. Please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes for details. In addition, regarding on-the-ground
or field sampling, surveys, monitoring, and verification,
please refer to Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level
of Effort for a detailed response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-51

Identification of the location of existing cat colonies in or
in the vicinity of sensitive habitat is especially important
because these areas are (1) most likely to include habitat
for sensitive species, including state and federal listed
species, and (2) are likely to see a rise in cat numbers if
the proposed Project is implemented.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding on-the-ground
or field sampling, surveys, monitoring, and verification,
please refer to Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level
of Effort for a detailed response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-52

If the City begins to surrender a large number of feral or
unwanted cats to TNR groups to release in the
environment, at least some of these cats are likely to end
up in the very colonies that are in or in the vicinity of
environmentally sensitive areas.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
program implementation guidelines have been revised so
that a free-roaming cat that is trapped in an ESA would be
recommended for enrollment in a WCP, based on
availability, or adopted through a rescue group if possible.
If these options are not available, the cat should be
returned to the ESA. Please see Master Response Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines for a detailed
response on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-53

As such, it would be impossible to adequately analyze the
localized impact of the proposed Project without
identifying existing cat colonies in areas that are
environmentally sensitive.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding on-the-ground
or field sampling, surveys, monitoring, and verification,
please refer to Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level
of Effort for a detailed response on this issue. In addition,
TNR groups are unlikely to reveal known colony locations
because they fear danger to the cats well-being from
malicious actors. This sentiment came up a few times in
discussions with TNR advocates.

NAFICY

NAFICY-54

As discussed below, the City’s proposed “guidelines”
recommending that TNR groups not release cats in the
vicinity of ecologically sensitive areas is not a feasible or
adequate mitigation.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines and no longer proposes buffer
areas within 1 mile of ESAs. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and Enforceability
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of Program Implementation Guidelines for detailed
responses on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-55

The EIR attempts to excuse the absence of baseline data
by claiming that “due to limitations in data availability
and inherent levels of uncertainty…, it is not feasible to
identify and quantify species-specific and habitat-specific
impacts including loss of individuals, …” (4.2-83).

Thank you for your comment. In accordance with Section
15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, “the degree of specificity
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is
described in the EIR.” Additionally, Section 15151 of the
CEQA Guidelines indicates that an evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. This section
goes on to state that disagreement among experts does
not make an EIR inadequate.
Please see Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of
Effort for a detailed response on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-56

The EIR also claims that this data was not available from
the TNR groups that have continued to work closely with
the City because the data is not “systematically collected
or publicly available” but anecdotal information was
shared with the City. EIR 4.2-80 to 81.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted. Please see
Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-57

These arguments are unpersuasive and are not based on
substantial evidence. The EIR fails to explain why data
availability is limited, why data concerning the location of
cat colonies and feeding stations could not be obtained
from the City’s nonprofit cat rescue allies and partners, or
at the very least, why the City could not commission its
own surveys and canvassing to supplement the available
data.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted. Please see
Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-58

The EIR does not adequately explain why obtaining
baseline information about location and size of existing
colonies was truly infeasible. CEQA defines as “capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”
Guideline § 15364. Feasible does not mean “easily
accomplished”. The fact that the TNR groups may not
collect the data “systematically” does not make obtaining

Thank you for your comment. Regarding on-the-ground
or field sampling, surveys, monitoring, and verification,
please refer to Response to Comment NAFICY-53 and
Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort. Please
also see Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA
Issue regarding purported statements of law.
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this information “infeasible” and does not prevent the
City from using this data to at least test the EIR’s
assumptions concerning the total number and spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats.

Responses

NAFICY

NAFICY-59

Likewise, it is not clear what is meant by the EIR’s claim
that this information is not “publicly available,” when in
fact the City could have obtained this information to aid
the analysis in the EIR without necessarily disclosing the
details to the public.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted. Please see
Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-60

The EIR explains that TNR groups were contacted to gain
a better understanding of their methods and practices.
However, it is not clear whether the City sought any
information regarding the location and size of colonies
these groups currently maintain in Los Angeles. This
information, which presumably exists and could be made
available to the City, could be used to establish an
environmental baseline, and to assess the current impact
of free-roaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted. Please see
Master Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a
detailed response on these issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-61

The City, moreover, could have conducted its own survey
and investigation of at least some of the known ESA and
other environmentally sensitive areas known to be
inhabited by sensitive and protected species to ascertain
the presence or absence of cats. As such, the EIR’s
analysis of biological impacts of the proposed Project is
almost worthless because it is conducted at a very general
level without any analysis of potential impacts on actual
locations and actual species.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a detailed response
related to this issue. Please also see Section 4.1 of the
Draft EIR for the methodology for analysis of the impacts
of the proposed Project, including biological impacts,
based on the literature review, modeling, and other
substantial evidence in the record.
The City’s analysis of biological impacts in the Draft EIR
was based on substantial evidence in the record;
accordingly, after considering the information provided in
this comment, the City has determined that its analysis
was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-62

The EIR must be revised and recirculated after the City
has obtained additional information to more accurately
and completely describe the existing environmental
setting as it relates to free-roaming cats in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported legal
conclusions. Notwithstanding, the commenters have not
adequately substantiated the opinion that the EIR must
be revised and recirculated. Please see Master Response
CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a detailed response
on these issues.
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NAFICY

NAFICY-63

4. The EIR’s analysis of recommended guidelines violates
CEQA
The Project as described in the EIR contains a number of
guidelines and recommendations which are intended to
reduce the Project’s environmental impacts on water
quality and biological impacts. The EIR describes these
measures as “program guidelines and ecological
conservation measures” which, without any adequate
explanation, the EIR assumes members of the public who
participate in the TNR program will adhere to.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required for detailed
responses on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-64

According to the EIR, the Program also includes
“implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures that, according to the EIR, are to serve as
“conservation measures and best practices as part of the
proposed project. EIR 2-15. As the EIR concluded the
Project implementation would not result in any
significant impacts, these measures are purportedly
intended to “address existing impacts from the freeroaming cat population and protecting health, safety,
welfare of wildlife and people.” Ibid. The EIR states that
the LAAS will distribute a copy of these guidelines to any
one who receives vouchers under the Project, publish
them on its website, and include a maps of ESAs
mentioned in the EIR to “educate the public and facilitate
implementation” of the guidelines. Ibid. The EIR goes on
to explain that it is expected that these guidelines would
“facilitate and communicate recommendations” on ways
to implement TNR without adversely affecting biological
resources and public health. Finally, the EIR claims it
expects recipients of sterilization vouchers would
“commit to the guidelines by signing an affidavit.” Ibid

Thank you for your comment. Please note that program
implementation guidelines have been updated in the Final
EIR. See Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Public Education and
Outreach for detailed responses and updates on these
issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-65

The proposed Guidelines include the following:
2.5.2.1. Free-Roaming TNR Guidelines (2-15)
These guidelines merely recommends that free-roaming
cats not be released within 1 mile of ESA. This
“recommendation” is meaningless. In order to minimize
the potential biological impacts of the Project, the City

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
guidelines regarding free-roaming cats within 1 mile of
ESAs and the relocation of cats have been modified in the
Final EIR. Please see details on these changes addressed
and provided in Master Responses Revised Guidelines – 1Mile Buffer around ESAs and Relocation of Free-Roaming
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must ban release of free-roaming cats within a one mile
radius of any ESAs or any other locations where cats can
cause a significant biological impact.

Responses
Cats, and the updated program implementation
guidelines in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR. In addition,
please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of how the
program implementation guidelines were updated based
on comments received as well as the tools for
implementation of program implementation guidelines as
recommended best practices under the Project. See
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.

NAFICY

NAFICY-66

If the City disagrees with this demand, please explain why
this recommendation is infeasible or otherwise not
needed.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-65.

NAFICY

NAFICY-67

2.5.2.2.
The EIR states “fecal matter … should be monitored and
removed.” Is this feasible and enforceable, especially with
the use of the word “should” in this context. The Program
should be revised to require cat colony caretaker to daily
remove all cat feces.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
program implementation guidelines have been revised
and this guideline has been removed. Please see Master
Response Revised Program Implementation Guidelines for
a detailed response on this issue and see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR for revised guidelines.

NAFICY

NAFICY-68

Chapter 4.2 Biological Resources
4.2.3.1
The EIR also ignores the fact that the Project would
permanently alter the way in which trapped nuisance
free-roaming cats are redistributed in the City of Los
Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project does
not include any changes to existing cat management
options. Please see Master Responses Relocation of FreeRoaming Cats and Removal of Nuisance Cats.

NAFICY

NAFICY-69

The proposed Project includes surrendering trapped freeroaming cats to TNR groups, which will then add them to
existing colonies.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NAFICY-25 for a detailed response on this
issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-70

The EIR fails to make any effort to forecast the locations
where these cats would be released, and the extent and
significance of the impact that can reasonably result as a
consequence.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Relocation of FreeRoaming Cats for a detailed response on this issue.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
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referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

NAFICY

NAFICY-71

There are multiple problems with the EIR’s analysis of the
proposed recommendations and guidelines. The EIR
improperly describes these guidelines as project
components, when more appropriately, they should be
considered mitigation measures.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-64 and UWG-79 for a detailed response
on Project components and mitigation measures.

NAFICY

NAFICY-72

Moreover, the EIR fails to analyze the adequacy,
effectiveness and feasibility of these guidelines in
reducing impacts on wildlife and public health, taking into
account relevant factors including the fact that (1) the EIR
does not propose any enforcement mechanisms, (2) the
EIR does not propose any adverse consequences if any
individuals fail to adhere to these guidelines, and (3) the
EIR does not propose any follow through or other
monitoring of the public’s compliance with these
guidelines.
“A mitigation measure, …, involves “feasible changes in
any or all activities involved in the project in order to
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the
environment....” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15041, subd. (a).)”
Mission Bay All. v. Office of Cmty. Inv. & Infrastructure
(2016) 6 Cal. App. 5th 160, 184. While the distinction
between a mitigation measure and a project feature may
not always be crystal clear (Lotus v. Dep’t of
Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th 645, 656, fn 8 ),
the general rule is that measures whose only function is
to “reduce or eliminate” one or more potentially
significant impact on the environment are properly
characterized as mitigation measures and are not
properly considered as project feature. Id.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required for detailed
responses on this issue. Please also see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project regarding public health impacts. Please also see
Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding purported statements of law.

NAFICY

NAFICY-73

Thus, ordinarily, measures that are not intended to
directly facilitate the achievement of project objectives,
and instead, are proposed to reduce or eliminate the
project’s environmental impacts are properly considered
mitigation measures and not project components.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-79 for a detailed response on Project
components and mitigation measures. Please also see
Master Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding purported statements of law.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-335

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses

NAFICY

NAFICY-74

As also explained in the comments of the UWG, the
proposed recommendation and guidelines that encourage
the beneficiaries of the City’s sterilization vouchers not to
release cats near environmentally sensitive areas are
more properly understood to be mitigation measures
because they are intended to reduce or mitigate the
Project’s impacts on sensitive biological resources public
health. These measures are not proposed to achieve any
of the Project’s core objectives, such as reducing the
number of free-roaming cats or euthanasia.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project no longer proposes buffer areas around
1 mile of ESAs and has updated proposed program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, Mitigation
Measures Are Not Required, and Public Education and
Outreach for detailed responses on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-75

Accordingly, pursuant to CEQA, the EIR should be revised
to (1) describe these guidelines and recommendations as
mitigation measures, (2) make compliance with these
measures mandatory and a condition of receiving
sterilization vouchers and the group’s ability to
participate in the City’s cat program, (3) analyze the
feasibility and adequacy of these measures, and (4) revise
the proposed mitigation monitoring plan to require
regular monitoring and reporting to ensure these
measures are adhered to. The EIR must also be revised to
include an analysis of the likely feasibility and
effectiveness of these measures, and consider whether
other mitigation measures could be more or equally
effective in addressing the Project’s impacts.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project has updated the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Mitigation Measures Are Not Required for detailed
responses on this issue. Please also see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding
purported statements of law.

NAFICY

NAFICY-76

The Project description also includes Subsection (d)
which proposes to increase the number of cats per
household from 3 to 5. This proposal includes restrictions
that are entirely unenforceable and impossible to monitor
such as the proposal that the owner of multicat
households must keep the cats indoors. This proposed
restriction meets the definition of a mitigation measure
because it does not promote Project objectives.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments UWG-79 and NAFICY-2 for detailed responses
on this issue.

NAFICY

NAFICY-77

The EIR must be revised to include a discussion of the
feasibility and adequacy of this proposal because it is not
at all clear how the City could enforce the requirement
that all cats be kept indoor at all times.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UWG-85.
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NAFICY

NAFICY-78

This proposal will invariably result in a larger population
of cats in the City, which in turn will likely result in more
free-roaming cats, more feral cats, greater impacts on
biological resources, public health and water quality and
ironically, euthanasia.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
population modeling has been updated based on
comments received. Please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes, which provides an overview of how the model
was updated based on comments received, includes
updated results, and concludes that, with these updates,
the impacts analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR still
remain valid; also see Updated Appendix J of the Final
EIR, which shows in strikethrough and underline all
changes made to the population model and presents a
discussion of the modeling approach, including
limitations of any model (also included in Section J.11 of
the Draft EIR). In addition, please see Section 3.2.5.1 of
the Final EIR, which presents updated results of the
population model.

NAFICY

NAFICY-79

5. The EIR fails as an informational document
In December of 2018, the California Supreme Court’s
decided Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th
502, (“Sierra Club”), wherein the Court delineated three
basic principles that govern judicial review of the
adequacy of an EIR’s analysis of project impacts on the
environment: Three basic principles emerge from our
decisions and those of the Court of Appeal: (1) An agency
has considerable discretion to decide the manner of the
discussion of potentially significant effects in an EIR. (2)
However, a reviewing court must determine whether the
discussion of a potentially *516 significant effect is
sufficient or insufficient, i.e., whether the EIR comports
with its intended function of including “ ‘ “detail sufficient
to enable those who did not participate in its preparation
to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues
raised by the proposed project.” ’ ” (Bakersfield Citizens
for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124
Cal.App.4th 1184, 1197, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 203 (Bakersfield
).) (3) The determination whether a discussion is
sufficient is not solely a matter of discerning whether

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported
statements of the law.
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there is substantial evidence to support the agency’s
factual conclusions.
Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno(2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515–16.
The Supreme Court has thus clarified that a reviewing
court must decide whether the EIR contains sufficient
information, detail and analysis to adequately serve its
informational purposes. Sierra Club further explained
that this inquiry is not merely concerned about whether
the EIR and the agency’s conclusions are supported by
substantial evidence. Rather, drawing on previous
Appellate decisions, the Court explained that to comply
with CEQA, the EIR must include a discussion of
environmental impacts that reasonably sets forth
sufficient information “to foster informed public
participation and to enable the decision makers to
consider the environmental factors necessary to make a
reasoned decision.” Id., citing Guidelines § 15151.

Responses

NAFICY

NAFICY-80

The DEIR fails this test, because even setting aside the
fatal flaws of the model that is the underlying foundation
of the EIR’s analytical framework, the EIR does not
include an adequate description of project baseline,
including a meaningful discussion of the size and spatial
distribution of free-roaming cats in Los Angeles. The
absence of an adequate baseline data, couple with the
unreliability of the model, render the EIR essentially
useless as an informational document.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported legal
conclusions. Notwithstanding, the Draft EIR fully analyzes
the impacts of the proposed Citywide Cat Program in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA (Public
Resources Code, CEQA Guidelines, and case law),
including adequately describing the CEQA baseline and
existing conditions. Please see Master Responses
Domestic Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis, Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes, and CEQA Lead
Agency Level of Effort for a detailed response on these
issues.

NAFICY

NAFICY-81

CONCLUSION
As set forth above, and discussed in detail in the
comments of the UWG, the Draft EIR is deeply flawed and
does not pass legal muster. The City may not approve the
Program in reliance on this EIR because it fundamentally
fails as an informational document.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on purported legal
conclusions. Notwithstanding, the commenters have not
adequately substantiated the opinion that the Draft EIR is
flawed or otherwise inadequate. Please see Master
Response CEQA Lead Agency Level of Effort for a detailed
response on these issues.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-338

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

2.4.4

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Interested Parties and Individuals

The annotated comments letters from Interested Parties and Individuals are located in Appendix S.
Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses

University
Of California,
Davis Koret
Shelter
Medicine
Program (UC
DavisHurley)

UCDavisHurley-1

Thank you for sharing the draft environmental impact
report with me. In addition to being a more humane
approach and relieving a burden on overextended shelters,
there is a strong and growing body of evidence that
suggests the current proposal to support responsible
trap/neuter/return as a method of community cat
management will be more effective at reducing the impact
of free roaming cats than reliance on removal to animal
shelters as the primary intervention.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-2

However, the recommended exclusion of areas within 1
mile of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) is a concern.
Given that TNR is in some cases more effective than
removal, and that removal even has the potential to
increase free roaming cat numbers and impacts under
some circumstances, this method should not be restricted
from those neighborhoods bordering ESAs. In fact, it is
most important to have a range of interventions to call
upon in environmentally sensitive locations.

Thank you for your comment. The referenced exclusion
of areas within 1 mile of ESAs and relocation are no
longer proposed in the Final EIR. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs and Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats for detailed
responses on these issues including why and how these
changes were made. Additionally, see Master Response
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, which
details how the program implementation guidelines
have changed, and Section 2.5.2 of the Final EIR for
updated program implementation guidelines, which
addresses and provides updated best practices when
conducting trap-neuter-return (TNR) under the
proposed Project. Comments regarding the potential
effects of free-roaming cat removal on free-roaming cat
populations have been noted. Please note that existing
cat management options will still be available under the
proposed Project.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-3

While TNR is not always the right choice, it provides both
public and private stakeholders a powerful additional tool
to mitigate the potential risks to public health and wildlife
associated with the large population of free roaming and
unowned cats in the city of Los Angeles. Choices in how
public and private agencies respond to cat concerns also

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
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provides an opportunity to better meet the needs and align
with the values of a diverse community. I’ve provided a
more detailed analysis below – of course let me know if you
have any questions.

Responses

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-4

Strategies for cat management in the context of the City of
Los Angeles Citywide Cat Program Draft Environmental
Impact Report, August 2019
Owned and un-owned cat dynamics in the United States
There are a large number of free roaming cats in the United
States: a review of studies estimated of 30-80 million
unowned cats, or ~ 1 for every 3-12 people[1]. By
comparison the number of owned cats is estimated at 8090 million, of which ~ 25% - 85% are kept indoors and >
80% of which are sterilized [2-5].

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
Regarding the estimated number of domestic cats in the
City of Los Angeles, please see Master Response Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes for updated City of Los Angeles domestic cat
population estimates.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-5

Clearly outdoor, intact free roaming cats create more
potential harm to wildlife and risk to public health. Any
strategy to mitigate these issues must include therefore
include management of unowned cats, and by definition
must extend beyond services, educational campaigns,
licensing requirements and other laws targeted to pet
owners.
In geographically limited regions, control of unowned cats
has been achieved using multiple, intensive strategies, most
often including leg-hold traps, hunting and poisoning [6].
These methods are unacceptable in communities in the U.S.,
leaving only two viable large-scale strategies for managing
this group of cats: Trap/Neuter/Return (TNR), or removal
to animal shelters, whether for euthanasia, rehoming, or
relocation to a working cat home.
In evaluating the merits of TNR as a strategy for cat
management, there has been a tendency to assume that
removal to animal shelters is an effective alternative.
However, there is evidence to suggest that removal to a
shelter is less effective than TNR in some circumstances,
and in some cases removal will be actively
counterproductive to the goal of reducing the numbers and
impacts of free roaming cats. Where TNR is prohibited,

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
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communities are left to rely on only the single option of
removal, potentially increasing harm to the very
populations such regulations aim to protect.

Responses

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-6

Limitations of removal to shelters
Cat numbers and threshold for control
The first limitation of removal to shelters is simply a matter
of scale. It has been well documented that in order to
achieve success in population control of any species, a
critical threshold must be reached. For cats, this level has
been estimated at removal of at least 50% or more [7].
Success at reaching this threshold has been reported on a
number of islands and other focal environments. However,
even at the low end of the estimated range of unowned cat
populations, this would require removal of 15 million cats
to U.S. shelters annually, far in excess of current intake
levels.
Extrapolating from national figures, with a human
population of 3.9 million people, the city of Los Angeles is
home to somewhere between 330,000 to 1.3 million
unowned cats. The ~21,000 cats and kittens admitted to
city shelters in 2018 falls far short of the percentage
required to impact the remaining population. Recognizing
that 21,000 cats annually amounts to less than 60 cats
admitted per day on average puts this into further
perspective. Using the low end of the range given above
(330,000), 60 cats a day amounts to only one in every 5,000
free roaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.
Regarding the literature cited in the comments, those
references were considered in the Draft EIR’s literature
review and free-roaming cat population model. Please
see Master Response Domestic Cat Population Modeling
and Environmental Impacts Analysis for a detailed
discussion.
Regarding the EIR’s analysis of estimated numbers of
domestic cats in the City of Los Angeles and the
population changes under the proposed Project, please
see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes for the updated
City of Los Angeles domestic cat population estimate.
The City’s analysis of the free-roaming cat population
and the effects of the proposed Project was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced in the
Master Responses above; accordingly, after considering
the information provided, the City has determined that
its analysis was appropriate.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-7

Even if the level of cat removal could be increased 4-fold
through an aggressive program as suggested in Alternative
6 of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), it would still
fall far short of the numbers necessary to achieve control.
At best, removal below the critical threshold is ineffective.
For instance, removal of over 50% of coyotes over a two
year period resulted in drastic initial population reductions
[8]. However, the population rebounded to pre-removal
levels within 8 months as a result of increased litter size
and survival.

Thank you for your comment. As stated in Section 5.3 of
the Draft EIR, Alternative 6 modeled at 20,000 removal
events resulted in a reduced free-roaming cat
population relative to the baseline level. See also Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes. When these updates to the
model are considered regarding Alternative 6,
approximately 27,000 removal events resulted in a
reduced free-roaming cat population relative to the
baseline level.
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Please also see Master Response Vacuum Effect. In
addition, the citation to the observed rebound of coyote
populations following an aggressive removal program in
a particular location was considered but not relied upon
as a substantial factor in applying Alternative 6 to the
model.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-8

Negative consequences of failed control efforts
Importantly, removal short of eradication may not only fail
to decrease the population, it may actually increase both
number of animals and the harmful impact of each one.
Breeding and birthing, as was documented in response to
coyote removal in the example above, has the potential to
increase disease transmission opportunities and risk. This
is because young animals are more susceptible to
contracting and shedding a number of pathogens of
concern for public and/or wildlife health (such as
roundworm, hookworm, and toxoplasmosis).

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes for updated City of
Los Angeles domestic cat population estimates and the
estimated population changes under the proposed
Project. Also, regarding diseases and public health, see
Master Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project, which describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites,
and fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential
public health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR under both the proposed
Project and for the existing environment. In addition,
please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of how the
program implementation guidelines were updated
based on comments received as well as the use of an
affidavit for implementation of program
implementation guidelines as recommended best
practices under the Project. See Section 3.2.3 of the Final
EIR for updated program implementation guidelines. In
addition, see Draft EIR Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 for
detailed discussion on diseases and analysis of potential
impacts on wildlife and see Section 4.4 for a detailed
discussion of zoonotic diseases and analysis of potential
effects on human health.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-9

In addition to shifting the age structure towards younger
animals, greater harm may also result from a paradoxical
increase in overall population size in removal areas.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project is not proposing any targeted culling
or removal of free-roaming cats and is no longer
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For instance, researchers evaluated the impact of removing
up to 30% of cats from target areas [9]. This study was
intentionally designed to replicate what could be
realistically achieved in open cat populations versus the
highly localized contexts in which successful eradication
had previously been documented. Contrary to expectation,
the number of cats present in the removal (culling) sites
increased by 75% to over 200%. The authors speculate that
this resulted from immigration of new individuals in
response to removal of the most dominant adults. When
culling was discontinued, cat numbers fell and stabilized at
pre-culling levels. This led the authors to conclude: “This
study provides evidence that ad hoc culling of feral cats
may be not only ineffective, but has the potential to
increase the impact of feral cats in open populations.”

Responses
proposing relocation of free-roaming cats. Please see
Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR for a detailed description of the
updated proposed Project’s objectives and elements. In
addition, please see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis, Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs, Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats,
and Vacuum Effect for detailed responses related to this
comment.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-10

Implications for control of unowned cats in U.S.
communities
These examples tell us that removal programs can be
successful but must be highly targeted and include
strategies to prevent additional births or immigration of
intact animals. In a community shelter context, this can
potentially be accomplished at the level of a single problem
household or other trouble spot, such as a colony adjacent
to a particularly vulnerable human or animal population.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Response to Comment UCDavis-Hurley-9 for a
detailed response related to this issue.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-11

However, this level of control is unrealistic on a scale such
as the one-mile radius adjacent to environmentally
sensitive areas as proposed in the draft EIR. From an
environmental perspective, it does not matter if cats are
removed to be rehomed or relocated through a working cat
program as would be the goal in Los Angeles, or trapped
and killed as in the study referenced above. Either method
results in ad hoc removal of individuals without concurrent
control of new immigration or breeding, and carries the
likelihood of increasing environmental impact and harm
resulting from a higher number of cats and an increased
percentage of juveniles in the population.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UCDavis-Hurley-2. As part of the proposed
Project, the Working Cat Program (WCP) would result in
the adoption of some free-roaming cats within the City;
please see Master Response Working Cat Program.
Implementation of the proposed Project, which includes
the aforementioned program implementation guidelines
and the Public Education and outreach campaign
detailed in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, would not
result in increased environmental impacts. The City’s
analysis of the Project as proposed was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR and Final EIR sections and
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Master Response above; accordingly, after considering
the information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-12

This should be of concern to wildlife advocates and public
health officials as well as cat advocates in the community.
Environmentally sensitive areas are better protected by
focusing highly intensive removal efforts on identified,
specific colonies or cats of concern, while permitting a
range of interventions including TNR in the broader area
adjacent to these locations. Given the evidence that removal
has the potential to increase population size, if anything ad
hoc removal should be restricted in these areas except
when implemented in conjunction with active monitoring
of the location and exclusion of new cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UCDavis-Hurley-2. Please also see Section
3.2.3 of the FEIR for what is included in the updated
proposed Project. Proposed Project impacts are
analyzed in detail in Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. of the
Draft EIR. Also, please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project, which details the approach to the
Draft EIR’s Public Health impacts analysis under CEQA
and concludes that the proposed project’s impacts
related to human health risks would be less than
significant under CEQA. The City’s analysis of the Project
as proposed was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections and Master Response referenced above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided
in this comment, the City has determined that its
analysis was appropriate.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-13

Societal and behavioral considerations for unowned cat
management
Successful strategies for unowned cat management must
take into account the realities of human behavior as well as
the biological and logistical challenges inherent in
managing this prolific and adaptable species. This problem
may benefit from the “harm reduction” approach developed
in the public health sector, which recognizes that while
elimination of a risky behavior (such as intravenous drug
use or teen sexual activity) is ideal, it is not always feasible
[10]. Paradoxically, interventions that acknowledge that
the behavior will sometimes occur but that aim to reduce
the risk (such as clean needle exchange programs for IV
drug users or access to birth control for teenagers) have
been found to be more effective at reducing negative

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
see Response to Comment UCDavis-Hurley-9 for a
detailed response related to this issue.
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approaches.
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UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-14

Similarly, elimination of unowned cats and prevention of
feeding or caring for outdoor cats in certain environments –
or even globally – may be a desired outcome. However, just
as abstinence-only approaches can lead to more negative
consequences than a blended approach that includes
mitigation strategies, there is evidence that relying solely
on removal and legal restrictions for unowned cat
management will be less successful than combining
targeted removal with TNR and other management
interventions to reduce harm where outdoor cats exist and
feeding does occur.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project
would facilitate TNR and does not prohibit other cat
management options that are currently available. See
Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats for a detailed
response on this issue.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-15

While a subset of community members are comfortable
with bringing cats to shelters even if the possible result is
that the cat will be euthanized, for most people in the
United States this is not the case. Greater than 80% of
survey respondents reported that they would leave a cat
where it is if the alternative is that the cat would be
killed.[11] This means public animal control programs that
offer only removal as an option fail to serve the majority of
constituents. By establishing certain areas within Los
Angeles within which only impoundment is available, a
substantial proportion of community members will remain
unserved.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project would facilitate TNR and does not
limit options to removal, program implementation
guidelines have been revised to remove the relocation
guideline, and the proposed Project does not include
establishment of cat impoundment areas. See Section
3.2.3 in the FEIR for the updated Project Description.
Please also see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, Relocation of Free-Roaming
Cats, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and
Removal of Nuisance Cats for detailed responses on
these issues.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-16

This is not only problematic from a public service
perspective. It means that the majority of community
members will not access shelter resources or support if
they believe that the result will be probable euthanasia of a
cat. In the best case, this means some community members
will continue to tolerate nuisance behaviors that could be
largely resolved through sterilization of the cats and
education of known caretakers. In the worst case, cats will
continue to breed unchecked and a handful of cats that
might have been manageable will grow into a colony
creating significant public health and wildlife risks.

Thank you for your comment. Please see EIR Sections
4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2 for a detailed discussion on the
existing effects of free-roaming cats on Biological
Resources, Water Resources, and Public Health and
Sections 4.2.3, 4.3.3, and 4.4.3 for a detailed discussion
and analyses of the impacts of free-roaming cats on
Biological Resources, Water Resources, and Public
Health under the proposed Project. Please also see
Response to Comment UCDavis-Hurley-14 and Master
Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project.
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UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-17

Importantly, both removal to a shelter and TNR should be
options to serve most members of the community. In a
California study, 72% of non-cat-owners and 82% of cat
owners supported TNR as a method of cat
management[12]. However, the same study found that
most people also supported trapping and impounding stray
dogs and cats as an option. Public agencies should have the
authority and judgement to determine which intervention
is most appropriate to the situation.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment UCDavis-Hurley-14.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-18

While not as widespread as support for TNR, feeding of
unowned cats is a common behavior. Between 7-10% of
survey respondents in California reported feeding cats they
do not own, with the average number of cats fed ranging
from 2.6 to 3.4 [4, 12]. Whereas it may be feasible to detect
and regulate colonies where large numbers of cats are fed,
feeding of just a few cats is difficult if not impossible to
manage through legal intervention. This can take place
rapidly, anonymously, under cover of darkness and on
private property.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project does not encourage feeding. Please see
Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, and Public Education and Outreach.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-19

Regulations regarding sanitation and nuisance abatement
can allow legal intervention for significant problem
situations, but feeding bans will tend to drive community
members away from the very support services they need.
For individuals feeding just one or a few cats, a harm
reduction strategy that combines access to TNR with
education is more likely to be effective at realizing the goals
of reducing cat numbers and associated risks.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project does not encourage feeding. Please see
Master Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, and Public Education and Outreach.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-20

Harm reduction opportunities in conjunction with TNR
The forgoing analysis documented that removal of cats may
fail to reduce risks, and may even increase them, at a
community level, but has the potential to reduce cat
numbers and associated risks when performed with
sufficient intensity in focal areas. Similarly, sterilization and
vaccination confer risk-mitigation benefits under some
circumstances even where TNR fails to completely
eliminate cat populations.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. For
details on how the EIR included and evaluated
population dynamics of domestic cats see Master
Responses Domestic Cat Population Modeling and
Environmental Impacts Analysis and Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes.
Please also note that the proposed program
implementation guidelines have been revised and are
no longer proposing any relocation of free-roaming cats
from ESAs but instead, after being sterilized, these cats
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Most obviously, sterilization prevents further breeding,
often of cats that would not otherwise have been brought to
a shelter. Importantly, when returned to the location of
origin, cats in good body condition are likely to continue
accessing whatever food source they used previously,
rendering that food unavailable to other intact cats
remaining in the area and preventing the increase in litter
size and survival that can be seen with decreased density.
In short, returning sterilized to the location of origin may
reduce the reproductive carrying capacity of the
environment, even when no feeder is specifically identified.

Responses
would be returned to the location where they were
trapped; please see Master Response Relocation of FreeRoaming Cats for a detailed discussion on this issue.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-21

This reduction in reproductive carrying capacity may
explain the decrease in cat and kitten intake reported in
conjunction with shelter-based TNR programs (sometimes
called Return to Field or Shelter Neuter Return) of 29% to
38% [13, 14]. This decrease coupled with a decline in the
number of cats picked up dead on the road of 20-29%
provides indirect evidence of fewer cats in the
environment. This is in contrast to the continued increase
in cat impounds seen in Los Angeles in the absence of such
programs.
In addition to reduced breeding, TNR has other potential
benefits. The reduction in fighting and roaming associated
with sterilization not only reduces nuisance issues, it can
reduce disease spread within populations and improve
overall health. For instance, the prevalence of Toxoplasma
gondii in managed feral cats was 17% compared to 73-81%
in unmanaged feral and wild cats [15]. Vaccination further
reduces risks, particularly for rabies for which a single
vaccine has been shown to protect cats for at least three
years [16].

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
also see Master Response Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-22

By providing an avenue for intervention with community
members for whom euthanasia is an unacceptable choice,
TNR also opens doors for further education and harm
mitigation. Caring for unowned cats can be linked to a
requirement to make every effort to sterilize the cats. This
can be coupled with requirements that if food is

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted. Please
note that the proposed Project has several components
related to public education on free-roaming cats, which
has been clarified and discussed in more detail in
Master Response Public Education and Outreach. Please
also note that the proposed Project has updated
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intentionally provided, caregivers follow responsible
guidelines such as feeding during daylight hours, not
feeding excessive amounts, keeping the feeding area
sanitary and making efforts to control fleas and parasites
on the cats and in the area.

Responses
program implementation guidelines and does not
encourage feeding. Please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Consideration
of Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project for
detailed responses on these issues.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-23

These benefits should not be limited to areas that are
greater than a mile from environmentally sensitive areas in
Los Angeles. In fact, these are the areas where there is
arguably the greatest need to provide public and private
partners with the full range of options in these sensitive
areas – whether that is sterilization and return of healthy
free roaming cats, responsible feeding and colony
management, or removal for adoption, relocation or as a
last resort, euthanasia.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project no longer proposes guidelines around
1 mile of ESAs and has updated proposed program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs for
detailed responses on this issue.

UC DavisHurley

UCDavisHurley-24

No intervention realistically available is sufficient to
completely eliminate cats from U.S. communities, but a
thoughtful approach tailored to the needs of the situation
will permit solutions that balance the needs of wildlife,
public health, pets and community members to the greatest
possible extent.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

University of
California,
Agriculture
and Natural
Resources,
UCCE,
Orange
County
(UofCA)

UofCA-1

I have reviewed the “Citywide Cat Program, Draft
Environmental Impact Report” and I have identified some
serious issues that should be addressed.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

UofCA

UofCA-2

Public Health Concerns
1. The program does not require cat vaccinations, including
rabies vaccinations. Rabies in bats has increased in the past
few years in Los Angeles County. The reason behind this
increase remains unknown but it would not be advised to
augment cat populations as a potential reservoir for the
disease. In 2017, the CDC rabies program determined that

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment LACPH-2 for a detailed response on this issue.
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there was a 7.4% increase in the number of rabid cats when
compared to the 2016 rabies results.
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UofCA

UofCA-3

2. The program does not require flea treatments at the time
of trapping or ongoing at “colonies.” The cat flea
(Ctenocephalides felis) regularly infests domestic cats and
dogs, and backyard wildlife such as cats, coyotes,
opossums, skunks, and raccoons. Up to 80% or more of
free-roaming cats are infested with flea eggs or adult fleas.
The cat flea can transmit parasites and infectious agents
including tapeworm, Bartonella, Ricksettia, and Coxiella
some of which can lead to the diseases flea-borne typhus
and cat scratch fever.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment LACPH-2 for a detailed response on this issue.

UofCA

UofCA-4

From 2001 to 2019, Los Angeles and Orange Counties have
had over 1008 cases of human cases of typhus. Although
the prevalence of flea-borne typhus in southern California
is increasing, human cases of the disease have not been
locally acquired in other parts of California. While fleaborne typhus is treatable and rarely fatal, it is debilitating,
and most cases require hospitalization. Flea-borne typhus
is only contracted through fleas (not person to person), and
is considered to be preventable.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment LACPH-2 for a detailed response on this issue.

UofCA

UofCA-5

3. The recommendation that feces be controlled at colonies
is not enforceable and could have significant impacts on
water quality. The analysis relies on the fact that the
removal of feces will occur and since this is unenforceable,
it is unlikely to happen and therefore will likely have
impacts.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment LACPH-2 for a detailed response on this issue.

UofCA

UofCA-6

4. No consideration has been giving to people who will be
living with or near these colonies. Vulnerable people, such
as children, the elderly and the immunocompromised will
be subjected to fleas, allergens and disease from cats, feces
and other wildlife associated with cat colonies. The
voluntary guidelines to avoid feeding around these types of
people are ridiculous. You can’t see an immunosuppressed
person for example and it would be impossible for a colony
caretaker to know that they are in the area.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project and The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, which describe the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites,
and fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential
public health impacts under both the proposed Project
and the existing environment were addressed in the
Draft EIR.
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In addition, please see Master Response Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, which describes
updates to the guidelines to specifically focus on TNR
activities under the proposed Project, and as previously
included in Section 2.5.2.2 of the Draft EIR, still includes
recommendations to minimize potential
interactions/conflict with vulnerable populations across
the City. In addition, see Master Response Enforceability
of Program Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of
implementation of program implementation guidelines
as recommended best practices under the Project. See
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.

UofCA

UofCA-7

5. Relocation of animals, encouraged by the program, also
results in relocation of disease. This is completely
unacceptable and has the potential to create more typhus
hotspots in the city. It is unacceptable to disperse such a
disease in an era when a disease like typhus should be
completely preventable.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the City
has updated the proposed Project to not include
relocation of free-roaming cats in the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs, which describes the changed guidelines around
ESAs, and Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats, which details
removal of relocation from the proposed guidelines.
Also, see Master Response Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project, which describes the
City’s recommendations for TNR best practices under
the proposed Project, including for vaccination,
parasites, and fecal accumulation, and discusses how
potential public health impacts under the proposed
Project were addressed in the Draft EIR. In addition,
please see Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of how the
program implementation guidelines were updated
based on comments received as well as the tools for
implementation of program implementation guidelines
as recommended best practices under the Project. See
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated program
implementation guidelines.
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UofCA

UofCA-8

6. This program would take away the public health
mitigation tool of permanent removal of excess animals. If
too many animals were at a location and were trapped and
taken to the shelter, under the program the cats would be
sterilized and released to nonprofits that would be told
where they had been trapped and efforts would be
undertaken to return them to that location.

Thank you for your comment. Existing cat management
options will not change under the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats
for further clarification on ongoing management options
for nuisance cats.

UofCA

UofCA-9

7. Working Cat programs have a poor track record of
maintaining sanitary conditions necessary to protect
human health. The City proposes enclosed areas as a way to
deal with cats relocated out of environmentally sensitive
areas, but these programs almost always increase human
health hazards. Some have been shut down in the City as a
result of feces, urine, rats, and allergies.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, which describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites,
and fecal accumulation resulting from the existing freeroaming cat population, and discusses how potential
public health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. In addition, please see
Master Response Working Cat Program, which provides
a detailed response to comments about the WCP,
including the program description and requirements of
the adoption agreements that would include daily
maintenance/cleaning and regular medical and parasite
treatment.

UofCA

UofCA-10

8. The treatment of the increased rat numbers and
concentrations with TNR feeding is not adequately
reviewed in the DEIR. Again, the analysis relies on the
assertion that cat numbers will decrease and so will feeding
so rodent harborage will as well. With endemic typhus on
the rise, the intersection with rodents needs to be
addressed in a more realistic manner than the model-based
assertions in the DEIR. The City is facing a typhus epidemic
which has been linked to cat fleas found on both cats and
rats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, which describes the City’s
recommendations for TNR best practices under the
proposed Project, including for vaccination, parasites,
and fecal accumulation, and discusses how potential
public health impacts under the proposed Project were
addressed in the Draft EIR. Also see Master Response
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for
clarification on how the proposed Project would not
encourage or endorse feeding. As noted in Section 3.6 in
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, the City will develop a public
education and outreach program designed to increase
awareness for everyday citizens and City staff, partners,
and volunteers. This program will focus on impacts of

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-351

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses
overpopulation of free-roaming cats in the existing
environment and what citizens can do to help minimize
impacts related to public health such as providing
sterilization and ongoing flea treatments, and keeping
shelter areas clean from fecal accumulation.
In addition, please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines for a discussion of
how the program implementation guidelines were
updated. Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for
updated program implementation guidelines.
The City’s analysis of the effects of the proposed Project
in the Draft EIR concerning health impacts from TNR
activities was based on substantial evidence in the
record, including but not limited to the Draft EIR
sections referenced in the Master Responses above;
accordingly, after considering the information provided
in this comment, the City has determined that its
analysis was appropriate.

UofCA

UofCA-11

Wildlife and other biological resources
Birds
1. The analysis presumes no impacts on migratory birds in
urban areas not mapped in some other way as
environmentally sensitive, even though the birds might be
rare.

Thank you for your comment. Impacts on migratory
birds and other biological resources located both within
and outside of ESAs are considered and discussed in the
impact analysis in Draft EIR Section 4.2.3. In addition,
please see Responses to Comments CDFW-16 and UWG130 for detailed responses on this issue.

UofCA

UofCA-12

2. The DEIR does not consider the birds on the federal list
of Migratory Birds of Conservation Concern or on the Los
Angeles County Sensitive Species List.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments CDFW-16 and UWG-130 for detailed
responses on this issue.

UofCA

UofCA-13

Other Wildlife
3. The analysis does not fully account for the impacts of
attracting wildlife to feeding stations. Feeding of feral cats
will attract additional wildlife. The assumption that the
overall impact of this is minimal is based on a flawed model
that assumes cat numbers will not increase.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project
does not include or encourage feeding of free-roaming
cats. Please see Master Response The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for a detailed response on
this issue. Also note that potential effects on wildlife and
water quality from and/or related to feeding cats
outdoors is discussed in the Draft EIR in Sections
4.2.2.9, 4.2.1.1, 4.2.3.2, 4.3.2.2, and 4.3.2.5. In addition,
please note that the population model has been
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updated. Please see Master Response Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes for
details on the updated modeling methodology and
results, Section 3.2.5.1 of the Final EIR for the updated
population modeling results, and Updated Appendix J
for an updated cat population modeling appendix.
Please also see Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines for clarification on how the
guidelines will include TNR best practices, including for
TNR baiting.
The City’s analysis of impacts from attracting wildlife
and based on its modeling was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections referenced above and the Master
Responses above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UofCA

UofCA-14

4. Mixing of wildlife at one focal point could also decrease
the fitness of local wildlife since aggregation of wildlife can
cause increase zoonoses in populations.

Thank you for your comment. This issue is discussed in
detail in Draft EIR Sections 4.4, Human Health Hazards,
and 4.2.2.9, Existing Effects of Domestic Cats on
Biological Resources, which discuss potential
transmission of diseases from domestic cats to wildlife
in detail. Additionally, please see Master Responses
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project for a detailed response on public
health and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding for a detailed response on how the proposed
Project does not encourage feeding of free-roaming cats.
The City’s analysis of wildlife impacts was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above and
the Master Responses above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was
appropriate.

UofCA

UofCA-15

5. Preliminary data from our research shows that the
location of both feral cat colonies and coyotes that were

Thank you for your comment and for sharing your
preliminary data. The interaction between coyotes (and
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found to consume cat are highly correlated and found in the
same high density building areas. It is likely that feral cat
colonies are acting as attractants to coyotes. Since coyotes
are known to eat cats at significantly higher rates that
previously assumed, it is very likely that feral cat colonies
will be an attractive nuisance and lead to increased conflict
in urban areas.

Responses
other species) and domestic cats, and cat food, as well as
the consequences to wildlife resulting from outdoor cat
feeding, is discussed in detail in Draft EIR Sections 2.1,
2.3.1, 4.2.2.9, 4.2.2.11, and 4.2.3.2. Please see these
sections for a detailed analysis of these impacts. Also
please see Master Response The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding. Additionally, note that a public
education and outreach campaign (see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR)will be implemented that would focus on
community engagement for implementation of the
proposed Project, collaboration and partnerships with
non-profit organizations including wildlife and cat
advocacy groups to share resources on minimizing
impacts on sensitive resources from existing freeroaming cats in the City, and increased awareness
campaigns for citizens on the City’s biological resources
and sensitive habitat areas. More on this topic as well as
updated program implementation guidelines can be
found in Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and see Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR for updated program implementation
guidelines and details on the public education and
outreach campaign.
The City’s analysis of biological impacts, including
interactions with coyotes, was based on substantial
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the
Draft EIR sections referenced above and the Master
Responses above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

UofCA

UofCA-16

The County of Orange has been down this TNR path and it
has proven unsuccessful. Please see appended Grand Jury
Report “If Animals Could Talk about the Orange County
Animal Shelter”. This report, published in 2015 stated that
“County-employed medical personnel and veterinarians
have advised against the TNR program, calling it a potential
public health hazard, ineffective, and a waste of tax dollars.
The report also states that “The report substantiated

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and the
appended Grand Jury Report provided with the
commenter’s letter has been reviewed. The proposed
Project would not interfere with the care of other
animals in LAAS centers, as the sterilizations covered
under the voucher program would be conducted by
outside partners. As noted in Section 2.5 b. of the Draft
EIR, no monies intended to spay or neuter pet cats in
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instances of OC Animal Care’s delaying the spaying,
neutering, and emergency treatment of domestic dogs and
cats awaiting adoption. The adoptable animals have, on
occasion, been assigned a lower priority for surgery than
the spaying, neutering, and micro-chipping of feral cats”

Responses
the City would be reduced under the proposed Project.
The Draft EIR included a detailed analysis of potential
effects on public health. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project for a detailed response to public health
concerns. The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based
on substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections referenced above and
the Master Responses above; accordingly, after
considering the information provided in this comment,
the City has determined that its analysis was
appropriate.

UofCA

UofCA-17

Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations
expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily
reflect the view or position of the University of California.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

Loyola
Marymount
University,
Center for
Urban
Resilience
(LMUCURes)

LMU-CURes1

The Center for Urban Resilience at Loyola Marymount
University applauds the city’s efforts to improve their
citywide Cat Program. We have been studying the impact of
cats in urban and wild ecosystems for years, and feel any
attempt to improve the challenge of free roaming breeding
cats and unwanted kittens is commendable, necessary, and
a core element of a humane solution for this vexing
problem.

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted.

LMU-CURes

LMU-CURes2

Our perspective, as a research and program development
center, is that the document fails to provide a grounded
analysis to help us understand the implementation of the
embedded goals of the DEIR, to reduce breeding of free
roaming cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project objectives are listed in Section 2.4 of
the Draft EIR and the updated proposed Project
components are listed in Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR.
Please note that the proposed Project elements and key
objectives are focused on increasing sterilization of cats,
reducing the relative number of free-roaming cats,
facilitating education and training on animal- and catrelated topics, adopting TNR as the preferred policy to
address free-roaming cats, and further implement the
City’s no-kill policy by reducing cat euthanasia in the
City.
Section 3.2.3 in the FEIR discusses how the modified
TNR program would be implemented through a voucher
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Responses
system with veterinary partners, and Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR, provides guidelines for the TNR work.
Please also note that the environmental analysis in the
Draft EIR, based upon substantial evidence including
but not limited to expert opinion, the literature search,
and the free-roaming cat population model, found that
the proposed Project would reduce the free-roaming cat
population and would not result in any significant
impacts. Please see Master Responses Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis and Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes for detailed responses to
these issues.
The City’s analysis in the Draft EIR was based on
substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR sections and Master Responses
referenced above; accordingly, after considering the
information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.

LMU-CURes

LMU-CURes3

The biggest challenge in the overall plan is the decision to
use a one-mile buffer around areas of critical habitat
(Environmentally Sensitive Areas, or ESA’s). We believe it
is difficult to defend the buffer size and likely impossible to
manage areas of that magnitude, since they take up close to
40% of the city. In addition, strong evidence suggests that
natural predators of cats, such as coyotes, are most
common in the green belts of urban and peri-urban areas.
As such, the impact of predation by these coyotes, while
uncertain and uncalculated with respect to maintaining
biodiversity in these ESA’s, is a factor to consider.

Thank you for your comment. The referenced exclusion
of areas within 1 mile of ESAs and relocation are no
longer proposed in the Final EIR. Please see Master
Response Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs
and Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats for detailed
responses on these issues including why and how these
changes were made. Additionally, see Master Response
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, which
details how the program implementation guidelines
have changed, and Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for
updated program implementation guidelines, which
address and provide updated best practices when
conducting TNR under the proposed Project. Also, note
that coyote presence and predation on and potential
interactions with free-roaming cats (and their food) was
taken into consideration and discussed in the Draft EIR;
please see the following sections for these discussions:
Sections 2.3.1, 4.2.2.9, 4.2.2.11, and 4.2.3.2.
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LMU-CURes

LMU-CURes4

Therefore, the buffer system as a tool for best management
practices may not have its desired effect. Effective
interventions to protect wildlife, engage the community,
and be sustainable from a financial standpoint have to be
grounded in sound science and durability. We feel that a
reinterpretation of the critical areas and how best to
protect them is necessary in order for this program to work
for all stakeholders involved.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional
questions or concerns.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the 1mile buffer proposed in the Draft EIR has been omitted
from the revised program implementation guidelines in
the Final EIR. Please see Master Response Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs for a detailed
response to this issue. In addition, please see Response
to Comment LMU-CURes-3.

Alison
ThierryHunt

ATH-1

I am writing to you as a concerned resident. There are
many communities with successful Trap, Neuter and
Return “TNR” programs which encourage a healthy and
better outcome for animals who have been left to fend for
themselves.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

ATH-2

There are scores of caring trappers and feeders that can
help manage the homeless cat population. This works best
when there are community resources to help off-set the
cost of spay/neutering and vaccinations as well as a means
to educate the public about community cats. Well managed
colony cats do not endanger the health of other felines and
can also help curb the rodent problem. I am also providing
you with a link of a recent study in the care and
management of community cats. The link is:
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/9/10/768.

Please see Master Responses: The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Public Education and
Outreach regarding public education about existing
conditions such as feeding. Please see Master Response:
Rodent Control.

AH-1

I write in support of the DEIR proposed community cat
program. While the program has its flaws, and needs some
revision, the current non-existent program is killing cats
and kittens in mass in Los Angeles. As a private citizen with
no animal rescue affiliation, I have spent multiple days per
week for several decades working on volunteer street
animal rescue in the San Fernando Valley. I urge the City of
Los Angeles to fully support TNR as the preferred policy in
the humane treatment of free roaming cats. The uptick in
volunteers needed has surmounted in the past 3 years and
we are not even making a dent on the streets. I, along with
hundreds of others, are spending our own time, money, and

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Amanda
Harrison
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effort to clean up the street cat problem in the San
Fernando Valley. It has become the norm to encounter
houses and blocks that need TNR, and easily hit 30-55 cats
per property. The numbers are growing annually, and
private volunteers are the only ones on the streets doing
this work.

Responses

AH-2

Lack of education about spay and neuter and lack of free/
low cost spay and neuter has resulted in the cat population
growing extensively and shelter intake rising. Last month
the intake in LA Animal Shelters for cats and kittens was up
155% from the year before. The lack of resources for free
spay and neuter have resulted in the general public having
no idea where to go, who to call, or what to do about the cat
explosion in the SF Valley. Therefore, people turn the other
way and the numbers of cats increase, or people pick up
litters of kittens and drop them at the shelters.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach.

AH-3

Other regions of the world host free “spayathons” to
combat these issues. This has been done with great success
in China, Puerto Rico, Vietnam, parts of Africa, and Mexico
among others. Los Angeles Animals Services (LAAS) does
nothing of this sort. Implementing more spay and neuter
for pet and community cats will decrease the number of
kittens born annually in Los Angeles. We need multilingual
(Spanish, Russian, Mandarin, Armenian, Farsi) free
programs all over the Los Angeles staffed area with people
that have a problem solving mentality and help find
solutions to this epidemic of kittens 12 months a year.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

AH-4

While I trust that the national affiliated rescue groups are
working diligently with research to pick apart the DIER
because of the feeding borders and times being a major
concern to all, I can only share with you my personal
anecdotal concerns as a volunteer trapper in the SF Valley.
On any given day, I can show up and trap 6-10 cats per
location. This is unacceptable. The cats are in deplorable
conditions, sick, diseased, and dying on the streets by the
time we get to them. Our lists of locations to get to are long;
our free TNR spay/neuter slots are limited. We are

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.
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spending our own time and money to clean up the cities
mess, and it has to stop. LAAS needs more resources,
programs, and innovation. Los Angeles and California, for
being a supposed progressive city and state, have done a
shameful job of caring for cats and animals. Our shelter
rates are staggering, we are so far from no-kill, and we
provide no resources to the public for cats. I urge you, with
this EIR and proposed Community Cat Program, to take a
step in the right direction of getting to where we would
want to be in 2019. Thank you for your time, effort, and
dedication to this matter.

Responses

Amber Mayo

AM-1

I am emailing in support of TNR in Los Angeles. Too many
kittens and cats are dying needlessly. It’s flat out disgusting
and it doesn’t need to be. We MUST enact a true TNR
program in LA.1. TNR is the most effective and humane
method for reducing community cat populations and
improving the welfare of community cats.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

AM-2

2. TNR reduces the number of free-roaming cats, thus
decreasing any negative impact those cats may have on
wildlife and the environment. To think otherwise is stupid
and I would love to debate ANYONE who thinks otherwise.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

AM-3

3. The City should revisit the criteria for selecting relevant
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and the establishment of a
1-mile buffer zone. Kitten and cat deaths are skyrocketing.
Please do something. I’m a resident of Los Angeles, zip code
91601. I am willing to debate, discuss or join any
community involvement to get TNR fully up and going in
LA.

Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Revised Guidelines - 1Mile Buffer around ESAs.

AF-1

As a lifelong, third-generation Los Angeleno who has
owned and rescued many cats, I would like to add another
example of shortsightedness with these proposals. I am
also a homeowner, and I have tenants. Cats are a chief
means of controlling the rodent population, which the city
is already having enough trouble abating with our
expanding homeless population. We have homeless people
on our streets in Van Nuys, and I promise you, the rats are
getting bigger. Cats remain one of the most important

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Rodent Control.

Amelie
Frank
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forms of rodent control. As we do not have terrier patrols
as they do in New York City, we have to go with what will
work, and at least the cats aren’t as expensive as hiring pest
professionals.

Responses

AF-2

As long as the city continues to put the priorities of
developers and greedy landlords ahead of the well-being of
the citizens of this city, we are going to have a homeless
population, and it will continue to increase. With it, the
pests will increase. After pests will come the pestilence, and
then it will get really expensive. And the thing about
disease is that it doesn’t play favorites with economic
status. The wealthy will get sick just as the poor and
working class and homeless will. If you live here long
enough, you come to understand whose life really matters
in this city. Dystopia is already here, folks, and it’s not going
to get better if we kill off cats. And by the way, fat rodents
are a favorite snack of urban coyotes. Please come up with
proposals that understand the problem. Thank you for your
time.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Beyond the Scope regarding development, the
homeless population, and other issues not related to the
proposed Project and/or the Draft EIR.

Anastasiia
Ponomarova

AP-1

please stop killing kittens and implement a more sane
preventative strategy, with TNR. Please, LA lead by
example.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 in
the revised Final EIR, for components of the proposed
Project, which include a modified TNR program and do
not include actively removing free-roaming cats from
the environment and euthanizing them.

Andrea
Grano

AG-1

I am not part of a rescue group, nor did I intend to become
a “cat rescuer” when I bought my home. I moved into a
neighborhood with over 15 feral cats. A neighbor fed them,
but I watched as the colony grew with every litter (despite
most of the kittens dying). For every cat killed by a car, two
kittens (out of five or six) would survive. You understand
the math. The colony was slowly growing. After the
neighbor moved, I enlisted the help of a rescue group and
they helped me fix 16 adult cats and place 8 kittens. I was
able to place two of the friendlier cats, and a few were sadly
killed. After two years, the “colony” on my street is down to
FIVE. Five well fed, fixed, unobtrusive cats. No more kittens.
No more population growth. I have FIRST HAND experience

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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that the trap-neuter-release program works. I have also
observed the cats eating side by side with a possum, birds,
and squirrels. They do not hunt them because they are not
fighting for food or territory. Please implement this
program. I was at nearly one thousand dollars out of pocket
over the years fixing the cats on my street, and not many
people can afford that. My street, and the heathy and
controlled cat colony, have all thanked me. While I would
do it again if I had to, without the support of the city, it will
never be enough. With the city adopting this program, I
truly believe we can get the feral cat population under
control within a few years.

Responses

Angela
Samstag

AS-1

I support the City of Los Angeles creating the Citywide Cat
Program to support and promote ‘‘TNR” (trap- neuterreturn) to humanely sterilize free roaming cats (as
extensively as possible without buffer zone restrictions)
and to provide information and education about the
benefits of TNR. I am also in favor of removing or reducing
the large exempted areas (buffer zones and ESA’s). As
written in the program, these zones would likely dilute the
scope, speed and success of the proposed 30-year program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

Angela
Stubbs

AS2-1

I support the city creating this program to support and
promote “TNR” (trap- neuter-return) to humanely sterilize
freeroaming cats (as extensively as possible without buffer
zone restrictions) and to provide information and
education about the benefits of TNR. I am also in favor of
removing or reducing the large exempted areas called
“buffer zones” and “ESA’s” (environmentally sensitive
areas.) As written in the program, these zones would likely
dilute the scope, speed and success of the proposed 30-year
program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and
Public Education and Outreach.

Anita
Szafran

AS3-1

Please support and establish the Citywide Cat Program. It
would be a tremendous asset to Los Angeles. TNR is the
only humane and effective solution for dealing with freeroaming cat populations:• Cats are humanely trapped,
spayed or neutered, vaccinated, and returned to their
outdoor homes.• Stabilizes community cat populations,

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Rodent Control.
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and, over time, colonies decrease in size.• Stops the
breeding cycle, so no new kittens are born, and eliminates
mating behaviors, such as yowling, spraying, roaming, and
fighting.• Reduces illness in the shelter; community cats are
stressed in a shelter and a stressed cat is more likely to get
sick.• Saves taxpayer money - sterilizing rather than killing
community cats is simply less expensive, with exponential
savings in terms of reducing births.• Helps create a rescue
network that adopts out community cats who are social
with people through rescue groups, rather than having
them impounded (and potentially killed) by shelters.•
Could support a working cat program (for cats who aren’t
social with people) as the working cats would provide
natural (non-toxic, non-pesticide) rodent deterrents for
enclosed properties such as City Hall, LAPD downtown
stations, warehouses, churches, factories or other facilities.

Responses

Anna Molter

AM2-1

I recently attended the draft EIR meeting and want to share
my comments in support of the proposed program. I am in
full support of lifting the injunction immediately and
approving the program as soon as possible. I think time is
of the essence to combat a rapidly growing feral population,
but I also think the success of the program can be improved
with revisions noted below: I only became educated about
TNR about five years ago after moving into my house in
Echo Park because there is a booming feral cat problem
here, literally in my backyard. I had never heard of TNR
before. We need PSAs and education on this. I only
researched and reached out to local volunteer
organizations because the feral problem (litter after litter
of unhealthy kittens being born and injured or sick cats
showing up in my yard) was becoming untenable. Then I
myself became that volunteer as I saw first hand how out of
control the situation is. In my experience, the reality is that
not every cat is adoptable or will be adopted, and it is far
more humane to TNR and curb the growing population
than to continue to do nothing. The TNR orgs I have worked
with and witnessed are doing (and paying for) a
tremendous amount of work to improve our

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.
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neighborhoods, and they do it responsibly and with
empathy. This is not about dumping cats instead of working
on adoptions.

Responses

AM2-2

We need to treat this like a disease and stop it from
spreading, and that means stopping it where it starts - with
breeding -so we can accomplish our shared goal of reducing
the free roaming cat population. We also need to approach
this issue with practicality for it to be successful. The
environmental (EIR buffer zones) and feeding restrictions
(will anyone really follow or enforce that?) are not well
thought out and will only prevent success. We should
remove those so we can practically and effectively
implement TNR. With those revisions, I think this will be a
great proposal, and hope to see it move forward.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

AK-1

I am writing to you re: the above noted SCH# and memo
received (attached here). I would like to urge that the City
of LA adopt this program as soon as possible, and make
funding and/or outreach services available. My husband
and I have lived in the 90016 zip code area, near Jefferson
Blvd. between LaBrea and LaCienega since 2005. When we
moved into our house, our immediate neighborhood was
overrun with feral and stray cats. Things came to a head
when we came out to our backyard deck and found ten (!)
stray cats, hungrily waiting to be fed (they could see our
indoor cats being fed in the mudroom). That is when we
discovered the services of FixNation. Over the past 14 years
we have TNR-ed about 60+ cats, a few of which have ended
up in our house as pets. Two neighbors across the street
each had 8 unfixed cats who were breeding. TNR stopped
the flow of poor sad kittens from joining their ranks. Since
2005 we have seen the number of feral and stray cats
decrease significantly. To say that TNR helped this situation
is putting it mildly. Please adopt this program! I would also
like to add that I hope the program has outreach into the
Hispanic communities. Living in one myself, I have found
them very reluctant to participate in such measures, and
that they seem prone to keeping unfixed pets. Some

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see Master Response: Public Education and Outreach.
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targeted educational outreach in these areas would help.
And I also hope that you outreach to our public schools and
educate our children re: humane treatment of animals/pets
and in taking responsibility. Thank you

Responses

Anthony
Brown

AB-1

I think that we should have sanctuaries for cats not catch
spay and neuter I think that’s against God’s intentions for
all creatures they are supposed to be fruitful and multiply
this is my opinion

Please see generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the
analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project required
under CEQA. Please also see Master Response: Beyond
the Scope.

April Telles

AT-1

In general, I think your proposed project is a good one. It
appears to be well thought out and detailed with specific
achievable goals with paths forward. And we know it is
long overdue. If successful, other neighboring communities
may be able to mirror your plan in the future with the
ultimate goal of KILL-FREE. I first became involved in TrapNeuter-Return (TNR) of community cats when I
volunteered for the “Big Fix” in Los Angeles in 2013
organized by “Best Friends” and “Stray Cat Alliance”. I have
since TNRed myself in El Segundo and Torrance with
support from local organizations such as PACT (People and
Cats Together). I learned firsthand a great deal about the
behavior of community cats and the challenges they face
every day. In reference to your Summary, I would like to
call out a few concerns I have for the well-being of your
community cats: In Table ES-3, Summary of Citywide Cat
program Implementation Guidelines and Ecological
Conservation Measures Under “Responsible Feeding and
Care”- 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. IS
THAT 30 MINUTES A DAY?? 1) I understand the concern of
unattended food attracting wildlife. That is completely
valid. The 30 minute limitation however is not reasonable.
Community cats don’t live on that kind of time table and
neither do caregivers working around their work
schedules. I personally helped a restaurant in El Segundo

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach.
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TNR several cats and it was necessary to be there after the
restaurant and all neighboring businesses closed and
sometimes required several hours a night. Many cats will
not appear until the area is darker and quieter. And there is
a pecking order within the colonies. Less dominate cats
may not come out to feed until the bolder cats have eaten
and walked away. The less dominant cats would get very
little if any food with this time limitation. Also nursing
mom’s and newly weaned kittens would be at a
disadvantage. And of course the time necessary to feed and
care for a colony is going to depend on the size of the
colony and how many caregivers are involved.

Responses

AT-2

2) Again, I applaud wanting to avoid conflicts with
nocturnal wildlife. But the times probably need to be
relevant to cat/wildlife time meaning before light and after
dark. Maybe it could be no more than 1 hour before sunrise
and 1 hour after sunset. That might be a compromise for
residential areas. But in commercial areas, especially
restaurants with food in trash bins/dumpsters,
freeroaming cats are going to be most visible no sooner
than the hour after the facility closes for the night and
employees have left the parking lot. That is when success
happens for seeing cats to feed, evaluate, and TNR in my
personal experience. I realize the 30 minutes refers to food,
not other care, but realistically, often the only
opportunity/observation time with a feral is when food is
being given.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AT-1.

AT-3

I have grave concerns regarding ES.8.2 Alternatives 1, 4, 6
and 7 and 12. Alternative 1: Use of resources (for
approximately 20,000 spay/neuter vouchers) for free/lowcost sterilization of owned cats instead of unowned cats.
My concern: You have seen how the free-roaming cat
population has grown since the injunction and this would
allow that growth to continue unchecked. Alternative 4:
Enact a City ban on outdoor feeding of owned or freeroaming cats. My concern: No one should be feeding their
owned cat outside so these 2 should be uncoupled.

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA.
Notwithstanding, under CEQA, when preparing an EIR a
reasonable range of alternatives must be evaluated to
give decisionmakers information about alternate
options to meet most of the basic project objectives and
avoid or reduce significant environmental impacts from
the proposed Project. In the case of the proposed
Project, 13 alternatives were evaluated in Table 5.1 in
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However, no feeding of free-roaming cats will mean more
sickness, disease, and suffering and may not ultimately
reduce the population. Other cities have tried this approach
with little success. Alternative 6: Facilitate free
trapping/certified trapping and streamlined permitting to
surrender stray/feral cats to shelter without return to the
environment/direct removal. (20,000 trapping events) My
concern: My fear is that this will mean mostly euthanasia
for the cats. It partially depends how long they are given
and how that time is used before being out of time. Kittens
are usually adoptable but they would still need to be
socialized and as you already know yourselves, shelters
and rescues are usually over-capacity especially during
kitten season. They don’t stay kittens for long before their
odds of adoption go down dramatically. The adults will
almost certainly be killed. You will not have the means to
do otherwise. I personally have shared my home with
several cats who if taken to a shelter would have acted wild,
violent, and unmanageable and certainly been killed
immediately. However, given time socialized with myself
over several months, they were the most loving of my feline
companions. My concern: How did you arrive at your
number that this would result over 30 years in 42K+ fewer
free-roaming cats in your city? Did this scenario account for
the void created by removal of the cats? Where shelter and
a food source has been left vacant, others will come (from
neighboring cities) to fill that void. Does it also account for
residents abandoning their pet cats, possibly un-sterilized?
Alternative 7: Reduce the number of permissible cats per
residence in the City of Los Angeles. My concern: This
should be obvious. This is the exact opposite of what is
needed. You want to reduce the numbers off the streets and
killed in shelters, let them be in loving, nurturing homes,
without now making their headcount illegal for their
guardians to maintain. You need to do just the opposite.
Legally allow more cats per household, or per square
footage of household. Alternative 12: Trap and euthanize
free-roaming cats. This alternative proposes trapping and

2-366

Responses
the Draft EIR. Although the proposed Project was not
found to result in significant impacts, Alternatives 1 and
6 met most of the basic project objectives and were
analyzed in depth, as well as the No Project Alternative
as required under CEQA. Please see Sections 5.4.2 and
5.4.3 on the Draft EIR’s analysis of the free-roaming cat
population for Alternatives 1 and 6 based on the same
modeling supported by substantial evidence used for
the proposed Project. Please see Section 5.3 regarding
Alternatives 4, 7, and 12, which were not carried
forward for further CEQA analysis because they did not
meet most of the basic project objectives. Please also see
Master Responses: Alternatives Analysis and
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project.
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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. NEED I SAY
THAT Alternative 12 is unacceptable. This problem was
created by irresponsible humans so the humans need to fix
it and not by killing the victims. Your goal which you have
not been able to achieve is to be NO-KILL. It doesn’t seem
morally acceptable to try to achieve that goal (via
Alternatives 12 and 6) by KILLING innocent cats. Lastly, I’d
like to comment on ES.5 Areas of Controversy. I’ve already
talked about the Alternatives put forward. Regarding public
health and both children and the elderly. I personally don’t
see that as a huge concern. It is an opportunity to teach
children compassion and nurturing which will make them
better adults. We all just need to be educated more which is
part of your outreach plan. People are not going around
trying to pick up ferals and being scratched. Regarding the
elderly, we all know whether it be a nursing home or other
residency, oftentimes the presence of an animal is crucial to
the mental well-being and happiness of the elderly.
Sometimes that doesn’t even involve physical touch, but
just seeing an animal like a cat can make their day.

Responses

Ario Nejad

AN-1

Thank you for your efforts on the EIR. Hopefully the
injunction in LA can be overturned soon. I support this
initiative for TNR but there are some adjustments that
would improve the EIR and set it up for better success.
There should not be any restrictions created. For instance
the EIR should be updated so that ESAs are not put in place.
This is not going to help with the overall objectives. The
ESA areas already have cat populations and TNR will
alleviate the problem in those zones. Also the feeding
restrictions are not going to facilitate success. They will
prohibit people from helping if they have scheduling
conflicts. The 30 minute rule is not practical either. Some

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public
Education and Outreach regarding revisions to the
buffer requirements, clarification on the program
implementation guidelines to focus on best practice for
TNR as a result of the proposed Project, and the public
education component that addresses the existing
impacts from the free-roaming cat population.
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cats are more timid and need more time depending on their
status in the cat colony.

Responses

AN-2

Thanks for helping make progress on this important issue.
Also forcing those helping with TNR to be continuously
responsible for veterinary care and ongoing treatment may
be too big of a burden for those performing TNR. As it is
many are already generously giving of their time and only
have so much bandwidth to help with the most critical
tasks but cannot be responsible for everything.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
also see Master Response: Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project on funding of
additional services beyond sterilization.

RA-1

I am writing in response to the request for public comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the Citywide
Cat Program (“CCP”) in Los Angeles (“DEIR”). I am in full
support of TNR as the proven way to handle free roaming
and feral cats. The CCP is long overdue given the City’s long
standing No Kill goal. The injunction resulted in more
threats to the health, safety, and welfare of both cats and
City residents. However, the proposed CCP, with some
modifications, has the potential to make the City safer
against nuisance and disease, while saving and enhancing
the lives of free roaming cats. TNR allows for active
management of free-roaming cats by providing feeding,
vaccination, flea treatment, and reducing free roaming cat
numbers through sterilization. However, I am concerned
that the City has included significant restrictions that may
limit these positive impacts of the CCP, and potentially
render it unenforceable. Specifically, these restrictions
should be removed from the final CCP:

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see responses to comments below regarding
restrictions in the proposed Project.

RA-2

1. Restricting TNR from Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESAs) and corresponding one mile buffer zones, rendering
39% of the City off limits. Section 2.3.1 of the DEIR states
that free-roaming cats are present in lower densities in
ESAs, and have the “potential” to affect sensitive biological
resources. This is a highly speculative and inconclusive
statement. Section 2.3.1 also states that free roaming cats
center around food, water, and shelter, and are typically in
higher abundance in human dominated landscapes, where
TNR activities will be centered. Given the lack of evidence

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs,
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project, The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and Outreach.
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that cats pose a significant risk to ESAs and given the wide
breadth of ESAs in the City that would significantly hinder
TNR efforts, this restriction should be removed from the
final CCP. Further, since an additional element of the CCP is
to implement guidelines and ecological conservation
measures to minimize environmental and public health
impacts of the existing population of free-roaming cats, this
restriction is too broad and not necessary given that cats do
not pose a significant risk to ESAs based on the City’s
current data, and the number of free-roaming cats will
significantly decrease once the City implements TNR.

Responses

RA-3

2. Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable
populations exist. The entire City could be off limits to TNR
since children, the elderly, and those with compromised
immune systems live throughout the City without
restrictions. This restriction seems to be an appeasement to
the LA County Department of Health (LACDH), which raised
these concerns in their public comments and information
submitted for the DEIR. What LA County failed to reveal to
the City is its opposition to the City’s No Kill goals. In fact,
LA County disparages the City and other communities with
No Kill goals and programs when it justifies its excessively
high service rates to its contract cities, complaining that the
City’s No Kill goal contributes to the high number of cat
impounds in LA County. LA County’s blatant opposition to
TNR and No Kill goals puts it in direct conflict with the City,
therefore all input from LA County should be disregarded
in the final CCP. Further, LACDH failed to provide the City
its data showing the increase of flea borne typhus on City
residents when it stopped its TNR efforts due to the
injunction. In their responses to the LA County Civil Grand
Jury 2017-2018 Report, LACDH reported that flea borne
typhus increased from 20 cases in 2010 in LA County
(when the City stopped doing TNR) to 47 reported cases in
2016, 38% of whom were residents in the City (6 years
after the injunction was in place). The disease spread
geographically across the county. LACDH attributes this
spread to the relocation of flea infested animals, “especially

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project, and Public Education and Outreach
regarding clarification of the program implementation
guidelines that will address TNR effects from the
proposed Project and the public education component
that will address the existing effects from the freeroaming cat population.
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feral cats and opossums” (see attachment). If this is factual
data, LA County should be in support of removing the
injunction and implementing the CCP so that the City can
return to TNR efforts and reduce the threat of fleaborne
typhus for its residents. Finally, LACDH disagreed with the
Grand Jury’s recommendation that the City should seek to
overturn the injunction and implement TNR because TNR
groups do not “acknowledge there are direct public health
implications associated with ‘community cats.’” TNR groups
are a subset of animal rescue groups, which are an essential
element of any successful No Kill program. This statement
to the Grand Jury also shows LACDH’s bias and conflict of
interest to the City’s CCP and No Kill goals, as well as its
lack of transparency and trustworthiness since they failed
to acknowledge that typhus cases increased after the City
was forced to stop its TNR efforts, resulting in an increase
in unsterilized cats not receiving the active management of
their vaccinations and flea treatment by the very TNR
groups that LACDH disparages and villainizes as “antiscience.”

Responses

RA-4

3. Other Direct Restrictions on TNR, including regulated
feeding times and forcing freeroaming cats into indoor
enclosures for the Working Cat Program (WCP). TNR has
been successfully implemented in other communities such
as San Jose. The “modifications” to TNR proposed by the
City in the DEIR can have an adverse impact on the CCP and
should not be implemented. Feeders have their own
personal schedules and have to accommodate the activities
and surroundings of the feeding areas, many in industrial
areas with employees working flexible schedules. Further,
forcing free roaming cats into an enclosure for the WCP can
trigger significant stress and anxiety in the cat, and can
create an unsafe situation for volunteers and the other cats.
While I believe that cats are safer indoors, not all free
roaming cats can successfully adapt to indoor enclosures.
The health and safety of the volunteers and other cats in
the WCP should outweigh a strict mandate that forces a

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding,
Working Cat Program, and Public Education and
Outreach.
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free-roaming cat into an enclosure simply because it cannot
be returned to an area deemed an ESA, especially when the

Responses

RA-5

data used to define ESAs is ambiguous and does not
support that cats are significant risks to these areas. 4.
Restrictions and Regulations in Proposed Alternatives to
the CCP. While CEQA may require the City to provide
alternatives to the CCP, these alternatives fall far short of
implementing a successful CCP and achieving No Kill in the
City. Many of the alternatives are punitive on the City’s
taxpayers and pet owners, imposing licensing fees and
other penalties on people who choose to care for cats, and
dedicate their time to contributing to a safe and healthy
community for people and animals. Instead, the City should
move forward with a final CCP that does not incorporate
the restrictions outlined here.

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA.
Notwithstanding, please see Section 5.3 in the Draft EIR
on whether considered alternatives meet most of the
basic project objectives. Please also see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis.

RA-6

Final Note on LA County. Section 4.5.4 of the DEIR states
false information from LACAC that it holds animals for 6
days in its pounds. Most cats impounded in LACAC pounds
in the last year are killed within the 72 hour statutory hold
period for reasons such as “irremediably suffering” or
“behavior.” Most of these cat killings in LACAC pounds
happen over the weekend. To date, LACAC has refused my
public record requests to confirm if a vet declared the cat
“irremediably suffering,” or if the cats were examined and
diagnosed by vets on staff. Further, LACAC has a
contentious history in working with rescue groups, who are
also an essential element of a No Kill community. LACAC’s
employee manuals has more pages detailing to employees
how to submit a complaint against a rescue group than it
has information on how to successfully release animals to
rescue groups. LACAC cannot possibly contribute any
positive input into the CCP given its disparagement of the
City, other No Kill supporters, and rescue groups. Finally,
LACAC admitted to the Grand Jury that it kills 60% of feral
cats impounded (see page 137 of the 2017-18 Civil Grand
Jury Report). These lives are completely disregarded and
the expense is passed on to the LA County contract cities,

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project is
proposed and will be considered for approval by the
City of Los Angeles. The information concerning the
County of Los Angeles in Section 4.5 in the Draft EIR was
provided for purposes of cumulative impact analysis of
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable impacts
as required under CEQA.
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forcing LA County residents to pay twice for these killings
(at the county and contract city level). For these obvious
reasons, LA County should not have any input on the CCP as
the City continues to strive towards its No Kill goal and its
mandate to protect the health, safety and welfare of its
residents. I fully support the comments submitted by Stray
Cat Alliance and echo their concerns and suggestions for
improvements to the CCP. I respectfully request that you
move forward without the restrictions noted above to
allow full implementation of TNR in the City, for the benefit
of the health and welfare of the City and its animals.

Responses

Audry Fok

AF2-1

My name is Audrey Fok, and I have lived in Los Angeles
county since I was three years old. As someone who has
lived here in LA for predominately all my life, TNR is the
ONLY way to properly take care of the feral cat problem in
LA in a humane and fiscally responsible way. I volunteer
with a non profit organization called the Kitty Bungalow
Charm School for Wayward Cats, and a huge part of KB’s
mission is TNR. In the years that KB has been practicing
TNR, we have noticed the incredibly difference it has made
amongst our local communities. The success rate is
incredible, and this is something I would love to share with
you if you would like to see the evidence for yourself. TNR
is the only solution for this problem. KB is a great
organization that can show you the value of TNR. This
problem has taken too long to address and as a cat lover, I
truly hope that you take this comment seriously. Please feel
free to reach out to me if you have any further questions or
would like a tour of the KB facilities to show you the kind of
work KB does on a daily basis.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Barbara
Russo and
signees

BR-1

As residents of the city of Los Angeles, we are writing to
express our strong support for the proposed Citywide Cat
Program. We are very much in favor of the proposed 2017
Citywide Cat Program that is currently in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) open comment period.
Trap /Neuter /Return (TNR) programs have a positive
impact on neighborhoods by reducing community cat

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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populations humanely and cost effectively. These FreeRoaming cats are already in the community; therefore, the
spaying/neutering of these cats has a favorable impact.
Additionally, TNR programs foster a mutually beneficial
relationship between city residents and public agencies.

Responses

BR-2

We also support the proposed use of city facilities to
provide educational programming on any animal related
topic, including Free-Roaming Cats. There are however
some suggested alternatives which we find need to be
amended or removed

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please also see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.

BR-3

Alternative #1: The issuance of 20,000 cat spay/neuter
vouchers need to include Free-Roaming Cats. This is the
population targeted in the study and the objective of the
program is to reduce the number of Free-Roaming Cats. Not
to include this population, is counterproductive. Alternative
#3: Licensing of cats is an acceptable option if the funds
obtained could be designated to enable more cats to be
spayed or neutered. The drawback is that many cats do not
cooperative by wearing a collar. Using the microchip
system could possibly be utilized as a means to obtain a
licensing fee. Alternative #4: One of the tasks of the EIR was
to determine the impact of Free-Roaming Cats on the native
wildlife. We accept that cats kill native birds. However, if
we ban outdoor feeding this would only encourage cats to
feed on more wildlife and therefore have a greater impact
on the number of native birds being killed. Alternative #6:
The alternative of trapping but prohibiting the return of
Free-Roaming Cats to the environment they came from, as a
placement option would be inhumane, and increase the
number of cats euthanized. This is contrary to the
objectives of the cat program and LOS ANGELES NO KILL
GOAL. Alternative #7: Decreasing the number of cats
currently allowed in a household to less than 3 is inhumane
and contrary to the LOS ANGELES NO KILL GOAL. Under
this premise a family with 3 cats would be required to
decide which of their existing pets needs to be re homed, or
euthanized. This is not only inhumane for the cats but also

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AT-3 regarding the general considerations
required for the alternative analysis under CEQA. In
addition, please see Sections 5.4.2 and 5.4.3 on the Draft
EIR’s analysis of the free-roaming cat population for
Alternatives 1 and 6 based on the same modeling
supported by substantial evidence used for the
proposed Project. Please see Section 5.3 regarding
Alternatives 3, 4, 7, 9, and 12, which were not carried
forward for further CEQA analysis because they did not
meet most of the basic project objectives. Please also see
Master Response: Alternatives Analysis.
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for the humans who love them. We advocate for the
proposed increase to 5 cats per household. Alternative #9:
Limiting the number of cats in a household based on a
home’s square footage may seem reasonable on the surface,
but impractical logistically. Additionally, money required to
enforce this alternative could be used to spay and neutering
more cats, which is the goal of the Cat Program. Alternative
#12: Trapping and euthanizing Free-Roaming Cats whose
owner cannot be identified, with no option to adopt, rescue,
place in working cat program or a cat sanctuary is
inhumane. This is against the LOS ANGELES NO KILL GOAL
and objectives of this program.

Responses

BR-4

In reference to Trap Neuter and Return Guidelines Table
ES-3: The limitation of release areas proposed to by
Appendix E and H of the ESA encompasses 40% of the Los
Angeles region, including schools, and hospital areas which
are often sites of colonies. Limiting options to TNR in these
areas will decrease the effectiveness of the Cat Program as
indicated by comments presented during the October 7th
meeting by multiple rescue organizations including Alley
cat Alliance, Heaven on Earth, Feral Cat Caretaker Coalition,
Best Friends Animal Society, and Luxe Paws.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

BR-5

Additionally, the feeding time restriction of 30 minutes of
observed feeding between 6 am and 8 pm for FreeRoaming Cats is counterproductive as indicated by Alley cat
Alliance, Heaven on Earth, Feral Cat Caretaker Coalition,
Best Friends Animal Society, and Luxe Paws.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

BR-6

It is also important that the program include changes to the
City administration and municipal codes related to
accessing funds from the City’s Animal Sterilization Fund to
spay/neuter community cats (Free-Roaming). We only
support waiving cat trap rental fees if the intended use is
for TNR. As a resident and city taxpayer, we support
funding the Citywide Cat Program because we want to
know that our taxes are going to humane efforts to manage
cat populations and we do not support killing of community
cats in shelters.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted. Please see generally Chapter 5 in the
Draft EIR on the alternative analysis required under
CEQA.
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Bianca
Priddy

BP-1

I am a private citizen who has been doing TNR for 12 years.
I support overturning the TNR injunction immediately. The
feral cat issue has only gotten worse over the years without
TNR Support from the local shelters. It is the only way we’ll
start to make a dent in the growing cat crisis in the streets.
All the free adoption events and clear the shelters events
have not made a dent. Los Angeles has a huge number of
rescue organizations and still the animals can’t find homes.
LA Rescues partner with out of state rescues and send
animals to other states. Still the cat crisis in Southern
California continues. The growing euthanasia shelter
statistics PROVE MY POINT. We cannot adopt our way out
of this crisis. We need community education and free spay
and neuter. We also need to decriminalize feeding managed
colonies where TNR is being done. We need more pet
friendly living opportunities as well. We do need to launch
massive community education and involvement. Feral cats
are created by human neglect and abandonment... they do
not occur in nature. Therefore the way to reduce the
numbers of cats on the streets to get people to believe and
understand that abandonment of one’s animals is wrong
and that it is the responsible thing to prevent the births of
unwanted animals. We must do more to prevent the births,
we need more free clinics in all communities. The
injunction by pro bird organizations has actually worsened
the situation on the streets and should be cause enough to
rescind this foolish injunction. It is about time!!

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding on the separate public
education component for the existing free-roaming cat
population; Master Responses: This Is a Legal Issue, Not
a CEQA Issue, and Beyond the Scope on the legal nonCEQA issues; and generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on
the analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project
required under CEQA.

Brandi
Gaunt

BG-1

I wanted to add some additional information for your
consideration in addition to my letter: By this point, I - even
before being a nonprofit rescue organization - was doing
TNR independently. I don’t have the exact numbers, but by
this point, in a little over a decade, I have had almost 4,500
cats spayed and neutered. Probably around 4,000 of those
were TNR. Of those 4,000, probably close to 3,500 of those
were done at SNPLA ... who I can’t use for TNR anymore
because of the injunction. Common TNR outreach math
guesstimates - conservatively - that for every cat you spay
or neuter, you are preventing 600 over the course of that

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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cat’s lifetime. That’s 2,100,000 unwanted kittens prevented
by doing TNR at SNPLA. And I’m not a big organization.
Imagine the numbers for groups like Stray Cat Alliance!
This injunction has been crippling. Please please please
help to get this TNR effort launched. We have no resources
left. FixNation is booking out in January at this point. We
can’t do this with the injunction in place. We just can’t.

Responses

Brandy
Gaunt

BG2-1

I have reviewed the Draft EIR and would like to lend my
voice to the chorus of cat caretakers who are in agreement
with the Draft and would like to encourage the city of Los
Angeles to support this effort and to implement TrapNeuter-Return programs as proposed in the Draft. I have
been a Long Beach resident and cat rescuer for 20 years
now. I can attest: TNR works. As changes have been made
over the years within Long Beach Animal Care Services, and
as Trap-Neuter-Return became a concept that LBACS
endorsed, the number of cats euthanized at LBACS has
decreased year after year. Additionally, the public became
more involved and started doing their own TNR,
championed by LBACS. As more and more cats were TNR’d
by the public, the live release rates at LBACS continued to
climb. Now, the effects of the LA City TNR Injunction are
being felt in areas outside of Los Angeles. The Injunction
has impacted TNR efforts even in Long Beach. Even though
I do not live in Los Angeles and the colonies I help get TNRd
are not in Los Angeles, I cannot effectively TNR cats in my
city, because the resources I would normally use to do so
have become nonexistent. The clinics that we would use, or
refer people to, are turning cats away because of the
Injunction. We MUST make these resources available again,
to the public and to the rescue/TNR organizations who
depend upon them, if we are to ever see an end to the
overpopulation crisis that’s overwhelmed us all. We can
neither rescue nor euthanize our way out of this mess; TNR
must be factored into this equation, as well. I support TrapNeuter-Return as an integral part of achieving a No-Kill Los
Angeles! Thank you for your consideration,

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted. Please see Master Response: Beyond
the Scope and This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding the injunction referenced in Section 2.1.1 in
the Draft EIR.
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Carey Reisz

CR-1

Please keep the City’s proposed Cat Project implementing
TNR. TNR is the most effective and humane method for
reducing community cat populations and improving the
welfare of community cats. TNR reduces the number of
free-roaming cats, thus decreasing any negative impact
those cats may have on wildlife and the environment.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

CR-2

3. The City should revisit the criteria for selecting relevant
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and the establishment of a
1-mile buffer zone.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

CB-1

Ms. Green, I’m contacting you to impart what I know about
dealing w feral cat colonies. These poor cats are not wild
but abandoned pets from irresponsible owners who have
decided they no longer want to take responsibility for these
poor creatures.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
3.2.5.1and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes for a discussion of the
assumptions that informed the baseline estimate of the
free-roaming cat population, including the owned, stray,
and shelter subpopulations. Please also see Master
Responses: The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

CB-2

I have a small colony that was at one time about 16, then
the number was a steady 7 to 8. Within a few weeks the
number went to 3 and I’m very sure the coyotes discovered
where they were. While I was able to fix and feed my group
it had been chased around the block as many people didn’t
want them there. They depend on us for food or they will
starve. Cats do not fend for themselves. This bastardized
version of TNR is wrong and cruel. Only in isolated
incidents does TNR really work. When people bring cats to
the shelter, 9 out of 10 don’t want them back. There have
been studies that the urban coyote population is going to
adjust its numbers due to the increased food source .... cats.
In Los Angeles, the coyotes diet is 20% cats. So if you think
people are upset about having their pets attacked and eaten
by coyotes, throwing cats out to feed them will cause more
issues.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Removal of Nuisance Cats. Please also see
Section 4.2.2.9 in the Draft EIR regarding domestic cat
predation.

CB-3

Vector control has never been in favor of TNR as the cats
are hosts to fleas who carry diseases. Typhus is back in LA
and it’s from fleas carrying the disease, the hosts being rats

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under

Carol Barnes
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and cats. A kind death is better than a horrible suffering
life!! I would love to take you around to areas where
cats/kittens are skin and bones (starving). The feeders are
often harassed by residents that don’t like the cats and
often the police are called on them. People are treating the
cats like vermin and often doing cruel things to get rid of
them .... poisoning them, shooting them w arrows or bb
guns. They will fall victim to dog and wildlife attacks, get
run over by cars, get sick, develop flea anemia and get
mange, suffer from parasites, experience harsh
environmental conditions. They don’t live a good life and
won’t die a natural death at an advanced age. The average
outdoor cat only lives 2 to 5 years.

Responses
the Proposed Project and Response to Comment CB-2 for
further discussion.

CB-4

The next kitten season will be even worse because of
exponential population growth. The cats and kittens
deserve better than being thrown to the wolves. Please
keep the injunction in place. What we really need is
humane education and low cost/ no cost spays and neuters
for pet owners.

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA, including
the No Project Alternative. Please see Master Response:
Public Education and Outreach. Please also note that
current funding provided for pet owners for
sterilizations would not be impacted by the proposed
Project.

Carrie
Stauber

CB2-1

Encourage the LA city animal shelters to again participate
in, educate the public and sponsor TNR throughout LA
county.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project. The
boundaries of the proposed Project are the City of Los
Angeles.

Cathy
Thornburn

CT-1

I strongly support the city creating this program to support
and promote TNR to humanely sterilize free roaming cats
and to provide information and education about the
benefits of TNR. I also advocate for removing or at least
reducing the large exempted areas called “buffer zones”
and “ESA’s” (environmentally sensitive areas). As written,
these zones would likely dilute the scope, speed, and
success of the proposed 30-year program. TNR would be
the most successful option for reducing the suffering and
needless deaths of our free roaming cat population, and
ultimately save our shelter system from the needless
expense of housing and killing cats.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs.
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Cheri
Shankar

CS-1

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the EIR that
hopefully will lead to a successful Cat Program for the City
of Los Angeles. It is a shame that the plaintiff for the TNR
injunction, who sued the city under CEQA, abused the
process. Historically CEQA was designed to address manmade projects and their environmental impacts. No wonder
it took so long to complete this EIR. It was unprecedented
and you all had to start at square one and figure things out
as you went along. Cats have been in America since settlers
arrived from Europe and brought their domesticated cats
with them. No doubt there were cats around when Los
Angeles was founded in the 1780’s. They have been part
and parcel of our environment for at least a couple hundred
years. For decades, the city has impounded and killed
hundreds of thousands of cats. All of this killing did not lead
to a decrease of cats in any measurable way. Killing a few
thousand cats (relative to the population) who were
unlucky enough to be caught, does not solve the problem.
Not even close. And the residents of Los Angeles want a
humane city that does not kill so many animals. The City
would have to kill tens of thousands of cats a year to even
make a dent in the population. Not only would we not
tolerate that, there simply aren’t enough resources to do so.
Doing nothing is not an option. All sides agree on this. The
only other option is humane TNR and colony care in order
to decrease the number of kittens born in L.A.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Sections 2.1
through 2.3 in the Draft EIR on the background and
environmental setting for the proposed Project. Please
also see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding.

CS-2

If our only option is to do TNR, then the trappers need to do
their work unfettered. Why would the city impose
restrictions that would be impossible to enforce? Who will
make sure that cats are being fed within the restricted
times? Who will patrol the environmentally sensitive areas
to make sure no one is feeding in those places? LA Animal
Services is already stretched to it’s limits, so how in the
world would they be expected to enforce the rules
regarding free roaming cats and their caretakers? Since the
DEIR has shown that a cat program will have NO
discernible environmental impacts, then why not let those
of us who care about these animals, who have compassion

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and
Enforceability of Program Implementation Guidelines.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-379

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text
for these creatures that humans domesticated, do the work
that will decrease the number of community cats in Los
Angeles via Trap/Neuter/Return? The restrictions are
impractical, unenforceable and therefore should not end up
in the final draft of the EIR. Please allow the cat program to
move forward with NO restrictions. Please. For the sake of
these innocent animals who have no voice.

Responses

Chris Wong

CW-1

After recently reading the full draft of the Environmental
Impact Report for the proposed Citywide Cat Program, it
seems like this program would be a very effective and
humane solution to our area’s cat overpopulation issue.
The report clearly shows that there aren’t any significant
downsides in regard to humans or other wildlife, so there
should be no reason not to move forward with this
proposed program. As a longtime resident of Los Angeles
who has helped with animal rescue, I have seen the
unnecessary suffering of animals due to the cat
reproduction and overpopulation problem. I fully support
TNR and the Citywide Cat Program. I look forward to
hearing about its implementation as soon as possible.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.

Chris
Yamante and
Claude
Mantague

CY-1

We recently adopted a beautiful calico NTR work cat,
named Cookie Dough. We have had the pleasure of Cookie
Dough’s company since June 9. 2019. We adopted her
through Marin Friends of Ferals, a TNR non-profit
organization that works in conjunction with Marin Humane
Society, to reduce the feral cat and rodent population in our
area without negatively impacting the environment. We
had a roof rat problem in our house. Marin County has a
huge roof rat population. We tried trapping and/or
poisoning the rodents. Neither of these two options was
pleasant, and poisoning the rats put other wildlife on the
property in jeopardy when they exited the building, from
points unseen and impossible for us to discover. Since
Cookie Dough’s first night in our home, we have not seen or
heard any more signs of rodent infestation in our house.
We don’t have to take turns clearing and re-setting
mechanical rat traps. We don’t have to replace wiring in the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Working Cat Program, which would allow for
adoptions of free-roaming cats to indoor or enclosed
spaces under the proposed Project.
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house because a rat chewed through it. No more waiting
out the decaying stench of an electrocuted rat in an
invisible location. No more awakening at night to the sound
of rats running and chewing behind the walls. We no longer
worry about our backyard hawks, crows, ravens, raccoons,
and foxes eating a poisoned rat and dying a slow, painful,
unnecessary death. We have a feral Career Cat.

Responses

CY-2

The TNR system is working well in Marin County. Marin
Friends of Ferals has trapped over 2,700 feral cats for TNR
and has relocated or re-homed over 700 cats for
ecofriendly rodent control. Cookie Dough came to us
already named, microchipped, vaccinated, and checked for
communicable feline diseases. She came to us adequately
fed and ready to hunt. We have found a great benefit in
having a feral cat. According to Marin Humane Society,
partners with Marin Friends of Ferals in their Career Cat
Program, they can’t place ferals fast enough to keep up with
demand. Ferals have a purpose. They benefit our
communities. We are in total support of feral cat programs.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

CL-1

I am very glad to hear that the LA council is considering
lifting the ban on TNRing of feral cats. I am a kitten/cat
rescuer and a resident of City of Los Angeles. As the years
go by there are more and more homeless/feral cats
breeding and roaming the streets of Los Angeles and it
breaks my heart. Not only are the kittens I am rescuing
seem to increase every year but there is no real dent we are
making to have the situation get better for their welfare. It
seems like LA is spending more money euthanizing the cats
and kittens that are coming in previously. In recent years a
lot of these cats and kittens are being pawned off to rescues
with very limited funding where the financial strains are
getting heavier and heavier by the months, not even years!

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.

CL-2

Due to the warm weather that LA enjoys it means more and
more kittens are being born and more and more kittens
and cats are roaming the streets. Majority of the times they
are either euthanized or live in inhumane conditions.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes to the model based on
climate.
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CL-3

TNRing is the only humane option to sterilize these cats so
less are born and controlling the feral feline populations as
it is getting completely out of hand. Please reconsider lifting
the ban so we can have these felines to live a better life,
where we can also vaccinate them so diseases are not being
passed to residents pets and where Los Angeles can be a
proud city that supports rescue efforts.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Christine
Patrick

CP-1

Implement a TNR program, fix the cats, do not kill them.
Anyone who has even taken a basic ecology class would
know killing them is not the solution, but instead worsens
it. By killing them, the increase in now food availability
allows the survivors to do even better and the population
can grow even more than it was previously. Fix these cats.
It isn’t their fault that humans abandoned them and were
irresponsible.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted. Please see generally Chapter 5 in the
Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives to the proposed
Project required under CEQA, including analysis of
trapping and surrender without return to the
environment. Please also see Master Response:
Alternatives Analysis.

Craig L.
Louis

CL2-1

Thanks for making the effort to read and consider our
comments. We write to you today to state our support for
the Citywide Cat Program. We wish to voice our support for
the Trap, Neuter, and Return (TNR) approach and
techniques for handling the feral and stray domestic cat
population of our city. We have found TNR to be the best
approach to controlling the considerable feral/stray
population on and around our industrial properties in
Wilmington in the Los Angeles Harbor region. We want to
see active City support for this approach to addressing the
free-roaming cat population in the City.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

CL2-2

We believe that a broadly supported program of TNR is the
best way to control the feral/stray cat population. It is a
humane approach to reducing the stray/feral population
over time by reducing uncontrolled reproduction while
obviating the practice of inhumane, unnecessary, and
counterproductive euthanasia. Killing stray/ferals only
provides additional urban range for fertile un-neutered cats
which quickly occupy ranges of removed and euthanized
animals. Neutered “community cat” populations occupy the
urban range and vastly reduce uncontrolled reproduction.
Thank you for reading and considering our comments.

Thank you for your comment.
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Debra Prisk

DP-1

I am for the shelters providing low cost spay and neuter for
community cats. I’ve been a volunteer for decades for Stray
Cat Alliance and have TNR’d hundreds of cats and kittens.
But when the injunction by the Bird group went into effect,
it made matters worse. Thank God for Fixnation and other
groups that tried to fill the void of no vouchers to help with
the spaying and neutering of these stray cats. People do not
want to kill these cats, as the shelters were prevented from
educating the public that there was an alternative to
trapping and bringing them in to be killed. So most people
did nothing. And of course SCA would not help with TNRing
if the people wanted them killed. So the cat population just
went out of control. So hopefully you will put in place the
education of the public that there is alternatives to killing
the cats and giving vouchers or allowing people to come to
the shelters with the cats in traps, and we don’t trust it
when you say you will return the cats to the “area” like
Inland Valley Humane Society tells people they do, when
they don’t, we only trust to bring the cats, drop off, and we
pick them back up. Or give vouchers so we can find kind
vets who want to help.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.1,
2.2, and 2.3 of Draft EIR on the court order, background
information, and the existing environmental setting
related to the proposed Project. Please also see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach.

DP-2

The only proven method to control the stray cat population
is to TNR. Thank you and hope you give the public and cat
organizations the chance to prove that TNR does work.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

DS-1

Unfortunately I cannot attend the Oct. 7 Public City Wide
Meeting at the Ramona Hall Community Center, however, I
would like to speak my mind, as a homeowner, taxpayer
and voter. I am shocked and amazed at the proposed Los
Angeles Citywide Cat Program. While I’m sure you feel the
need to do “something” - let’s think about our priorities as a
community. It is abundantly clear that the City cannot
control or support its own homeless HUMAN population, so
it wants to spend our taxpayer money and City resources
on trying to control the nature of CATS??!! REALLY? While I
agree that cats in general should be microchipped and
sterilized, you must also be aware that the many TNR
rescue groups work tirelessly and at great personal

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA, including
the No Project alternative. Please also see Master
Responses: Alternatives Analysis and Beyond the Scope
regarding the non-CEQA issues raised in the comment.

Debra
Soukup
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sacrifice to do just that. There are many people who can
and do support both owned and feral cats with food, shelter
and medical care as needed. Maybe even more than the
“allotted” three. The proposal that a household must be
registered with the Department as having more than three
cats just smacks of Big Brother. Do they also have to submit
proof of financial stability? Tax returns?

Responses

DS-2

I strenuously object to the following Considered Project
Alternatives: 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. Good luck with that! Do we then catch and clip
wild bird’s wings so they can’t fly and defecate on cars or
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. Microchipping
already identifies the owned cat’s owner. This license tag is
just a “gimme” or money grab by the City. Alternative 4:
Enact a City ban on outdoor feeding of owned or freeroaming 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,

Please see Response to Comment DS-1. Please also see
Section 5.3 regarding the alternatives cited in the
comment, which were all not carried forward for further
CEQA analysis because they did not meet most of the
basic project objectives. Please also see Master
Responses: Alternatives Analysis and This is a Legal
Issue, Not a CEQA Issue, regarding the separate
application of other applicable laws.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-384

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Comment #

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment Text
possums, raccoons, and skunks” (LAMC Section 53.06.5).
Cats are domestic animals and not considered to be nondomesticated mammalian predators, and thus feeding cats
is not currently banned in the City. Banning feeding cats
outdoors? Now the City wants to regulate and restrict
“compassion”? So no one should then give a homeless guy a
buck or a sandwich, either? 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.” This is beyond
ridiculous. 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. I’ll be sure to tell any roaming cat I see that they
are “breaking the law”. 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. Discussed and disparaged. I would
like to see this type of restriction placed on humans who
cannot themselves stop breeding. Alternative 10. Ban pet
owners from allowing their animals to trespass on the
private property of another person without the consent of

2-385

Responses

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Commenter

Comment #

Comment Text
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).
Someone used up a lot of their brain cells thinking up this
stupidity! 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. Yeah, this is just brilliant.
Congratulations!

Responses

Dorthy
Magallon

DM-1

To Dr. Jan Green Rebstock, I am a believer in the TNR
program which has saved many of the community cats from
entering the overcrowded and understaffed shelters in the
city. The Program has proved to be very successful.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

DM-2

The streets of LA need a community of working cats to help
in the elimination of pests. Pests that can possibly cause
disease. There is another Program for these special cats.
Ranches and farms need worker cats for the same reason.
Thinking outside the box can be a win for cat lovers and

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Working Cat Program.
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those in need for the worker cats services. TNR is the
beginning of a new life for those who was once shunned.
Best

Responses

Edward
Pauto

EP-1

Dear Honorable, I fully support the city creating this
program to support and promote Trap, Neuter, and Release
(TNR) to humanely sterilize free roaming cats as
extensively as possible without buffer zone restrictions and
to provide information and education about the benefits of
TNR. I live in downtown Los Angeles, which has a well
documented rat problem. A population of cats would help
control the rat problem without dangerous poisons that
end up affecting human beings.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Rodent Control.

EP-2

In addition, I support REMOVING or REDUCING the large
exempted areas called “buffer zones” and “ESA’s”
(environmentally sensitive areas.) As written, these zones
would likely dilute the scope, speed, and success of the
proposed 30-year program. Thank you for your
consideration,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

Elizabeth
Johansen

EJ-1

I am writing to you as a 13 year TNR worker in L.A. Most of
us who do this work are too tired to write a passionate
letter to convince you of how cats deserve better than a life
of starvation, injury, poisoning, constant pregnancies,
giving birth in dark alleys, and being hunted. We beg you to
enact ACTION in the form of incentives for Veterinarians to
fix & vaccinate, an organized outreach to all of Los Angeles
county including the use of news station, radio, schools
programs, and commercials. Those of us who trap are
willing to teach the public! Please HELP US. I pealed up a
cat off the street recently that died having its face alone run
over by a car. This is a mental health issue for those who
TNR and the public and children as well.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 in
the FEIR, for the updated Project Description, including
incentives for TNR; please also see Master Response:
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project on vaccinations, Master Response:
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines on best
practices for TNR, and Master Response: Beyond the
Scope on mental health issues.

Erica
Anderson

EA-1

I am writing to express my support for implementation of
the proposed Citywide Cat Program (CCP), E1907610, and
advise the other three alternatives being brought forward
in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) are
unacceptable. I am a homeowner who works in the City of
Los Angeles and actively participates in Trap Neuter Return

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Response to Comment AT-3 on the analysis of
alternatives required under CEQA, in particular the
substantial evidence relied upon in finding that
Alternatives 1 and 6 met most of the basic project
objectives and in analyzing the environmental impacts
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(TNR) with Kitty Bungalow Charm School for Wayward
Cats, an independent 501(c)(3) in South Los Angeles. I
welcome the opportunity for the organization to receive
support from the City of Los Angeles toward reducing cat
overpopulation on our city streets and providing affordable
and accessible spay and neuter services for residents’ pets
and community cats alike. The program should be
implemented as it is laid out in section ES.2 of the DEIR.
Taking no action, providing vouchers for owned cats
(Alternative 1 ), and Trap, Neuter Euthanize (Alternative 6)
are unacceptable options for the City of Los Angeles and
should not be carried forward. Obviously, taking no action
or continuing to provide vouchers for pets would provide
no relief nor meet the objectives of the project. The cat
population will continue to increase exponentially.
Trapping cats and not returning them - even if a sanctuary
did exist where cats that could not be homed nor placed as
working cats would be relocated - would not be the most
environmentally advantageous alternative nor would it
result in the permanent reduction of cats living on the
streets of Los Angeles. As cats are removed, others replace
them as lack of competition allows them to expand their
territories. Additionally, with less competition for
resources, more kittens would be born to replace those
removed. Personally, I would never, ever trap a cat
knowing it might be euthanized. Under Alternative 6, the
City of Los Angeles would receive no support from the
community nor animal rescue organizations, and in the
effort towards making Los Angeles a “no-kill” city, the
Citywide Cat Program will aid in saving thousands of lives
by stemming the breeding cycle and, in turn, preventing the
needless euthanizing of cats and kittens. Additionally, in
conjunction with TNR, cats are vaccinated and treated for
parasites, thus reducing the impact of disease spread by
cats and parasites within their community. TNR halts
disruptive mating behaviors - yowling, spraying, roaming,
and territorial fighting - so community cats and people can
coexist peacefully. It is the ethical and humane solution to

2-388

Responses
of Alternatives 1 and 6, as well as the No Project
Alternative as required under CEQA as set forth in
Section 5.4.1 in the Draft EIR. Please also see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis.

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Erika
Kertesz

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text
diffusing cat conflict and reducing the number of unwanted
litters of kittens born on the streets, period. Additionally,
fewer free-roaming cats means a reduction in harmful
environmental impacts, such as habitat destruction, fleaborne disease, and overpredation of native wildlife [few of
which have been proved significant in the United States,
none in Los Angeles]. Providing affordable spay/neuter
services for City residents is also an essential component of
the CCP, as is establishing a city-sanctioned Working Cat
program. I

Responses

EA-2

I am in agreement, as asserted is Section 4.2 of the DEIR,
that ‘existing effects of TNR activities on sensitive biological
resources are likely infrequent and do not pose a
conservation concern for sensitive biological resources
within the study area, therefore one aspect of the plan that
I would request be addressed is the 1-mile radius
protection boundary around areas designated as
“environmentally sensitive” (ESA). Please consider
reducing this radius to .25 miles and applying it to freeroaming cat management. The 1-mile radius produces large
swaths of neighborhoods impacted by radial overlap
between designated ESAs, potentially cutting off areas that
would require free-roaming cat management.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

EA-3

By adopting an official position on TNR, affordable
spay/neuter, a community cat management program, and
partnering with the numerous grassroots organizations,
volunteer-led programs and independent rescuers, the cats
and residents of Los Angeles can have a safe and happy
coexistence with a manageable population. Education is
key, and I am pleased to be part of an organization already
working within the community that needs our assistance.
Additional education and support from the Citywide Cat
Program will bolster our outreach efforts and further
support the work that we do. Thank

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

EK-1

I’ve read the proposed draft EIR and it sounds like a
wonderful idea. However, there must be some guidelines
put into place whereby neighborhood cats that have

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
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owners and are “fixed” and chipped do not get caught up in
the traps. And if they do, the people who are collecting the
cats in the traps should be trained to know whether a cat is
fixed or not and they should carry scanners that will
identify a microchip if there is one. In addition, why can’t
we come up with some sort of program that addresses all
the free roaming dogs in neighborhoods in the same
manner. Too many dogs languish in the shelters only to be
euthanized a short time later because there isn’t enough
space. It is simply appalling! Thank you for your concern
and your attention to this matter.

Responses
on TNR best practices and Beyond the Scope on freeroaming dogs.

Evelyn Gray

EG-1

I was born and have lived in Los Angeles my entire life. I
want you and others to know that I support and advocate
for comprehensive TNR (and it’s associated practices such
as “return to field”) programs for cats in Los Angeles. It still
baffles me how the alleged scientists who first got the
injunction in place can figure that not controlling cats
population is beneficial for wildlife or how they blame cats
and cannot understand that HUMANS are the cause of the
excessive deaths of wildlife and birds. Pesticides herbicides,
glue traps, taking over habitat with roads and buildings,
light and noise pollution, even Halloween decorations
cause the death of wildlife and birds. Not cats. I am
sickened that my tax money goes to housing and killing cats
and not to spay and neuter to control the population. YES to
TNR!

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Evet
Sanchez

ES-1

As a individual who was born and raised in the city of Los
Angeles I’ve witnessed the tremendous growth of the
stray/feral cat population. It saddens me to see an
avoidable situation if only people were given the proper
information and had the compassion to do what is right;
having their own cat spayed & neutered. This new program
that is being directed at helping the cat population be
reduced and to help those cats in need is a MUST have. I
also believe legislation needs to be put in place so that this
issue as serious as it is, is taken seriously. Will there be
those who break laws? Sure. But with fines attached, I

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.5.1
and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Please see
Sections 5.3 and 5.4.2 in the Draft EIR regarding
consideration of alternatives to the proposed Project
and detailed analysis of Alternative 1 related to use of
resources on spay/neuter of owned cats. Please also see
Master Responses: Alternatives Analysis, This Is a Legal
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believe the proper treatment of cats will be taken more
seriously.

Responses
Issue, Not a CEQA Issue, and Beyond the Scope on other
legislation and enforcement issues.

ES-2

Education in communities who need it most is also a
MUST!! People are the issue here and negligence is a major
factor. Again, with repercussions attached to the
mistreatment of cats that lead them to the streets,
vulnerable and sick, people will take it more seriously. Los
Angeles’ reputation and health is on the line here and so far
it’s embarrassing. This initiative strikes home with me on a
personal note because last summer I came home to 11 cats
in my back yard. Seven young cats (some kittens) and a few
adults. I took them in and had them vaccinated, and tried to
give the remaining away to proper homes where they
would be cared for. Some of the cats most likely did not
make it as they were most likely infected with Feline
Leukemia, but they were able to be cared for in a way they
weren’t accustomed to. I’m now an owner of 2 of the adult
cats (one which has been diagnosed with Feline Leukemia)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach. Please also see Master
Response: This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on
enforcement issues.

Fanny
Fuentes

FF-1

It is very important to support this program because we
want to avoid these cats to get sick and spread the illness
around

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project.

Farrah
Assadi

FA-1

Thank you for your hard work on the EIR and working to
overturn the injunction in LA. I support this initiative for
TNR. There are some adjustments that should be made but
the initiative is progress in the right direction. I support
any and all TNR support that the County of LA can provide.
The program implementation guidelines are in need of a
few adjustments so that the initiative can be as successful
as possible. There shouldn’t be any additional barriers
added or restrictions created. For example the EIR should
be updated so that buffer zones/ESAs are not put in place.
This is not practical. These areas are some of the areas that
need TNR the most. The cats are already there and without
TNR assistance the problem will proliferate.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project. The
project is proposed by the City of Los Angeles. Please
see Master Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs.

FA-2

The feeding restrictions are also not practical. Setting
specific times of day where feeding is allowed and only
allowing 30 minutes will be counterproductive. Everyone

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.
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has varying work schedules and family obligations so these
restrictions will prevent the full team effort that is needed
in order for this EIR to be as successful as possible. Also the
30 minute rule is problematic for mother cats with small
kittens who may be scared/timid and won’t approach the
food until the older more alpha cats eat first and leave.

Responses

FA-3

Containment restrictions are also potentially problematic.
The goal should be to make TNR easy to do so that private
citizens who want to help the city solve this issue can assist
and we can all work as a team to improve our city and
humanely assist the cat population. Education and low
income vouchers for free/very low cost spay and neuter are
also critical for success. Thank you again for your attention
to this matter. It is a long time coming and progress for our
city and our animals.

Thank you for your comment. Please see the Responses
to Comments FA-2 and FA-1. Please also see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach.

GR-1

The city of Los Angeles desperately needs city wide free
spay and neuter for feral and community cats. Currently,
the absence of feeding and sterilizing feral/community cats
is actually endangering wildlife. The cat population has
grown out of control and become a crisis impacting the city
shelters physically and financially with kittens and injured
cats. People concerned with cats impacting the
environment understand that more unsterilized cats
results in staggering overpopulation and only through close
monitoring, consistent feeding and most importantly safe
and free TNR that cat colonies can be humanely and
naturally limited.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding. Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and
Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master Response:
Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on
Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat population
modeling and modeling results.

GR-2

All areas of Los Angeles city and county have community
cats. To limit any area is to limit the success of TNR and any
attempts to eliminate the homeless cat population.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs. Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on
actions in areas outside of the City of Los Angeles.

GR-3

Enforcing spay/neuter laws and anti dumping laws is well
intended, but would be ultimately unsuccessful. Currently,
people dumping cats are reported and the city and animal
control are too overwhelmed with the care of overcrowded
homeless animals in the shelters to be able to follow up on
the reports. It is unrealistic to think there would be

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: This is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue and
Beyond the Scope.
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individual followup on this given the lack of staff and
factoring in the expense. The future wellbeing of any pet
cannot be assessed without serious infringement on a
citizens personal rights. It is not the responsibility of
private citizens to monitor and report their neighbors. Most
people do not even know who their neighbors are, much
less if they have a pet.

Responses

GR-4

We already have laws that are supposed to prevent pet
abandonment and enforce people to spay and neuter their
pets. These laws have been ineffective and have failed
miserably. People still have unaltered pets either for
financial, personal or cultural reasons. Education and low
cost options are essential. A $40 pet sterilization is more
reasonable and likely to succeed than spending $200 or
more for s/n procedure.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on
enforcement of existing laws. Please also see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach. Please see
generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of
alternatives to the proposed Project required under
CEQA and Master Response: Alternatives Analysis.

GR-5

I believe, affordable, $40 for a spay/neuter, needs to be
available throughout the city of LA and the San Fernando
valley. Community cats are homeless and helpless, not
belonging to anyone and therefore needs to be sterilized
free of charge to prevent future colonies and add to the
burden of the community.

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA. Please
also see Master Response: Alternatives Analysis.

GR-6

A well fed colony will not hunt to eat as they will have
ample food in their designated feeding rea, thus preserving
indigenous wildlife. It is imperative that the cat colonies
have regular feedings. This needs to be executed by caring
individuals that will be on alert for new feline residence or
any cats that may fall ill or injured. The caregiver will make
appropriate plans to rescue, TNR and/or provide medical
care.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

Gina
Lombardo

GL-1

I’m in support of conducting an EIR before implementing
TNR.

Thank you for your support of preparation of this Draft
EIR.

Heather
Barclay

HB-1

I am in favor of implementing Trap-Neuter-Return
programs for local stray cats to help reduce the pet
overpopulation problem. Please move forward with the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) so that we can start
this program immediately. I’ve never seen so many cats and

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
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kittens in our local shelters before, so we need to move
quickly to solve the problem at the source.

Responses
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results.

Heidi Buech

HB2-1

I am writing today to tell you how grateful I am that after
10 long years we have hope for getting city-wide TNR and
thus have a chance at finally reducing the population of
homeless cats and kittens. I have been fostering kittens for
the Los Angeles City shelter system and have been involved
in cat/kitten rescue for 18 years. This kitten season has
been especially hard, with intake at City and County
shelters up more than 20% and County shelters
euthanizing at an unacceptable rate.

Thank you for your comment and support of the
proposed Project. Please see response to UWG-39.

HB2-2

The current ban on TNR has thwarted efforts at controlling
the homeless cat population. I am also a member of
numerous environmental orgs, including Audubon Society
of Los Angeles and the National Audubon Society, and while
I greatly appreciate the work they do to help birds I am
adamantly opposed to their stance on TNR. Without TNR,
the homeless cat population just continues to increase.
Even those of us who are trying to still do what we know
work, have serious difficulties doing so when there are only
a handful of vets in Los Angeles- and none in West LA
where I live - who will spay or neuter feral cats. So the
population of homeless cats continues to grow. Homeless
cats are a human-made problem that requires a humandevised solution. Los Angeles needs COUNTY sponsored
spay and neuter services for ferals, and county-wide
sponsorship of free and low cost spay and neuter. I noticed
in the EIR that Elizabeth Pollock from the Del Rey Residents
Association “Voices opposition to the concept of
community cats because their community has not agreed to
take responsibility.” She must not be paying attention, as I
know of 3 groups of people who are feeding, spaying and
neutering, and pulling friendly cats out of colonies here in
my neighborhood. Thank you for taking the time to read my
comments.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Beyond the Scope on actions in areas outside
of the City of Los Angeles. Please see Table 1-1 in the
Draft EIR on responses to scoping comments.

HP-1

I have been involved with TNR and feral colonies for many
years both here in LA and in NYC. I urge the City of Los

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Holly Parker
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Angeles to fully support TNR as the preferred policy in the
humane treatment of free-roaming cats. I also recommend
the City to subsidize spay/neuter to make it easier for
individuals and rescue groups to most easily continue
compassionate efforts to reduce feral populations. Thank
you for your attention to this matter.

Responses

Hugh King

HK-1

I support the proposed citywide cat program and
encourage your department to maximize its good impact by
finding a way to reduce or eliminate the exempted areas. It
is long past time for the city of Los Angeles to take a
leadership role in employing TNR on a broad scale to
humanely reduce the number of feral cats in our city. It is a
human-caused problem and we need to address the
solution with as broad, humane, and effective a solution as
possible. That is TNR. All the alternatives considered would
fail both as humane and effective measures. Thank you for
doing everything you can to maximize the good impacts of
this proposed program AND to increase its effectiveness by
considering ways to reduce, eliminate or modify the
restrictions about the environmentally sensitive areas.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs and Alternatives Analysis.

J Luis
Cardenas

JC-1

Fixnation {http://fixnation.org/) is a very humane
organization that could help our city to go back on track,
I’m not sure why LA still killing animals, please consider Fix
nations methods.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.5.1 in
the Draft EIR regarding non-profit organizations like
FixNation under the proposed Project.

Janine Sailly

JS-1

I would like to submit my statement for the Citywide Cat
Program (E1907610). I believe that Los Angeles is in
desperate need of funding for a TNR program as well as a
Working Cats program in order to eliminate the euthanasia
of millions of innocent animals per year in your city. I have
used the service of the free vouchers for the street cats in
my area and it is indispensable. Unfortunately, when I tried
to contact to help me do a TNR for some kittens and cats I
had to do it alone. This is an extremely involved process for
people who do not know how to do it. I believe that 99% of
the population would never have the time, money or
wherewithal to undertake an endeavor without help from
the city in some form.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please also see Master Response: Working Cat Program.
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Responses

JS-2

I was able to get the traps from Fix Nation but the rest was
a learning experience. These cats will continue to
repopulate exponentially without being neutered and
spayed. This is the problem and the TNR program is the
solution. Some cats are in bad situations, especially with all
the intense construction going on in Hollywood and the
surrounding areas and must be relocated to indoor
Working Cat situations where they can be of use and be
safe.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment JS-1. Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated
Appendix J in the FEIR and Master Response: Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes on the free-roaming cat population modeling
and modeling results.

JS-3

I believe we must implement a modified TNR program that
includes facilitation of TNR related community education
and outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations
and the use of incentives to encourage the capture,
sterilization, and release of free-roaming cats, including to
TNR groups who may return the cats to free-roaming
status; publish and implement program guidelines and
ecological conservation measures; and create a Working
Cat program.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Public Education and
Outreach.

JW-1

I implore you to please not place such harsh restrictions on
the Cat Program. I TNR a lot of cats in spite of the fact that I
am unable to receive any help from the City due to this very
long ongoing lawsuit. Most of us trappers rely on programs
such as Fixnation to fix AND vaccinate our cats. Otherwise I
pay for this service out of pocket which can cost me $300
plus! But if I had not, and other trappers such as myself,
this city would literally be overrun with kittens. What
you’re now proposing will indeed ensure that we will have
an even larger population of unwanted cats (that you may
plan for extermination). More hungry cats to feed. We will
have to drive further away and most of us have schedules
and are unable to fit all into one timeline for feedings.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, and The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding. Please see
Response to Comment JS-1. Please see Section
3.2.5.1and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results.

JW-2

We have started programs for barn cats, we have adopted
some out, all kittens are scooped up and adopted out.
Through no fault of their own, 67% of stray cats had
previous owners and were abandoned and half the time
abandoned without first fixing them. We work hard
spending a lot of money and a lot of our own personal time.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment JW-1 and Master Response: Working Cat
Program. Please also see Section 4.2.2 in the Draft EIR
for more information on predation behavior of freeroaming cats.
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This being done to keep our stray population down. And
they are not going to kill our birds into extinction so please,
work with us and not against us! Thank you for your
consideration.

Responses

Jeffery
Mausner

JM-1

Thank you for your work on the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Citywide Cat Program. I
wholeheartedly support it. I urge you to consider
comments made by persons at the October 7, 2019 meeting
regarding eliminating or liberalizing time, geographic, and
other limitations in the Draft EIR, to make it easier for some
people to participate in Trap, Neuter, Return (TNR).

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and Revised Guidelines - 1Mile Buffer around ESAs.

JM-2

Two matters I would like to note: 1. I submitted materials
in support of the EIR in 2017, from the Valley Alliance of
Neighborhood Councils, the Tarzana Neighborhood
Council, and myself personally. The latter two items were
included in the Draft EIR and Appendix, but the
letter/resolution from the Valley Alliance of Neighborhood
Councils supporting Trap Neuter Return (TNR) was not
included in either the report or the appendix materials. The
Valley Alliance of Neighborhood Councils (VANC for short)
consists of representatives of all 34 Neighborhood Councils
in the San Fernando Valley, so its resolution is significant.

Thank you for your comment. Comments from VANC are
included in Appendix S of the Final EIR. The VANC
letter/resolution was sent after the scoping period and
is being responded to here in the Final EIR.

JM-3

As stated in the resolution, VANC “SUPPORTS City Council
File 17-0413, directing the appropriate City departments to
prepare an Environmental Impact Report to allow
reconsideration of a proposed Citywide Cat Program that
applies to all ‘free roaming cats’ including feral cats and
stray cats, utilizing the Project Description as detailed in
the April 11, 2017 Department of Animal Services (DAS)
report.” Very importantly, as stated in the resolution,
“VANC supports Trap, Neuter, Return as the humane way to
deal with free roaming cats, rather than mass
extermination.” As stated in the resolution “VANC requests
that the EIR include consideration of the morality of the
proposed Citywide Cat Program utilizing Trap Neuter
Return, as opposed to the alternative. This should include
consideration of the damage to the reputation of Los

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.4,
Project Objectives, in the Draft EIR and Section 3.2.3, of
the Final EIR, which includes a modified TNR program
as a preferred policy and project component. Please also
see Master Response: Alternatives Analysis and
generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of
alternatives to the proposed Project required under
CEQA. Please also see Master Response: Beyond the
Scope on impacts that do not involve a physical change
in the environment required for analysis under CEQA.
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Angeles and potential resulting loss of revenue if the City
engages in the extermination of free roaming cats.”
(Emphasis in original and added.) A copy of the VANC
Resolution is attached, along with the other materials
previously submitted, which are submitted again in
support of the Draft EIR.

Responses

JM-4

2. The second thing I’d point out is that the moral
consideration of using TNR, as opposed to rounding up tens
of thousands of cats and killing them, as far as I can tell, is
not explicitly considered in the EIR conclusions. Many
people who raised the morality issue are noted in tables
and the appendix, but that doesn’t seem to be part of the
final determination. Maybe that was found not to be
necessary to the final conclusion; the final conclusion is
good, so I’ll leave it at that. In response to some comments
made at the meeting on October 7, there is nothing humane
about killing tens of thousands of cats when there is a truly
humane alternative to doing so, TNR. Even in the unlikely
event that all of those deaths could be done painlessly, it is
neither humane nor moral to kill tens of thousands of cats.
Instead, neuter and release them, and let them live out the
rest of their lives without producing further offspring, as
contemplated in the EIR. Again, thank you for your work!

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment JM-3.

Jennifer
Moorhead

JM2-1

I urge the City of Los Angeles to fully support TNR as the
preferred policy in the humane treatment of free roaming
cats. TNR (Trap-Neuter-Return) has been proven to lower
the number of feral and free-roaming cats. I also
recommend the City continue to subsidize Spay/Neuter and
increase these efforts if possible. This will reduce the
number of animals ending up in our shelters and help us to
achieve the Zero-kill status we are aiming for.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Jennifer
Wojinski

JW2-1

Please find here, my comments in support of the
implementation of a humane TNR program for all free
roaming cats. Let’s move Los Angeles into the future and
make it a true no-kill city. Time and again, in locales across
the US and abroad, TNR has been proven to be the most
cost effective way and humane way to control roaming cat

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on
causation.
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populations. Euthanasia is simply a cycle of endless killing,
never ‘fixing’ the problem. We humans created the
problem, by not requiring neutering of all cats, by not
providing easy and cost effective services for those who
need it most, and simply, by not caring what happens to
these creatures as a result of our apathy.

Responses

JW2-2

All of the issues involving bird population reduction,
disease, etc., can be resolved simply by population control.
Feral cats that can not be placed in a working cat program
should be returned to their original colony area, where
caretakers are allowed to feed them in their remaining
lifespans without repercussion. I personally have seen the
effectiveness of TNR, both as a child and as a resident of Los
Angeles , right here in Silverlake/Echo Park. In short, I’d
like to know that my tax dollars are hard at work creating
TNR programs, providing financial assistance for to TNR
free roaming cats and providing proper laws and education.
It’s appalling to think that a problem humans created can
be solved by killing. Let’s take responsibility and make a
forward thinking change.

Thank you for your comment. Please see generally
Chapter 4 in the Draft EIR on impacts required to be
analyzed under CEQA, and Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on
the analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project
required under CEQA. Please also see Master Responses:
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, Working
Cat Program, and Alternatives Analysis.

JH-1

I just wanted to let you know that TNR for community cats
is a great program. It humanely curbs the exponential
increase in outside cat population. No screaming cats in
heat to wake up to in the middle of the night. And I no
longer have to see little kittens getting run over by a car
and being left on the road. Or see his sibling guarding his
lifeless body although that also puts her in danger. At least
not on my block. Thanks to the great efforts of dedicated
people who believe in TNR. A young mom cat who was
giving birth 3 times a year to 4-5 kittens is now spayed &
enjoys a leisure life without constantly worrying about
taking care of her babies on the street. People are mean and
awful sometimes and the streets are not kind to helpless
tiny kittens. It would work for any other animals that need
population control. Coyotes, raccoons & possums. Rather
than killing them, this would be the most humane and
effective way to deal with such issues.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope
on population control for other animal populations.
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Jocelyn
Armour

JA-1

I want to lend my absolute support of local TNR work and
policy implementation in the LA area. This is a vital
necessity due to overwhelming numbers of community cats
who deserve the chance to live. TNRing to help manage the
population is humane and effective. It is the right thing to
do where possible. The city needs policies and support in
place to help those who do this work. Spay/Neuter support
and medical wellness programs for these cats are
desperately needed. We also need education in the
community. It would be so helpful to have literature or
pamphlets that groups could take to the communities they
work in to help foster understanding and further the
ultimate goal of managing these colonies.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please see Master Responses: Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project,
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, and Public
Education and Outreach.

John and
Angela
Sichler

JS2-1

I live in Panorama City and we are over run with feral cats.
Over the years, myself and my daughter trapped at least 60
cats and had them fixed at Fix Nation, sometimes with the
help of Best Friends, under their trap and release program.
This has just made a small dent in the over population of
cats. There should be a law that before you adopt any
animal, they should be fixed. As in my neighborhood,
people get kittens from someone and in no time the cute
kittens are pregnant, the cycle never stops. Years ago, there
used to be L.A. City employees that would knock on your
door once a year, to find out how many animals you had, if
they were fixed and had a license. Now there is no more
over site. Behind the Home Depot and the Cinema at the
Plant Shopping Center, you can find 50-80 cats around if
not more, they in turn eventually turn up in the
neighborhoods nearby. I hope that our City Council can
come up with a solution to this problem.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.2 in
the Draft EIR for more information about the existing
operations of the Los Angeles Animal Services
Department and Section 2.3.3 on applicable local laws
and regulations. As discussed in Section 2.3.3 in the
Draft EIR, the City’s spay/neuter law passed in 2008
requires all cats and dogs in the City to be spayed or
neutered after the age of 4 months, with some specific
exemptions allowed. Please see Master Response: This Is
a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on enforcement issues.

Kaitlin
Kindman

KK-1

As a resident of the city of Los Angeles, I am writing to
express my strong support for the proposed Citywide Cat
Program. I am very much in favor of the proposed 2019
Citywide Cat Program. Trap/neuter/return (TNR)
programs have a positive impact on neighborhoods by
reducing the community cat populations humanely and
cost effectively. These free roaming cats are already in the

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR
and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the freeroaming cat population modeling and modeling results.
Please see generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the
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community, therefore the spaying/neutering of these cats
has a favorable impact. Additionally, TNR programs foster a
mutually beneficial relationship between city residents and
public agencies. I also support the proposed use of city
facilities to provide educational programming on any
animal related topic, including free-roaming cats. It is also
important that the program includes changes to the City
administrative and municipal codes related to accessing
funds from the City’s Animal Sterilization Fund to
spay/neuter community cats (free-roaming). We only
support waiving cat trap rental fees if the intended use is
for TNR. As a resident and city taxpayer, I support funding
the Citywide Cat Program because I want to know that my
taxes are going to humane efforts to manage cat
populations and I do NOT support the killing of community
cats in shelters.

Responses
analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project required
under CEQA and Master Response: Alternatives Analysis.

Karen
Ornelas

KO-1

My name is Karen Ornelas and I reside in the city of San
Pedro, CA which is in Los Angeles city. I have lived here for
35 years and have seen a dire need to help community cats
and dogs (I happen to help cats as they were all in my
backyard already). People are NOT being responsible for
spay/neutering which has caused so many, many sweet
lovable animals to be killed every year (5 million in Los
Angeles alone). I have been doing TNR (Humanely Trap,
Neuter or spay and return) and this has been known to
work the best for the community cats. If you just try and kill
them, first it is horrible to kill an animal and is not needed,
as if you kill the group another will take its place. It is called
the vacuum effect. Cats are very territorial and when you
remove one group, another one comes in, this is not good as
you start ALL over again with trapping. We don’t want
kittens to be born and being killed and being sick, wildlife
also kills the innocent as I had Racoons killing kittens too!

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Alternatives Analysis and Vacuum Effect.

KO-2

We are all trying to reduce the killing and to end up with
no-kill shelters all over the world. But first, we must take
care of and help the feral cats. All feral cats are scared of
humans and if you don’t have the time they are the first to

Thank you for your comment.
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be killed as they are not ‘friendly’ enough to adopt out.
Please, do the right thing and continue helping all the
people, shelters, and foster care out there trying to make a
difference for all the animals.

Responses

Karla
Mancilla

KM-1

Please continue and increase the trap, neuter/spay, return
cats to their home program. There is a tremendous rat and
mice problem and the cats have been so helpful in keeping
such dangerous vermin population down. Please don’t
cancel such helpful and necessary program. Thank you for
your help in saving the cats and in turn saving us from the
rats.

Please see Master Response: Rodent Control.

Kassie
Porcaro

KP-1

I support the Trap-Neuter-Release program’s
reinstatement. I am a stakeholder in Los Angeles and see
the value of community cats in my neighborhood as well as
the program’s alignment with the city’s No Kill policy. I
would also encourage you to pursue legislation in the city
that would allow more renters to keep their pets by not
allowing landlords to ban pets in apartment buildings
around the city. Too many animals end up on the streets
because of owners’ inability to move with their pets.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted. Please also see Master Response:
Beyond the Scope on additional legislation.

Kat Laskey

KL-1

I’ve been a volunteer at the North Central shelter for the
past 2 years, and resident of Los Angeles for the past 10
years. I am a voter and a homeowner, and the way our city
is handling our animals - especially feral cats - is very
upsetting. I volunteer in the “feral cat room” or “undersocialized cat room” weekly, and I must say it was a big
relief to see that there is finally some movement happening
to save these poor cats. Any cat designated to that room is
essentially doomed at this point, based only on their
disinterest/distrust of humans. Not only does it completely
value their inherent right to life - and freedom to roam - but
it also devalues them as a natural species, with whom we
share the planet.

Thank you for your comment.

KL-2

Cats are an essential part of our natural environment, and a
key piece of the puzzle in order to maintain the biodiversity
of our earth. Everywhere I visit in the world has free
roaming cats, and the fact that our city traps them and

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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leaves them in tiny cages in shelters across the city is
completely unethical. Spay/Neuter/Return is the way to go
and it’s time for LA to get on board with the humane
treatment of animals movement that is sweeping the nation
and the world. I would be happy to contribute my voice
wherever it is needed to promote this movement; Please
advise me of any opportunities to do so.

Responses

Katharine
Weiss

KW-1

I wish to express my support for implementation of the
proposed Citywide Cat Program (CCP), E1907610. I’m an
active volunteer with Kitty Bungalow Charm School, an
independent 501(c)3 in South Los Angeles working in the
local community for cat & kitten rescue, TNR, working cat
placement and adoptions. I welcome the opportunity to
have larger support from the City of Los Angeles in
reducing the cat overpopulation on our city streets and
providing affordable and accessible spay/neuter for
residents’ pets and community cats alike. The program
should be implemented as it is laid out in section ES.2 of the
draft EIR. In the effort towards making Los Angeles a “nokill” city, the Citywide Cat Program will aid in saving
thousands of lives by stemming the breeding cycle and, in
turn, preventing the needless euthanizing of cats and
kittens. TNR halts disruptive mating behaviors—like
yowling, spraying, roaming, and territorial fighting—so
community cats and people can coexist peacefully. It is the
ethical and humane solution to diffusing cat conflict and
litters of kittens, period. Additionally, fewer free-roaming
cats means reduced harmful environmental impact, such as
flea-borne disease and over-predation of native wildlife.
Providing affordable spay/neuter for City residents is also
an essential factor of the CCP, as is establishing a citysanctioned Working Cat program.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see generally Chapter 4 in the Draft EIR on impact
analysis of the proposed Project.

KW-2

One aspect of the plan that I would request be addressed, is
re-assessment of the one-mile radius protection boundary
around areas designated as “environmentally sensitive
areas” (ESAs); please consider reducing or eliminating this
radius. The main concern is that nearly 40% of Los Angeles

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.
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will be impacted by radial overlap between designated
ESAs, potentially cutting off areas that may benefit from
TNR and free-roaming cat management.

Responses

KW-3

By adopting an official position on TNR, affordable
spay/neuter, a community cat management program, and
partnering with the numerous grassroots organizations,
volunteer-led programs and independent rescuers, the cats
and residents of Los Angeles can have a safe and happy
coexistence with a manageable population. Education is
key, and as a dedicated member of an organization already
working in communities that need our assistance,
additional education and support from the Citywide Cat
Program will enhance our outreach efforts and emphasize
the life-saving work that we do. Thank you for your time
and for the opportunity to comment on and support such a
necessary program for the City of Los Angeles.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please also see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.

KL2-1

Every method of so called animal control that involves
poisoning, trapping, catching and killing is ineffective and
inhumane. All methods that kill animals just end up
providing more food for the animals who survive, as there
is less competition for the food source.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please also see Master Response: Alternatives Analysis.

KL2-2

Trap, neuter, release works as the population declines
naturally and kittens are brought inside and fixed and
adopted out whenever possible. The science is on the side
of animal advocates who practice and promote TNR and it
is the right thing to do. TNR works.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

KG-1

I’d like to express my full support for the proposed “Cat
Plan” and overturning the city-wide injunction which
contributed significantly to the current cat overpopulation
crisis. LA City July 2016-April 2017: Total cats, kittens and
feral’s DOA, died or euthanized is 3,998. All country
shelters come in at about 9,000. So county and city
combined about 14,000 cats and kittens were killed. What
is causing so many kittens to enter the system? It’s very
simple - lack of accessible free spay neuter, and the TNR
(trap, neuter, return-injunction) which means the homeless
cat/kitten problem has exploded out of control. The city

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Beyond the Scope and This
Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue regarding the
injunction referenced in Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results.
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absolutely must overturn the absurd injunction and
allocate funding for TNR programs.

Responses

Kristine
Martin

KM-1

I write this email in support of Trap and Neuter programs
in LA. This is the most humane way of controlling the feral
cat population. Use of poison is a terrible way of control,
not to mention you can harm other living things, a
neighbor’s pet who happens to be in contact with the
poisoned animal. I work at a local hospital and there was a
family of feral cats living in front of the lobby. One of my co
workers were able to ask a non-profit (Luxe Paws) to come
and trap to fix the cats. They were able to adopt out one
kitten that was a good candidate for a new home. (The rest
were too feral/wild). Please do what you can to keep this
program going!

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Laura Rigby

LR-1

This email is to show support of conducting an
Environment Impact Report in order for Trap-NeuterReturn to be done. I have visited the shelters many times
and have been stunned at how many cats and kittens are
there, and also how many resources and staff need to be
available for them to receive care.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.2 in the Draft EIR regarding the
existing operations of the Los Angeles Animal Services
Department.

Lee Johnson

LJ-1

My name is Lee, and I absolutely am for going to the source
of the issue of the overflow of animals in shelters that do
not have enough staff or resources to support them in this
city. I am all in support to neuter said cats/dogs/animals
because this is all just too inhumane to treat them in the
way that they’ve been treated.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Linda Muggli

LM-1

It’s a no brainer that this state spends 250 million dollars
killing healthy animals which could be avoided with open
mindedness and partnering with other states to transport
healthy pets. If LA doesn’t want to help homeless people
living on the streets AT LEAST support TNR.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
also see Master Response: Beyond the Scope regarding
the homeless population.

Linda Yaco

LY-1

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this very
important program. I am a big Advocate for TNR & have
fixed OVER 600 cats with Trap/Neuter/Return. TNR is
proven by Dr. Levy to be the only humane & ethical
program we have to reduce the outside Cat overpopulation.
We have lost a lot of time w/all these court battles & it’s

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see Section 3.2.5.1and Updated Appendix J in the Draft
EIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the
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time to get back to truly helping reduce the population. I
am copying my letter for commenting on this possible
reinstatement. Thank you for allowing the public to
comment. Dear Dr. Rebstock: I’m writing to support
Trap/Neuter/Return as the only effective & humane
process for reducing the overpopulation of outside
Community Cats. I have been very active in our Local TNR
program since 1996. I have humanely trapped & had fixed
& returned over 600 cats over that time span. I personally
have led the TNR process on many large colonies in my
City. One Hospital in our city had over 60 cats. We fixed
every one of them over time & removed all cats that were
young enough to socialize &/or to rehome. It is not a quick
solution to the population but over time we get to Zero cats
in a well-managed colony. Well managed is trapping all new
cats, feeding them at feeding stations so we can see who
needs medical care or who is a new cat to be fixed. I have
also helped in areas where trap & remove (or killed) has
been done. There are ALWAYS cats that will come in & fill
this now vacant territory & the breeding starts all over
again. In a minimum of 6 months to a year, we have a new
group of unfixed cats that need TNR. In my many
experiences with Trap & Remove/Kill areas, it solved
absolutely nothing let alone that cats were killed for no
reason.

Responses
court order. Please also see Master Responses: The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding,
Alternatives Analysis, and Vacuum Effect.

LY-2

Then there are those who really don’t know much & want
these cats sent to sanctuaries. There are not enough of
them & feral cats just don’t do well in them & most people
do not understand their behavior. The Los Angeles area has
lost many precious years without TNR & there is a LOT to
work to do to catch up. If you truly want to get the cat
population under control: TNR will be brought back & the
City of Los Angeles will find a way to subsidize all the
expenses of this, as many Cities &/or counties have done.
Fixing cats is very expansive as you know. In my City we
have Free TNR otherwise I would not have been to fix any,
not even one cat & I had over 600 fixed! I look forward to
seeing TNR being back to Los Angeles County since it’s the

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. If
approved, the proposed Project would be implemented
within the City of Los Angeles.
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most effective & humane process for anyone to reduce the
homeless Community Cats &/or Feral Cats. Thank you for
your consideration.

Responses

Lional A
Cone

LC-1

Please know that I am in support of the proposed “Citywide
Cat Program.” My hope is that sufficient funding will be
provided by the city to those organizations and individuals
that have practiced TNR (trap, neuter and return)
successfully. I am including a letter that I wrote to
Councilman Mattucci about our success with TNR and
caring for several community cat colonies in the city of
Torrance. Also, this letter addresses what can happen when
TNR is not practiced. This letter was written when I was a
resident there.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project regarding
project funding.

LC-2

l am resident of Torrance and my partner and I care for
some of the community cat colonies in the city. We do this
by providing food (in a manner that assures that only the
cats and not other wildlife gets fed), identify animals who
may need medical care and implement the scientifically
proven practice of Trap, Neuter and Return (TNR).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.

LC-3

Our efforts have had some success. Over the past 4-5 years,
we have witnessed a decrease or no increase in the feline
population in 4 of the colonies served. For example, at the
California National Guard Armory on Cabrillo Street, when
we first started to care for the cats at this site the
population census was 14. Over time, the number of cats
residing there has decreased as a result of natural attrition
and because all of the cats in this colony were either
neutered or spayed (TNR). Another benefit of reducing
population at this site is that we no longer receive anymore
complaints from the commanding officer about the
presence in the Armory yard. I bring this important
information to your attention because our efforts will be
undermined if something isn’t done about the cat
population that continues to grow in the area of Wilson
park that has been allocated to the Southern California
Steamer Organization. Last week while walking in the park,
I noted the presence 9-10 young cats in that fenced off area.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.5.1
and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results.
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This was the first time that I saw so many cats in that small
area!

Responses

LC-4

Please know that there was a time when we had access to
this area and success in trapping 14 cats that were then
spayed and neutered. The benefit of having access to this
area and implementing TNR was that we were able to keep
the feline population under control. Several years ago my
access to this area was terminated and I never received an
explanation for the change in policy. Without access to this
protected area we will continue to see growth in the feline
population and displacement of this population to other
areas of Torrance that have been relatively community cat
free.

Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope.

LC-5

Not far behind an increase in the community cat population
will be complaints from residents over the presence of
these animals in their yards, carports and garages and of
the damage that they do. Thank you for taking the time to
read about our concern and my hope is that we will once
again have access to this area so that this problem can be
addressed in a constructive and humane manner. Please
feel free to call me and we can discuss further.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.5.1
and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results.

LB-1

I would like to comment on the proposal. First and
foremost it is very important to support and make available
free spay and neuter to rescue animals. By doing so
eventually the stray population diminishes. I recently was
part of a large trap and release project here in San
Fernando. By spaying and neutering 13 adult cats we stood
hundreds of potential new kittens from being born, from
fighting disease and from reproducing. I was surprised how
an entire community was unsure of how to handle the
growing population. The shelters offer ZERO assistance and
have an unreasonable solution: “stop feeding”! Which is in
no way a solution. Thanks to fix nation I was able to
educate and help.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please see Master Response: Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project on
health impacts. Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR
on the effects of the prior court order on the City’s
shelters.

LB-2

This needs to be countywide. There needs to be teams of
people who know how to trap/fix/release. If those vans
were around the county people would realize help is out

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach. If approved,
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there. There are answers and solutions to problems. It
doesn’t take billions, or millions to put this into action. It’s
not a money maker but it’s important and necessary. Thank
you for your time.

Responses
the proposed Project would be implemented within the
City of Los Angeles.

Lisa Liberati

LL-1

I am a Los Angeles City resident who supports
trap/neuter/return and overturning the current gag rule. I
would prefer my tax dollars be spent subsidizing
spay/neuter, NOT trap/kill. I pay for the vanity plate to
support those measures on a statewide level, and donate
my time and resources to organizations who understand
that community cats are pest control, not pests.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the prior
court order. Please see Master Response: Alternatives
Analysis and Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of
alternatives to the proposed Project required under
CEQA.

Marge Kado

MK-1

I am in full support of TNR for the following reasons: 1. Cats
and kittens who are taken to the LA shelters and who are
semi feral/feral are put down despite the workers saying
they will be adoptable. There is a good article by Daniel Gus
of City Watch on LA’s animal shelters. 2. The cat hoarders,
and there are hundreds of them in LA, are out of control.
Animal shelters will not do TNR. 3. Disneyland in Anaheim
has over 200 cats and has a TNR program to control rats.
It’s effective. 4. Chicago also has a TNR program. Before
that rats were eating the grains of breweries, so the
businesses got feral cats and it was effective. 5. New York
also adopted a TNR program near their waterfronts and it
was effective. 6. Best Friends, while they do good work,
took in millions of contributions, which makes me
personally think there is a financial gain for not doing TNR.
7. I live on a block with two cat hoarders and I personally
see what suffering goes on with cats. The hoarders need
psychiatric intervention. They don’t see suffering. I am
hoping that laws change so the TNR program along with
the shelters work. From my research on the web, this is a
major, major problem and is widespread. Thanks for your
services.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.2 in the Draft EIR regarding current
operations at LAAS. Please see Master Response: Outside
the Scope on hoarding and financial issues. Please see
Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the effects of the prior
court order on the City’s shelters.

Maria Gale

MG-1

I am writing to express my support for implementation of
the proposed Citywide Cat Program (CCP), E1907610. I’m
an active volunteer with Kitty Bungalow Charm School, an
independent 501(c)3 in South Los Angeles working in the

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted. Please also see Section 4.2.2 in the
Draft EIR and Master Response: Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project on disease,

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-409

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text
local community for cat & kitten rescue, TNR, working cat
placement and adoptions. I welcome the opportunity to
have larger support from the City of Los Angeles in
reducing the cat overpopulation on our city streets and
providing affordable and accessible spay/neuter for
residents’ pets and community cats alike. The program
should be implemented as it is laid out in section ES.2 of the
draft EIR. In the effort towards making Los Angeles a “nokill” city, the Citywide Cat Program will aid in saving
thousands of lives by stemming the breeding cycle and, in
turn, preventing the needless euthanizing of cats and
kittens. TNR halts disruptive mating behaviors—like
yowling, spraying, roaming, and territorial fighting—so
community cats and people can coexist peacefully. It is the
ethical and humane solution to diffusing cat conflict and
litters of kittens, period. Additionally, fewer free-roaming
cats means reduced harmful environmental impacts, such
as flea-borne disease and over-predation of native wildlife.
Providing affordable spay/neuter for City residents is also
an essential factor of the CCP, as is establishing a citysanctioned Working Cat program.

Responses
and Section 4.2.3.2 on biological resources impacts from
the proposed Project.

MG-2

One aspect of the plan that I would request be addressed is
re-assessment of the 1-mile radius protection boundary
around areas designated as “environmentally sensitive
areas” (ESAs); please consider reducing or eliminating this
radius. The main concern is that nearly 40% of Los Angeles
will be impacted by radial overlap between designated
ESAs, potentially cutting off areas that may benefit from
TNR and free roaming cat management.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

MG-3

By adopting an official position on TNR, affordable
spay/neuter, a community cat management program, and
partnering with the numerous grassroots organizations,
volunteer-led programs and independent rescuers, the cats
and residents of Los Angeles can have a safe and happy
coexistence with a manageable population. Education is
key, and as a dedicated member of an organization already
working in communities that need our assistance,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach.
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additional education and support from the Citywide Cat
Program will enhance our outreach efforts and emphasize
the life-saving work that we do. Thank you for your time
and for the opportunity to comment on & support such a
necessary program for the City of Los Angeles.

Responses

Marina
Zinchenko

MZ-1

To Whom It May Concern, My husband and I are examples
of community members who take it upon ourselves to spay
and neuter our neighborhood cats. We are writing in
support of the city lifting its injunction against Trap, Neuter
and Return programs. We have fixed 7 cats so far, and
helped 4 of them find homes. We take advantage of the vet
vouchers from Animal Control, and we are very
appreciative of the program. We choose to use a vet that
can also board the cats for a few days afterwards, since we
want to give them time to recover, and we don’t have space
ourselves to do so. We realize not every community
member takes as active of an interest as us, and we would
be very supportive if the city were to continue, and increase
its involvement in a TNR program to help our city’s cats.
We like the idea of more facilities that could help and house
these animals, even if just for their recovery time. It is
important to us that we release the cats back to the same
spots they were trapped, and we appreciate the city’s plans
to follow this method. Since it is just us and a friend, we are
not able to devote all of the time and resources necessary
to really stay on top of the situation, and the cats continue
to multiply. With access to more resources, we would be
able to continue to help.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the prior court
order. Please see Section 2.4, Project Objectives, and
Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for the updated Project
Description, and Chapter 5, Comparison of Alternatives,
in the Draft EIR, which do not include any requirements
for boarding for additional recovery time after
surgeries.

Mark Haynie

MH-1

Hey, thanks for your time and energy in support of
addressing the overpopulation of animals at the root.
Instead of patching it up and ruining lives with LA’s “kitten
death mill,’’ we should be saving lives spaying/neutering.
Responsibility? LA, let’s lead by example. The problems
have a solution. We just need to implement it. Thanks.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

Mary Dudley

MD-1

I am writing in support of establishing a TNR (Trap-NeuterReturn) program. It has been shown that these programs
are very effective when managed properly.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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MD-2

In Long Beach there is a very active and successful program
in place in my neighborhood. Animal Care Services of Long
Beach have been very supportive in establishing and
expanding this program.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

ML-1

Use a humane cat trap that is secure and not made in China.
I once got a cheap made-in-China trap and the cat got away
after being trapped. Hope he did not injure himself. I never
saw the cat again. A two-way trap works best. You can put
food on one end and open the door on the other end. There
are a lot of quality traps made here.

Thank you for your comment Please see Master
Response: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
on best practices for TNR practitioners.

ML-2

There must a place to house the animal after the surgery.
Even a male cat needs to rest overnight before he can be
returned back to the wild. It is just fair to let an animal rest
after the operation. For females, I keep them for 2 days in a
big cat carrier. There are feral dens that would make it
more comfortable to care for the cat during recovery. I once
heard an ignorant lady say that she kept the cat in her car
trunk, which is an absolute NO NO.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment ML-1.

ML-3

Animals should be returned back to the same place they are
found. But younger ferals can be adopted if they look cute
and not too wild. They should be turned over to an
organization like Stray Cat Alliance, etc., to help them find a
home. My latest set of ferals I got from the church yard
ended up in my house as a forever home. If a kitten is
trapped, it definitely should be taken into a home or foster
so it can grow up as a pet.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats.

ML-4

A lot of people I know are feeding stray cats as they love
animals, but they may not have all the space for the cats to
move in. If the people can provide a small outdoor shelter
(e.g., dog house) or make a feral cat den and keep caring for
the cats, they can live on after TNR. But the life of a feral cat
outdoors is limited. However, it is better not to see so many
cats being born without a home.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding.

ML-5

Raise the limit on the number of cats that a household can
keep (e.g., up to six). Organizations like Stray Cat Alliance
often have fosters for cats, and these people may have more

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 in
the FEIR, for the updated Project description, which
includes allowing households to have up to five cats,
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than 2 in a household due to their kind hearts. Houses with
yards can have more cats as long as neighbors can tolerate
them (e.g., on hillside property, cats do not disturb the
neighbor’s yard).

Responses
with restrictions. Please see generally Chapter 5 in the
Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives to the proposed
Project required under CEQA, which does not include
additional increases to the number of household cats
allowed. Please also see Master Response: Alternatives
Analysis.

ML-6

Work in collaboration with organizations like Fix A Nation,
which has a lot of experience with TNR. Do not work alone.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.5.1 in
the Draft EIR on coordination with third-party TNR
organizations.

ML-7

Link rescue organizations into the program so suitable
animals can be placed into homes with their help.

Please see Response to Comment ML-6.

MP-1

It is heartening to see the city of Los Angeles step up to the
plate to put forth this 30-year TNR program, which I
earnestly support. TNR (trap-neuter-release) -- the
decades-old effort by the countless volunteers who work
tirelessly to humanely sterilize and then release freeroaming cats (to the area in which they were trapped) -- is
vital if, as a community, we are to reduce the burgeoning
number of homeless cats; the homeless cat population is
out of control, shelters are full to bursting, and TNR is the
sensible, humane and most effective solution to reducing
the ever-increasing unsheltered cat population.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results.

MP-2

I vigorously support city action to establish this program
and to educate the public about the benefits, not only to
these animals, but to the general public. Further, I strongly
advocate the removal or -- at the very least -- reduction of
buffer zones (ESAs), which, if kept in place, are likely to
dilute the scope, speed, and success of this proposed 30year program. Thank you for this opportunity to express
my support of the Citywide Cat Program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

ML2-1

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report,
and I stand in solidarity with responsible cat caretakers.
We agree with the Draft and ask the city of Los Angeles to
support this effort and to implement Trap-Neuter-Return
programs. More and more over the last several years, we
are feeling the effects of the LA City TNR injunction in areas
all over Southern California. The injunction has impacted

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the prior
court order.
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TNR efforts in my own community, Norwalk. I cannot
effectively TNR cats in my city, because the resources I
would normally use to do so have become non-existent.
SNPLA is turning cats away because of the injunction. We
MUST change things and make all resources available again,
to the public and to the rescue/TNR organizations who
depend upon them, if we are to ever see an end to the
overpopulation crisis that’s overwhelmed us all.

Responses

ML2-2

We can neither rescue nor euthanize our way out of this
mess; TNR must be factored into this equation, as well.
Support Trap-Neuter-Return as an integral part of
achieving a No-Kill Los Angeles!

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

Meliss
Guardado

MG2-1

My name is Melissa Guardado and I live in Sun Valley. I am
an advocating that more of our tax money needs to go
towards funding for spaying/neutering of cats in Los
Angeles. As a result, I am in great favor of the LA Cat
Program and believe this program should go in effect and
properly fix the endemic of overpopulation of feral cats
rather than “fixing” the problem by inhumanely killing
thousands of kittens and cats.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Michelle
Cornelius

MC-1

I am writing to you in support of the Environmental Impact
Report for the Citywide Cat Program. Trap-Neuter-Return
(TNR) is the most humane way to manage the population of
free-roaming cats in Los Angeles. One obvious benefit of
TNR is an overall reduction in the size of feral cat colonies.
This year alone there has been a 22% increase in the
numbers of kittens entering city shelters (which translates
to about 40 kittens per day). Alley Cat Allies has research
on their website that demonstrates that TNR reduces the
size of feral cat colonies. In one study at the University of
Florida, the number of community cats living on campus
declined by 66% over 11 years, with no new kittens being
born after the 4th year of the program’s implementation. A
TNR program at Texas A&M observed positive results even
more quickly; they fixed 123 cats in the first year, and the
following year no new litters of kittens were born.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR
and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the freeroaming cat population modeling and modeling results.
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MC-2

Furthermore, the mass killing of community cats creates a
vacuum in the environment that allows new cats to move
into a territory, take advantage of available resources and
breed, thereby increasing the number of free-roaming cats
(Alley Cat Allies).

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Vacuum Effect.

Mischelle
Uhlman

MU-1

Hello, I was forwarded this document by SPNLA. I think the
approach is practical, it works within the requirements of
the city, and includes incentives for the public to assist. The
incentives, in my opinion, would raise public participation
and visibility of the effort to manage free roaming cats and
reduce euthanasia.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Mollie
Goldberg

MG3-1

My name is Mollie Goldberg, I live in Echo Park at 322
Laveta Terrace, #4, Los Angeles, CA 90026. I’m writing to
show my support for ending the city’s injunction on TNR
education and resources. I’m a trapper with Luxe Paws and
I’ve seen firsthand the pain kittens and cats suffer when
they’re left on the street with no one to get them medical
care or feed them. I support lifting the injunction as well as
the citywide cat program. I do think it needs to be
amended, however. There shouldn’t be any sort of
restrictions on feeding times or buffer zones. It would
totally diminish the purpose of the program. A 20k
reduction in strays over 30 years is not enough.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the prior
court order. Please also see Master Responses: Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Revised
Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

MG3-2

I also think Animal Services needs to look at some of their
“alternative options” for the program not as alternatives
but as parts of the program. Requiring potential adopters to
spay/neuter, microchip, register, and keep their animals
indoors in order to adopt should be MANDATORY. I also
think Animal Services should ban the “clear the shelters”
low/no cost adoptions. I’ve seen way too many friendly
strays out on the streets who were clearly never feral but
dumped by a former owner. When “clear the shelter’’
events waive adoption fees, they’re removing the ability for
the shelter to ensure the adopter has the funds to own a pet
and encourages buying an animal on a whim.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 5.3 in
the Draft EIR regarding the alternatives cited in the
comment, which were not carried forward for further
CEQA analysis because they did not meet most of the
basic project objectives. Please also see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis. Notwithstanding, the
City has had indoor only, indoor/outdoor and outdoor
only cats for quite some time. Making it as restrictive as
indoor only would likely reduce the number of cats
adopted. Spay/Neuter is mandatory for all pet cats.
Clear the Shelter events are a low cost or free adoption
program that is produced by national TV networks
annually to raise public awareness about shelter
animals needing homes.
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MG3-3

I would like to see Animal Services actually enforce rules
that keep cats inside at all times. I’d like to be able to report
a neighbor who lets their cat free roam the same way I can
report that my trash hasn’t been picked up by the city. I
want a form to report my neighbors for a citation that may
incentivize them to keep their cats indoors.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on
enforcement issues. Please also see Master Response:
Alternatives Analysis and Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR
regarding the no-roaming alternative, which was not
carried forward for further CEQA analysis because it did
not meet most of the basic project objectives.

NA-1

I read the EIR. I have lived in the city of Los Angeles for
over 9 yrs. The cat problem in the city can be greatly
reduced if programs to educate the public more about cats
are provided (this will help get more cats adopted and into
homes but will be more of a long-term issue). As the report
mentions, allow free spay and neuter for all cats, regardless
of status. I can’t tell you how many times I’ve obtained
vouchers from the city to help neighbors get their cats
spayed or neutered ... but these places that take the
vouchers still charge a lot. For one cat I took recently to
SNPLA, with a voucher, vaccinations and a microchip cost
over $100.00 additional. They don’t do free spay and neuter
for TNR. It would be a dream if all places like the animal
shelter, SNPLA, SPCALA, Best Friends, and organizations
similar did free spay and neuter for TNR regardless of zip
code and regardless of the status of the cat. If the city wants
more cats adopted and off the streets, why aren’t these
initial services free? People still have to take the cat to vet
for evaluation and often deworming, then purchase
supplies and food. To make a big difference, for all cats that
an owner is willing to take off the street or adopt, the initial
services (spay/neuter, vaccinations, and deworming)
should be free.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
Consideration of Public Health Impacts on the Proposed
Project, and Public Education and Outreach.

NA-2

SPCALA stopped taking appointments from my zip code,
which made the cat problem harder for my community. We
can’t rely on cat organizations to take responsibility for our
problem. This is our problem, the city, the people. The nonprofits don’t have the money or resources to solve a long
term problem. Plus, often we find “community” cats -- cats
that are stray and don’t have an owner who lives in a

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Public Education and Outreach.
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neighborhood; they often have multiple homes or
apartment properties (i.e., in between yards, back yards).
Educating the public and maybe some providing marketing
about cats as pets over long term would help. I’ve been
educating neighbors, but one voice only goes so far. Our
city and the people of our city are compassionate. The city
has the tools and the solution to this cat problem; it just
needs to implement it.

Responses

Nancy Iida

NI-1

Can the neutered cats then be placed for rat control in
needed areas? Every so often, I read complaints about ratinfested problem areas. However, I am leery about what
kind of people live in those places; they might be cruel to
those cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Rodent Control.

Nikki Linn

NL2-1

I have heard about the current plan that the city of LA has
in effect in regards to feral cats, and I urge you to support
an alternate plan!! I have worked with animals for 20 years
and can say that I am almost an expert on feral cats and
colonies. The only way to manage a feral population is
through humane TNR. In this way the colony slowly
dwindles and shrinks. Under your current plan, killing feral
cats only makes room for others to move into established
colony areas, not to mention the barbaric nature of this, the
public outcry and PR nightmare for the city. And if nothing
else, the expense!!!!

Thank you for your comment. Please see Sections 2.4 in
the Draft EIR for the project objectives, and Section 3.2.3
in the Final EIR, for the updated components of the
proposed Project, which include TNR. Please see
generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of
alternatives to the proposed Project required under
CEQA. Please also see Master Response: Alternatives
Analysis and note the City of Los Angeles does not
actively remove free-roaming cats from the
environment and euthanize them; please see also
Master Response: Removal of Nuisance Cats.

NL2-2

Please, please consider TNR as the most cost effective, just
plain effective, and humane alternative to managing the
feral cat population! Not to mention you and the city of LA
can be hero’s instead of villains! There are many, many of
us animal lovers out there, and we will help!!! Just give us a
chance to step up!!! Thank you, and please do the right
thing.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment NL2-1.

PS-1

Hello, my name is Pat Seltzer. I foster for Friends of Life
Rescue and I’m also a foster at the West Los Angeles Animal
Shelter. I’d like to just give you some insight into some of
the things I’ve experienced. When I was a foster at the WLA
shelter, I frequently went there to check on the kittens to
see when I should bring back mine to be adopted, and I had

Thank you for support of the proposed Project. Please
see Section 2.2 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of
current LAAS operations, including Table 2-1, which
summarizes the number of cat adoptions and
euthanizations annually for fiscal years 2011-2019.
Please see Section 2.4 in the Draft EIR for project

Pat Seltzer
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a conversation with another foster who was taking care of
the kittens. While we were speaking at the shelter, I saw an
employee walk by with a huge, huge tray of kittens. I asked
the other foster, “What are they doing with that tray of
kittens?” She looked at me and said, “Well, what do you
think?” I said, “That can’t be right. That just can’t be right.
They are going to kill all those kittens. It’s so wrong. We’ve
got to change things.” She agreed. I want to commend you
on your draft Environmental Impact Report. It was very
extensive, almost like the Mueller Report. And, no, I didn’t
get to read all of it. I understand the boundaries of your
report, but I think you also might have some important
figures that you might be able to share with us. Specifically,
how many kittens and cats are killed at the shelter? What is
the cost of euthanizing all of these animals? Obviously, it is
out of control whatever the numbers are. I would suggest to
you, it would be so simple to fix this. So simple. All you have
to do is spay/neuter and the euthanasia numbers will be
reduced. All the money that is spent on the euthanasia can
be redirected to spay and neuter all animals, kittens, cats,
dogs and puppies. I wish we could be like the person from
Colorado that said they realized they had a problem and
they got together and they fixed it. Rather than euthanizing
the animals, they spayed & neutered. It’s just that simple.
Thank you very much for allowing my input.

Responses
objectives and Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for the
updated proposed Project , which includes TNR.

Patricia
Susann
Dillon

PD-1

Just a note to let you know how delighted I am to hear that
the City of LA is proposing a spay/neuter program for freeroaming cats. I realize that, although initially expensive,
this program will not only pay for itself in reducing the cost
of caring for the masses of kittens, but it is also the morally
ethical thing to do for these cats. Again, thank you for your
attention to this situation and advocating for the
spay/neuter program.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Patti Hall

PH-1

I support the city creating this program to support and
promote “TNR” (trap-neuter-return) to humanely sterilize
free roaming cats (as extensively as possible without buffer
zone restrictions) and to provide information and

Thank you for your support for the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs.
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education about there benefits of TNR. I am also in favor of
removing or reducing the large exempted areas called
“buffer zones” and “ESAs”(environmentally sensitive
areas.) As written in the program, these zones would likely
dilute the scope, speed and success of the proposed 30-year
program.

Responses

Robert J
Aragon

RA2-1

I attended the public meeting that was held to discuss the
findings of the EIR, and I would like to offer these
comments based upon my reading of the EIR and the
experience of others who have carefully followed the
implementation of TNR and RTF programs. 1. I was
disappointed at the lack of diversity of opinion and outlook
in the number of organizations you consulted as listed in
Chapter One of the report. Almost all of these groups
represent the No Kill movement and its point of view to the
exclusion of others. 2. I was especially disappointed that
none of the groups initially responsible for the injunction
that ultimately led to the EIR is included among those
consulted.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 1.4 and
Table 1-1 in the Draft EIR for public outreach,
comments submitted, and responses pursuant to the
CEQA scoping process. Please see Master Response:
Beyond the Scope regarding groups involved with the
court order referenced in Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR.

RA2-2

3. Some of us have serious reservations about the feral cat
population estimates from this EIR and therefore the
outcomes it projects. Other estimates we have seen are
much higher by order of magnitude. 4. Though it may be
beyond the scope of this EIR, there would be great merit in
exploring ways in which that $60 million spread over 30
years might be better allocated. Why can’t some of those
funds be used to more rigorously enforce the city’s
mandatory spay neuter ordinance?

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.5.1
and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Regarding
alternatives, please see Response to Comment AT-3,
Master Response: Alternatives Analysis, and Section 5.3
in the Draft EIR regarding Alternative 5 enforcing the
mandatory spay/neuter of owned cats, which was not
carried forward for further CEQA analysis because it did
not meet most of the basic project objectives.

RA2-3

Why can’t some of those funds be used to support a K-12
humane education program? Among many other benefits,
these programs build a higher sense of badly needed pet
guardian/owner responsibility, and let us not discount the
impact that children can have on their own parent’s sense
of responsibility.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Public Education and Outreach.
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RA2-4

5. The problem of pet overpopulation has many
dimensions, and any program that addresses only one of
those dimensions will have no more than a dissipated
impact on the problem. 6. There is yet another problem
that the EIR does not address. I describe it as “the elephant
in the room” in the AFTERWORD that follows. That
commentary is offered as just one unconventional idea that
addresses that problem. There is an urgent need in the
humane community for serious original thinking to address
this seemingly intractable problem.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.4 in
the Draft EIR for project objectives and Section 3.2.3 for
the updated proposed Project. Please see generally
Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives
to the proposed Project required under CEQA and
Master Response: Alternatives Analysis.

RA2-5

Of all the problems related in one way or another to pet
overpopulation, perhaps the most intractable of all is that
of the free-roaming feral population. It has an impact on
endangered wildlife. It spreads diseases that endanger
human health.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.2.2
and 4.2.2.9 in the Draft EIR on the impacts of the
existing free-roaming cat population. Please also see
Master Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project.

RA2-6

It contaminates run-off/water with cat feces, which seep
into the underground water supply. It proliferates
excessive flea and feces in public parks where children
play. It infringes on the rights of property owners by
creating a nuisance on their property.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment RA-5. Please also see Master Response:
Removal of Nuisance Cats. Please see Master Response:
Beyond the Scope on property owner rights.

RA2-7

Think also about all the suffering these cats must endure in
the open, facing abandonment, starvation, poisoning,
vulnerability as prey to coyotes, unspeakable animal
cruelty, and so much more.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

RA2-8

The problem of the free-roaming cat, which this EIR does
not in anyway address, is truly the “elephant in the room.”
Sooner or later, this problem must be addressed by the
humane community. Perhaps the time has come when even
far-reaching concepts, such as the idea of “feral cat
sanctuaries,” dedicated, fenced-in public areas that are
staffed and managed, must be considered.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis and Chapter 5 in the
Draft EIR on the analysis of alternatives to the proposed
Project required under CEQA.

RL-1

As a citizen living in Glendale, I urgently encourage Los
Angeles to implement Trap-Neuter-Release programs for
our outdoor stray/feral neighborhood cats. Long-term, this
will be cheaper because new kittens will be less likely to be
born with already-fixed cats in greater numbers.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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RL-2

Also, keeping neighborhood cats around helps keep rodent
populations down, which can spread dangerous diseases
like Typhus.

Please see Master Response: Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project on disease.
Please see Section 2.4 in the Draft EIR for project
objectives and Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for the
updated proposed Project. Please see Master Response:
Rodent Control.

SA-1

I am a resident of Los Angeles. I love all cats. I support the
stated Project Objectives of the Citywide Cat Program. I
have reviewed the Citywide Cat Program Draft EIR with
great concern regarding the welfare of all cats and reducing
the homeless cat population throughout Los Angeles.
Following are my comments on the project alternatives
proposed in the Draft EIR. I believe the following actions
will ensure the Citywide Cat Program objectives are met as
rapidly and thoroughly as possible: Alternative 1: Please
refuse. I support a voucher program for pet owners;
however, vouchers for owned cats alone will not
meaningfully address the objective of reducing the number
of free-roaming cats. Alternative 2: Please refuse. A noroaming ordinance for owned cats is just impractical. My
cats are indoors only, but it is virtually impossible to
prevent a determined cat from sneaking out occasionally.
Many cats who have been raised as roaming and adopted as
pets need to roam for exercise and mental well-being. Many
cats who have been raised while being allowed to roam
cannot be trained to stay at home and will climb fences and
trees to get out of yards. Because of these concerns, this
alternative could discourage responsible people from
adopting cats who need homes. Alternative 3: Please refuse.
Cats frequently lose their collar, so requiring the presence
of a physical license on owned cats is not practical. The
financial burden of replacing licenses and collars would
disadvantage low-income cat owners. Alternative 4: Please
refuse. Kind people feed homeless cats, look after colonies
and Trap-Neuter-Release. There is no reason to ban
feeding, as the people typically engaged in feeding are also
engaged in managing the feral cat population. Requiring
cats to be fed indoors is not feasible, as cats born and raised

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis, Response to Comment
AT-3, and Section 5.3 regarding the alternatives that
were not carried forward for further CEQA analysis
because they did not meet most of the basic project
objectives.
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free-roaming don’t adapt to being indoors and will be too
frightened to eat indoors. Alternatively, a ban on feeding
during certain hours could be considered, if a clear benefit
to limited feeding hours can be demonstrated. Alternative
5: Please accept. Mandatory spay/neuter of pet cats will
help reduce the homeless cat population immediately, and
more over time. If mandatory spay neuter is enacted,
vouchers will be needed for low-income cat owners and
should also be available for free-roaming cats who do not
have homes. Alternative 6: Please refuse. This alternative
will result in a dramatic increase in kill rates. It is unethical
and counter to the stated objectives of the Citywide Cat
Program. It does not represent who we are as Los
Angelenos. Alternative 6 treats homeless animals like
literal trash, and adopting Alternative 6 would shame our
City .Alternative 7: Please refuse. Reducing the number of
permissible cats per residence will make it harder to
reduce the homeless cat population. Alternative 8: Please
refuse. A dusk-to-dawn curfew for owned cats is just
impractical. My cats are indoors only, but it is virtually
impossible to prevent a determined cat from sneaking out
occasionally. Also, some cat owner’s work schedules will
not allow them to be home to let cats out during the day.
This ordinance would discourage responsible people from
becoming cat owners. Alternative 9: Please refuse. Limiting
the number of permissible cats based on a residence’s
square footage could penalize low-income households, who
are just as capable of loving and caring for their cats as
wealthier households. Alternative 10: Please refuse.
Banning pet owners from allowing their animals to trespass
on private or public property is just impractical. My cats are
indoors only, but it is virtually impossible to prevent a
determined cat from sneaking out occasionally. Once out,
the cat can crawl under gates or climb fences before being
caught and brought back indoors. This ordinance would
discourage responsible people from becoming pet owners.
Alternative 11: Please refuse. The intent of the program
should be citywide. Implementing it in limited areas will
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result in cats moving to other areas. Alternative 12: Please
refuse. Trapping and euthanizing all free-roaming cats is
unnecessary and cruel. In addition to the plight of innocent,
free-roaming cats, owned cats do get lost and survive
outdoors until they are found. I once found a cat who had
been missing for several months and was able to locate its
owners and return it.

Responses

SA-2

Regarding Section ES.8.3, “Environmentally Superior
Alternative:” I strongly disagree that Alternative 6
represents the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.” The
complete or near-complete removal of cats via euthanasia
would simply create a vacuum, wherein other intact cats,
possibly from adjacent cities, move into a recently cleared
area. Populations would rise again more quickly due to
reduced competition and greater abundance of resources
and space. In fact, returning trapped and neutered cats to
their original locations will better control the cat
population than Alternative 6, by discouraging rapid
repopulation of de-catted areas.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis and Section 5.5 in the
Draft EIR on the environmentally superior alternative,
which is required for discussion under CEQA. Please
also see Master Response: Vacuum Effect.

SA-3

I would offer the following additional items for
consideration in meeting the objectives described in the
EIR: 1. Incentivize LA City and LA County veterinarians to
offer free or low-cost spay/neuter to the public and to cat
welfare charities.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the FEIR for the updated proposed Project, which
include offering low cost spay and neuter to the public.
Please note that the proposed Project is being
considered by the City of Los Angeles and would be
implemented within the limits of the City of Los Angeles;
see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on any future
actions by the County of Los Angeles.

SA-4

2. The Citywide Cat Program should include outreach and
education to the public. One way to do this would be to
send educational representatives to neighborhood
meetings.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR for the updated proposed Project which
includes outreach and education for the proposed
Project. Please also see Master Response: Education and
Outreach.

SA-5

3. LA City should coordinate efforts with LA County due to
the interwoven geographic area. Cats don’t know about or
respect invisible boundaries.

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the
proposed Project is being considered by the City of Los
Angeles and would be implemented within the limits of
the City of Los Angeles; see Master Response: Beyond
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Responses
the Scope on any future actions by the County of Los
Angeles.

SA-6

4. Enforce existing spay/neuter laws vigorously. Target
enforcement at home breeders.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis and Section 5.3 in the
Draft EIR regarding Alternative 5 enforcing the
mandatory spay/neuter of owned cats, which was not
carried forward for further CEQA analysis because it did
not meet most of the basic project objectives.

SH-1

I am writing this letter to support expansion of a TNR
program. That, in conjunction with a robust low-cost
neutering program for cat owners, is the way forward in
dealing with a homeless and stray cat population. I know
this to be true from personal experience. I did a TNR “blitz”
in my own neighborhood about 6 years ago. It was very
effective. We have moved from an expanding population,
with multiple litters per year, to a fairly stable one, despite
fluctuations and changes in the residents of the
neighborhood. As well as a reduction in the number of
kittens born, we have also seen a reduction in the ‘nuisance’
behaviors associated with strays/ferals. The yowling,
spraying, and fighting have virtually disappeared, from
several times a week to several times a year.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

SH-2

Robust neutering programs, including TNR for community
cats, is not only humane and effective, it is more economical
in the long run, greatly reducing the expense in dealing
with a constantly expanding population.

Thank you for your comment.

SD-1

It’s long overdue. Shelters and animal control centers have
to be held accountable for their lack of compassion and
support in saving animals; instead, they remain the biggest
killers of companion animals, which are innocent victims .
Especially in the case of feral cats; they are literally a
product of our society. So, in turn, the programs needed to
help save these victims have to be tax funded by that
society (i.e., TNR, cost-effective spay and neuter, with
mandatory breeding mills shut down). It makes so much
sense. It’s easy to understand. We do not kill victims of
neglect, abandonment, and abuse; we remedy and penalize

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on
societal issues.
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the offenders. Killing defenseless animals is never justified.
Bring back humanity.

Responses

Sari
McConnell

SM-1

I am writing in support of the proposed amendment to the
LA City Community Cat program. I support the proposed
allowing of funds for spay/neutering being given to ALL
cats, whether pets or free-roaming. I support the
implementation of TNR for community/free-roaming cats. I
am a volunteer at North Central Shelter and see cage after
cage of community cats there, doomed to a life alone in that
cage, until their muscles waste away, and they eventually
die. While I applaud the city’s goal of being No-Kill, there is
a better way for cats like these. I ardently support LAAS
being allowed to endorse and practice TNR on cats like this
so that they can be returned to their outdoor homes to live
out their lives, without ultimately adding several litters of
kittens to an already overburdened shelter system, or to
the community.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Shannon
Simonds

SS-1

YES, I overwhelming support the LA Cat Plan -- 155%
MORE kittens have been killed in our city shelters than last
September, and 61% MORE cats are being killed than last
year at this time. Intake at our city shelters for kittens was
up 30%, and there were 16% more adult kitties discarded
at our city shelters this September.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.2 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of
current LAAS operations, including Table 2-1, which
summarizes the number of cat adoptions and
euthanizations annually for fiscal years 2011-2019.

SS-2

LA has proven that it’s impossible to adopt your way out of
overpopulation. For 10 years the focus has drifted to
adoption shops, centers, kitten nurseries and shipping cats
& kittens out of state. The injunction has hurt the city’s
ability to fund spay/neuter. It’s time to stop the killing &
FIX the problem.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.1 in
the Draft EIR on the effects of the prior court order on
the City’s shelters.

SL-1

My comments for the EIR. Since 2011, I have worked
ceaselessly and tirelessly and fought arduously for shelter
reform at OC Animal Care. I successfully sued OC Animal
Care over their high euthanasia rates (i.e., 700-900 healthy,
adoptable animals monthly); no one wants to see true,
viable, sustainable shelter reform more than I. Logan vs. OC
Animal Care is the seminal lawsuit and the game changer
that brought shelter reform to OC Animal Care. As animal

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Reponses: This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue and
Beyond the Scope on other legal actions and activities
not involving the City of Los Angeles.

Sharon
Logan
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advocates, our main goal is to prevent animal abuse and
suffering. We are here to educate the public and make them
aware of the difference between TNR and RTF. On October
4, 2019, Christine Kelley, one of the nations leading animal
rights attorneys, issued an eight-page cease and desist
against OC Animal Care, challenging the legality of their
controversial practice of “dumping cats for stats,” also
known as RTF. Meowz Cat Rescue, founded in 2000 by Dani
Ryan, is currently the largest cat and kitten foster-based cat
rescue in California. They currently have 200 fosters and
800 cats and kittens in their care and have rescued over
2,500 cats and kittens. In 2018, they joined our cease and
desist in regards to the RTF. Let me be 100% clear, we
support true TNR. It is much needed in the community. We
are all aware that “feral” is a behavioral characteristic, not a
biological one. RTF is a stripped down, shoddy knock-off of
Trap, Neuter, Release (TNR). It is a feature of TNR that
attempts to justify releasing healthy, adoptable domestic
cats and kittens that have been brought to the shelter for
care back into the community to survive by their wits and
the kindness of strangers. While a proper TNR program is
effective and a humane solution, RTF is not. The Return to
Field Program currently implemented at OC Animal Care
unfairly shifts the responsibility and burden from OC
Animal Car shelter leadership and OC Animal Car shelter
staff, whose job it is to handle, house, and adopt out healthy
adoptable cats and kittens to the community. TNR we will
always support; RTF, otherwise known as dumping healthy
adoptable cats for stats, we will always oppose and
challenge the legality through litigation.

Responses

SL-2

From September 2018 through June 2019, more than 1,000
cats and kittens have been released in Orange County to
fend for themselves on our streets and in our parks. Some
had never been socialized to humans and quickly faded into
the brush or scooted behind trash cans to hide. Others,
accustomed to friendly faces and food served in a bowl,
were confused and alarmed by their fate. Then there were
those for whom this was nothing new. They realized their

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SL-1.
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shelter respite was over and what that meant. They knew
what hunger was, what thirst was, and what it was like to
live in fear. They knew because this wasn’t new ... they had
been abandoned before. These 1,000 cats do not include
those dumped or left behind by callous owners, only those
deliberately abandoned by the Orange County Animal
Shelter and the Stray Cat Alliance to inflate the shelter’s live
release rate and serve the debatable belief that there is no
such thing as a fate worse than death. They are part of the
shelter’s Return to Field [RTF] program and are paying a
horrible price for the public’s unwillingness to accept that
we have a severe pet overpopulation problem.

Responses

SL-3

RTF is a stripped down, shoddy knock-off of Trap, Neuter,
Release (TNR). It is a feature of the no-kill movement that
attempts to justify releasing domestic cats and kittens that
have been brought to the shelter for care back into the
community to survive by their wits and the kindness of
strangers. While a proper TNR program can be an effective
and humane solution to the problem of unowned cats, it is a
resource- and labor-intense approach requiring community
involvement and long-term commitment to the animals’
welfare. What is TNR? TNR is a way to humanely control
feral cat populations and reduce them over time. It includes
sterilizing colonies, educating the community about what is
being done and why, clipping each cat’s ear so it can be
identified as fixed from a distance, and assigning a
caregiver to provide food and water, monitor the cats’
health, and quickly address any newcomers. Gradually,
over time, the population would dwindle and disappear
through attrition. TNR is the best method we have yet
devised to remediate problems associated with unowned
cats. Earlier attempts to remove and destroy them failed as
new cats moved in to fill the void. This problem is avoided
with TNR because cats are territorial and generally will not
allow newcomers. It can succeed but requires many steps:
ensuring the location is safe for the cats (from threats such
as coyotes and hostile residents) and will not pose a threat
to any endangered or threatened species; enlisting

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SL-1. Please also see Master Responses: The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, and Public
Education and Outreach. Please see Section 3.2.3 of the
Final EIR, for updated components of the proposed
Project, which include spay/neuter, education on the
proposed Project, and ear-tipping. Please also see
Master Response: Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project. Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated
Appendix J in the FEIR and Master Response: Updated
Domestic Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical
Changes on the free-roaming cat population modeling
and modeling results.
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community support by addressing residents’ concerns,
educating them about the program, and cautioning them
not to add new cats; preventing new litters through
sterilization; and providing caregivers to feed, monitor the
colony’s health, and promptly address any new arrivals.

Responses

SL-4

What is RTF? RTF, sometimes referred to as “shelter TNR,”
is the shelter practice of altering and vaccinating freeroaming cats that have been brought into the shelter, then
releasing them where they were found. It is presented as a
preferable alternative to euthanasia, the rationale being
that, if they are healthy, they were doing fine where they
were; as long as they can no longer reproduce, it’s fine to
put them back. Program guidelines usually specify that only
mature, healthy, unsocial cats be returned to field. Colonies
are not monitored or fed. Those most likely to benefit are
feral cats -- unsocialized descendants of people’s
abandoned and discarded pets. It is considered a less
desirable option for other cats as it requires them to adapt
to a life where shelter, food, and water are not provided.
Friendly cats should only be included as a last resort, and
young motherless kittens, cats who have lived indoors or
who have been declawed, and diseased cats should clearly
never be “set free” in parks or neighborhoods. Whether or
not adhering to these minimum guidelines makes RTF
humane is debatable, but falling short of them is clearly
cruel, and the argument that it is preferable to euthanasia
wears thin when we hear of cats being hanged, decapitated,
shot, and fed to dogs.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SL-3.

SL-5

Cats are territorial, so it is crucial to put them back where
they came from, after first ascertaining that the
environment is safe. Local residents must be informed
about the program and have their concerns addressed.
Unless the public understands the difference between
programs like this and the simple abandonment of pets, the
shelter is setting a terrible example, one that feeds the
myth that cats can take care of themselves. No one has been
assigned to feed or monitor the cats. Communities are not

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment SL-3.
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being educated about the program. But are there clear
differences? Of course, there is one important one, the cats
are spayed or neutered before release. Yet, how will the
public know this if they are not told? Will they realize that
abandoning their own intact pets will restart the whole
cycle? We need to address the elephant in the room, which
is the massive problem of pet overpopulation in certain
geographic areas and the lack of awareness on the part of
not only the general public but elected officials,
government administrative leaders, etc. The question
should be what is OC Animal Care and LMS doing to
address the root cause of the program? The future of
progressive animal sheltering demands more than focusing
on dishonest numbers and dishonest statistics from shelter
directors.

Responses

Sheryl Keller

SK-1

I strongly support reintroduction of TNR into the Los
Angeles community and humane reductions in the city’s
population of feral cats. Communities throughout the
country have shown that TNR programs result in fewer cats
entering shelters and being euthanized, fewer cats on the
streets, and a decrease in neighborhood complaints.
However, these programs are only successful when they
are allowed to operate freely and without unnecessary
restrictions. Unfortunately, the proposed Citywide Cat
Program currently includes a feeding ban in
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and a one-mile buffer
zone around these areas. These areas comprise a significant
portion of the city, and the proposed restrictions on feeding
within these areas would make trapping feral cats living
there nearly impossible. Failing to trap cats living in these
areas would prevent them from being spayed or neutered,
leaving them to breed indiscriminately and continue to add
to the feral cat population. Therefore, in order to establish a
robust and successful TNR program in Los Angeles, I
respectfully request for the removal of Environmentally
Sensitive Areas and the related exclusion zones from the
proposal. Please support the reintroduction of TNR in Los
Angeles in all capacities and ensure that the program is

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please also see Master Response: Revised
Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.
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designed for successful management of community cats
throughout the entire city and without unnecessary
restrictions.

Responses

Skylar
Kirkman

SK2-1

Yes, I overwhelmingly support the LA Cat Plan. It’s time to
stop the killing and finally FIX the problem. Stop the “kitten
mills” in your state. It’s not these poor cats faults; it’s our
responsibility to get them fixed before they have kittens.
Please help!!! I’m here to be a voice for the voiceless!!!

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.3.3 in the Draft EIR on the City’s
existing spay/neuter law, which requires all pet cats and
dogs in the City to be spayed or neutered after the age of
4 months, with some exceptions.

Sandra
Couch

SC-1

I fully support your efforts in saving lives rather than killing
any lives of cats that are feral or stray. I fully support your
efforts to trap, neuter, and release back to the same area
the cat was found. Feral and stray cats help keep the rodent
and other prey animals from over populating.

Please see Master Response: Rodent Control.

SC-2

I would recommend that any surgery done on the cats to be
monitored in a safe, clean environment of a vet until cat is
safely able to return to its normal hunting and roaming,
without fear of infection to the surgical sites and without
tearing out sutures or injuring the cat if it is caught in a
fight with another animal. No point in going through the
time and expense of this if the cat is placed where it is in
danger of dying after release.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
on TNR best practices.

Soraya
Minty

SM2-1

Please note that all of us here in Tujunga, California,
support the trap, neuter, release program. It is the most
effective method to prevent overpopulation. Please stop the
trap and kill method. In this day and age that is simply
inhumane, and the citizens of Los Angeles are saddened by
the number of cats killed in shelters. Please help.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please also note the City of Los Angeles does not actively
remove free-roaming cats from the environment and
euthanize them; please see also Master Response:
Removal of Nuisance Cats.

Stella
Gusman

SG-1

I used to do a lot of TNR just up to a few years ago.
However, we lost my father at 94 on December 6, 2018, and
prior to that, he just needed more help. However, I have
helped many, many people and feral cats. I have seen the
difference firsthand in the positive affects of TNR for the
cats and for the people who either love or hate them. My
approach has always been about education in explaining to
people what TNR is, how it works, and getting them
involved to help. When people begin to build a bond with
these cats, their thinking begins to shift not only for the

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR for the updated
proposed Project, which include low cost spay/neuter
and public education on the proposed Project. Please
also see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach. Please see Master Response: Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project on
vaccinations.
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cat’s well being but for the environment as a whole. People
become to see that their is so much more to life and the
species around them. I cannot believe how many people
come back to tell me how I inspired them. I would still TNR,
but the free spay and neuter services with free vaccinations
is sorely needed. Used to make the trek to FixNation from
Koreatown. However, I have moved back to my father’s
home in ELA, and the trek to FixNation is so hard. It’s a
whole day of traveling back and forth to drop off cats, go
back home, go to pick up the cats after surgery, and drive
back home again. There are some spay and neuter clinics
during the week, but this is so hard when you have to work
and do not have the luxury to get to work late or early to
drop off or pick up cats. More people would do the right
thing of fixing these cats, but it is SO inconvenient. So many
people email me on a weekly basis since I am a volunteer
through Alley Cat Allies. People email me for advice and
help in trapping. Sadly, I am saying no to people to trap
because I just do not have the time or are the resources for
free spay and neuter available. People can barely feed the
cat colonies they care for and do not have the extra funds to
pay for spay/neuter. I also believe the standard FVCRP
vaccination should be included for free or perhaps at even a
$5 charge per cat to prevent cats from contracting three
potentially deadly airborne viruses: rhinotracheitis,
calicivirus, and panleukopenia, which are so preventable.
Please, please, consider a program to set up free spay and
neuter services. There are so many trappers out there, but
we have our hands tied because the need is so great that
appointments can take weeks to months and the services
are not accessible for weekends for people like myself. To
have these services available Tuesday through Saturday
would be fantastic, and maybe once a month or every three
months to a Sunday clinic.

Responses

Stephanie
Albrycht

SA2-1

After reviewing the full draft of the Environmental Impact
Report for the proposed Citywide Cat Program, it seems
quite obvious that the program is the most effective and
humane solution to our region’s community cat

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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overpopulation issue. Since the report clearly reveals that
there are no significant downsides in regard to human or
other wildlife safety, there should be no reason not to move
forward with this program. As a 20-year resident of the city
of Los Angeles who has also been deeply involved in animal
rescue, I have seen firsthand the unnecessary suffering due
to unmitigated community cat reproduction and
overpopulation. This can be prevented, and I fully support
TNR and the Citywide Cat Program. I look forward to
hearing about its implementation as soon as possible.

Responses

Stephanie
Stephens

SS2-1

This is beyond my wildest dreams. It is so needed, and it is
time. I just pray the obsessive bird people don’t start again,
and I dread the 10,000-word posts to come anywhere on
social media from the one who appears to be so mentally
unbalanced. (Wait: There may be several...) Thank you!
With Sec. Julian Castro’s new PAW program, I feel that
something is finally happening to end the epidemic of
killing in this nation. You have mine and the cat
community’s support on this, and there are thousands. This
must happen. People are doing without basic needs in this
community to help the cats who have no help.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Teresa
Sanders

TS-1

This TNR (trap-neuter-return) program would have farreaching benefits for the city and county of Los Angeles by
providing education and support for the civilized
management of stray and feral cat populations. It would
reinforce ‘no-kill’ policies by reducing the number of
kittens ending up in shelters and on the street. It would
lower the number of cats found injured or killed in the
roadways, a heartbreaking vision for citizens. Spaying and
neutering all the cats in the colony stabilizes the colony and
is therefore a healthier option than leaving them to fend for
themselves. Basically, TNR programs are the most humane
way of dealing with feral cat populations that have
increased due to societal inattention and neglect. As a
volunteer for TNR of feral cats, for many years, I have seen
how private groups and citizens struggle with the costs of
trapping and vet services. Many of us are devoted to the

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.
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task of TNR because we know how much suffering is
alleviated by it. It is a caring gesture that has social impact
because it shows empathy for animals, which
psychologically translates to more empathy for humans, as
well. A city-wide program would provide more support to
communities who are more likely to participate. More
community outreach and education of the public would be
furthered by the program and, thus, more resources are
likely to be offered by individuals who become aware of the
benefits of TNR to cats and to the public well-being.
California has strong protections for animals; therefore, I
urge the city to move forward with this proposal to
strengthen TNR, trap-neuter-return, of feral cats for the
sake of limiting cat populations, improving the
environment and relieving some of the burden at the
shelters here in Los Angeles. Thank you for your attention
to this matter.

Responses

Theresa and
James
Maysonet

TJM-1

We are writing to you regarding the necessity for the City of
Los Angeles to allocate funds for the sterilization of freeroaming and feral cats. In June of 2016 we bought our
home in the West Adams Terrace neighborhood and have
since turned a once dried-up and weedy backyard into a
beautiful insect and bird habitat, a sanctuary for all kinds of
wildlife. We have two bird feeders and a bird bath, both of
which receive several varieties of birds each day and,
recently, a pair of Copper’s hawks. As nature lovers, we
marvel at the fact that we live two blocks from a 10-lane
highway and have such an abundance of wildlife. But, we
also have to deal with the cats, including the pet of a
neighbor who chooses to allow his cat to roam freely
during the day. We also have to contend with a growing
population of free-roaming cats fed by an elderly woman
who lives 1 block behind us at the corner of 9th Avenue and
25th Street. The numbers of this band had been greatly
reduced by the efforts of R.I. Eventoff, our backyard
neighbor who paid out of her own pocket to have these cats
sterilized. We believe over time, through attrition, this
group would have been eliminated. The population has

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR for the updated
proposed Project, which include low cost spay/neuter
and public education on the proposed Project. Please
also see Master Responses: Public Education and
Outreach and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding.
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now increased to over 20 cats, with an upsurge in
territorial marking and fighting, and of course the stalking
of birds around our feeders and bath. To further complicate
the problem, many people use the elderly lady’s house as a
dumping ground for boxes of kittens. We are providing our
support for the TNR program and also asking for the
allocation of funds through vouchers for individuals, like
Ms. Eventoff, who have shown leadership in controlling cat
populations in their neighborhoods.

Responses

Tracey
Schuster

TS2-1

I received the letter in the mail regarding the proposal to
adopt TNR as the official way the City of Los Angeles will
deal with the community cat population. I am an LA native,
and I am so proud of the direction the city has headed
regarding animal welfare in general. TNR is another critical
step towards our No-Kill goal. I have been following the
work of Alley Cat Allies, Best Friends Animal Society, the
ASPCA, HSUS, and, locally, Stray Cat Alliance and NKLA for
many years. The TNR programs rolled out in communities
all over the country, and in other countries, have a proven
track record for safely and humanely managing the
feral/stray population, with the added important
components of homing adoptable cats, and engaging in the
successful “working cat” programs. With the dramatic
increase in the rat population citywide, due to climate
change and, frankly, the increased amount of trash on our
streets (also due to the tragic increase in the homeless
human population), a working cat program is essential. The
Grand Central Market reported great success in eliminating
their rat population with the addition of well cared for
working cats into the facility. I hope with all my heart that
LA adopts the proposal. If we can do it, as we have taken so
many steps in animal welfare in the city already, we will
again be a role model for other cities to follow. This is a
win-win for the city, its residents, and the cats!

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Working Cat Program.
Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on
climate change, trash, and the homeless. Please see
Master Response: Rodent Control.

Trevor
Olson

TO-1

I write this letter with the full support of the new initiative
to help LA cats be captured, neutered, and monitored. In
the above photos are my two cats that I rescued from the

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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streets…well, technically they wandered into my yard after
my neighbor abandoned them and they had several litters.
It broke my heart to see these cats cast off and their kittens
to not be cared for. I took it upon myself with my girlfriend
to bring the cats to the vets and have them properly
vaccinated and neutered. I love these two cats and am
happy they have found a “forever” home at our residence
but it is far too often that I see other cats in similar
situations. I firmly believe that if people had more
compassion and the proper knowledge of what needs to be
done as responsible pet owner Los Angeles wouldn’t be
facing such a dire cat epidemic. Therefore, this new push to
help keep the cat population at safe numbers is well
needed. I’m happy to offer my name and support for such a
worthy cause. Thank you!

Responses

Whitney
Hightower

WH-1

I hope you are well and I thank you for the opportunity to
share my experience with you regarding our local feral cat
population in Van Nuys and the TNR program. My name is
Whitney Hightower and I am new to the TNR program. For
years I had seen feral cats in my community, as well as
paper plates of food left out for the animals in my
neighborhood and public places like the Van Nuys Library
and Van Nuys City Hall. I had never given much thought to
the issue of the feral cat population. While I felt bad for the
animals, I didn’t realize there was anything I could do to get
involved and help in the community. It wasn’t until I began
tutoring an adult student in English in my neighborhood
that the issue of feral cats became a central part of my life.
My student showed me a large feral cat colony that was
being fed by her neighbor. While the cats were receiving
food, they did not receive the necessary vaccinations, nor
were they spayed or neutered. As a result, the colony was
expanding quickly, along with illness and life-threatening
infections among its members. My husband, Bill, has been
friends with Amanda Harrison for over 20 years. In talking
with my student, we decided to reach out to Amanda and
see if there was anything we could do to help this cat
colony. This opened the door to an education, awareness,

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach. Please see Master Response: Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed Project on
vaccinations.
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and activism for these community cats. My family has
fostered multiple cats now and I am just beginning to trap
feral cats in my immediate neighborhood. I’m thankful to
my student for galvanizing me to do more than just feel bad
about the cats’ living conditions. Likewise, I’m very thankful
to people in the TNR community, like Amanda, who have
provided invaluable support, assistance, and advice as we
foster and trap feral cats. Dr. Green, I urge you to declare
that TNR/the Community Cat Program the official policy of
Los Angeles in working with the free roaming and feral cat
population. In my limited experience with the TNR
community thus far, I am amazed by the network of
support, education, and commitment to helping feral cats
and our community as a whole. Thank you again for your
time and your consideration!

Responses

Zoanne
Sager

ZS-1

I am in favor of the proposed program to catch, spay or
neuter, and release cats due to their overpopulation. Since
some humans tend to not take the time needed to give their
cats forever homes and to provide the care that is needed, I
believe this is the right action that needs to be taken. Thank
you in advance for your consideration.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Dennis
Lyday

DL-1

I am writing to voice my very strong support for the new
proposed program that would establish Trap-NeuterReturn-Monitor as the official process through which the
City of Los Angeles will manage our community cats. TNRM
has been shown to be the most effective long-term
approach to managing cat populations, and it is obviously
the most humane. Further, the inclusion of low-cost spay
neuter programs AND education of both the public and
animal services staff will make this program a wonderful
example to other large urban areas. Thank you so much for
taking the time to consider my thoughts.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR for the updated proposed Project. Please
also see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.

Doug Stone

DS2-1

As someone who has actively been involved in cat rescue,
with my full emphasis being on the feral cats of Los
Angeles, and involvement in Trap, Neuter, Return, I am
GREATLY in favor of the Citywide Cat Program
(E1907610). The project description is humane,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.1 in
the Draft EIR on the court order. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.
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compassionate, demonstrates common sense and logically
addresses the issue of free-roaming cats in the L.A. area. It
is a shame that the injunction was ever issued and I am
very pleased that your Environmental Impact Report has
shown it to be without merit. By working together, all of us
who care about the plight of ALL the creatures in the Los
Angeles area can find solutions. It is not necessary to
decimate the roaming cat population, but, rather, to
humanely reduce it with TNR. Many esteemed
organizations agree that TNR is effective. American Society
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals: “The ASPCA
endorses Trap-Neuter-Return (TNR) as the only proven
humane and effective method to manage community cat
colonies.” It clarifies its position by stating that managing
“involves a colony caretaker who provides food and
adequate shelter and monitors the cats’ health.” The
Humane Society of the United States (HSUS): “We support
Trap-Neuter-Return (TNR) and similar sterilization
programs, legislation that allows for and supports nonlethal population control, and coalition-based approaches
that involve community leaders, citizens, and stakeholders
to implement effective community cat management
programs.” They further clarify this view by stating “The
HSUS believes that the humane reduction and eventual
elimination of unowned cat populations should be the end
goal for all TNR participants and supporters. TNR should be
considered a humane means to an end, not a method of
permanently maintaining outdoor cat populations. The
American Humane Association: “In some situations, safe cat
colonies can be maintained by caretakers. American
Humane Association supports trap, neuter and release
programs for colony cats–especially for feral cats.
Whenever possible, homes should be found for colony cats
that might be successfully socialized.” For feral cats, the
UK’s Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
(RSPCA): “Supports Trap, Neuter and Release (TNR)
programmes with veterinary support. Healthy cats should
be neutered, ear-tipped, and returned or, where
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appropriate, re-sited.” As a seven-year volunteer at a no-kill
cat shelter (The Kitty Bungalow Charm School for Wayward
Cats) I have seen, firsthand, the benefits of TNR. In our case,
we work with colony caretakers so that the feral cats that
are returned to their colonies are guaranteed to be well
treated as they live out their lives without reproducing. I
would be thrilled to work hand in hand with the City in this
humane effort to further reduce the population of roaming
cats.

Responses

DS2-2

I full heartedly applaud the City of Los Angeles’s efforts at
making our great city no-kill. I intend to be at the meeting,
held Monday, October 7, 2019, at 6:00 p.m. at the Ramona
Hall Community Center, 4580 N. Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90065, in order to show my support.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

AG2-1

Trap, Neuter, Release (TNR) is the only humane,
responsible approach to solving the feral cat problem in
Los Angeles. Giving kittens away for free is grossly
irresponsible; “clear the shelter” events are not an
adequate response. Unfortunately, kittens end up in homes
that are not equipped to care for them or their needs or
suffer at the hands of adopters with malicious intentions.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.2 in
the Draft EIR on current operations of LAAS. Please see
Master Response: Beyond the Scope regarding past LAAS
events. Notwithstanding, the City has had indoor only,
indoor/outdoor and outdoor only cats for quite some
time. Making it as restrictive as indoor only would likely
reduce the number of cats adopted. Spay/Neuter is
mandatory for pet cats who go outside. Clear the Shelter
has nothing to do with the EIR. It is a low cost or free
adoption program that is produced by national TV
networks annually.

AG2-2

Fosters and homes are a finite resource. Population growth
is exponential. I fully support making TNR the official policy
and providing support for current TNR groups and
individuals so that they can continue their important work
to preserve what we can of our local ecosystem and
alleviate human and animal suffering in this city.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

AS4-1

As the founder of a nonprofit that supports pets of the
homeless in Los Angeles, I strongly urge the City to support
the Citywide Cat Program, E1907610. There are too many
cats suffering, and reducing the populations through
humane trap, neuter and release programs and free

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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sterilization certificates could significantly reduce the
populations and prevent suffering.

Responses

AS4-2

We frequently see cats that live on the streets without
veterinary care. The suffering is heartbreaking. If we can
prevent more cats from suffering by preventing births via
sterilization, we would be taking reasonable, responsible
and compassionate steps to reduce suffering. I urge the City
to move forward with the Citywide Cat Program.

Thank you for your comment.

Andrea
Vogel

AV-1

I am a resident of the city of Los Angeles and I am writing to
express my full support of this program. It is unfathomable
to me that anyone could be against it. Both cat lovers and
cat haters should be fully supportive as TNR reduces the
number of feral cats in the neighborhood, thereby reducing
the number of cats that feed on birds, cats that are
euthanized in shelters, and providing relief for the tireless
volunteers who either volunteer for organizations who
TNR or who try to find homes for the many street cats. One
cat that hasn’t been spayed can lead to over 22,000 over a
span of 10 years. The City being strongly behind a TNR
program will enable the existing feral cats to live out their
life span, but there will be no reproduction. Again, I repeat
that cat lovers and cat haters alike should be 100% behind
this program because it will lead to fewer (and hopefully,
eventually, non-existent) feral cats. Thank you for your
time in reading my comments.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results.

Ann
Heatherton

AH2-1

I am concerned that the City has included significant,
unworkable restrictions that will hamper the TNR program.
These are my main concerns with the DEIR: Restricting
TNR activities from Environmentally Sensitive Areas and
corresponding one-mile buffer zones, rendering 39% of the
City of Los Angeles off limits. Will the stray and feral cats in
these areas not be addressed? Will they not be trapped, fed
or treated for illnesses? How can we possibly get control
over the feral population with this restriction?

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

AH2-2

Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable populations –
defined as children, the elderly and those with
compromised immune systems – exist. TNR is an outdoor

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project.
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activity. I am a feral cat trapper, and my trapping has never
been accomplished in the presence of children or the
elderly. If anything, TNR improves the environment for
those with compromised immune systems. Cats we take to
FixNation, for instance, get flea meds and an FVRCP
vaccination.

Responses

AH2-3

Restricting feeding times. Flexibility is necessary. The City
does not employ a special team of feeders that handle this
on behalf of the public. Feeding and vet care are
accomplished by people like myself who may work or live
quite a distance from the colonies they support, and we do
it on our own dime mostly. As soon as you embrace the idea
that TNR is a free service performed by a few
compassionate citizens on behalf of the public, you will
better understand how it is a labor of love and deserves
respect, and more than that, your assistance. Please take
my comments into consideration. The cats are suffering.
They have been waiting far too long for a solution. I know
you can create a plan that will work for all of us.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

Ashlye
Underwood

AU-1

We cannot adopt our way out of this problem – we need to
spay and neuter all cats.

Thank you for support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Ayelet Ifrah

AI-1

I am writing to encourage the City of Los Angeles to
support TNR as a humane and effective way to preserve a
feral cat population that keeps rodent and pest populations
under control while also safely keeping the feral cat
population under control.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.5.1
and Updated Appendix J in the Draft EIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Please see
Master Response: Rodent Control.

AI-2

The current trap and kill policy is ineffective and cruel.
People have no stomach for it, and it doesn’t take into
account the real value ferals add to our community as
mousers. The City must subsidize spay/neuter in order to
get our insane shelter spending under control. The
injunction has not worked.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.2 in
the Draft EIR on current operations of LAAS. Please also
note the City of Los Angeles does not actively remove
free-roaming cats from the environment and euthanize
them; please see also Master Response: Removal of
Nuisance Cats. Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR
on the court order.

RC-1

I am writing in support of the Citywide Cat Program
(SCH#2013101008), which is a program that proposes
using TNR (Trap-Neuter-Release) to reduce the population

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Roberta
Cichowski
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of feral cats over time rather than euthanizing them in
shelters. As someone who has volunteered in a rescue for
the last five years in Los Angeles, and also works part time
for an animal rescue group, I can tell you unequivocally that
programs of this nature are absolutely necessary. We have
so many success stories of adopting animals into loving
homes, but we need to address the root of the problem and
not just have reactive solutions. On behalf of the humans
that help the sweet little kittens and cats like Gigi pictured
below, please join us in this fight!

Responses

Carrie
Nichols

CN-1

This letter is written in support of the proposed Cat
Program in the city of Los Angeles to encourage, support,
and educate about TNR and spay/neuter services for freeroaming/feral cats. The plan provides the most humane
way to regulate free-roaming/feral cat populations by
coordinating resources with outreach programs that
involve community participation. Free-roaming/feral cat
populations can be managed, as research has shown, by
TNR, and community cat populations do decrease in
response to programs like these.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

CN-2

Additionally, the TNR programs help facilitate less burden
on the animal services/shelter systems in the city that are
already overwhelmed.

Thank you for your comment.

DE-1

Thank you for holding the City-Wide Cat Program (CWCP)
meeting on the 7th October 2019 at the Ramona Hall. I was
happy to see a good turnout and that many people stood up
and spoke. But in future, I would like to see speakers face
the audience from the side vs. having their backs to all but
you. I also think Brenda Barnette should have spoken,
especially since several speakers brought up the animal
shelters. I do have some recommendations and suggestions
that I would really like you to seriously consider and
hopefully implement in helping get the cat population
down and to the point where it is really quite difficult to
adopt a cat (all animals, in fact), along with helping with the
welfare of cats so they can have a better life. First, it is
important to know that this is not just a City of Los Angeles

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Beyond the Scope on areas outside of the City
of Los Angeles’ jurisdiction.

Dawn Elliott
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problem it is a Los Angeles County problem, as it is with
most major cities in the U.S. and around the world. It is
truly a sad state of affairs in almost every situation the
world over, with no thanks to irresponsible, uneducated,
and cruel humans! I can honestly say I despise most
humans, and the lack of compassion and accountability by
most, even those in the animal rescue business, is shameful
at best! I continually fail to understand why God put
humans at the top of the food chain, because WE ARE ALL
so undeserving. God has a lot to answer for IMHO.

Responses

DE-2

Regardless, below are my suggestions (but they are not in
any order): The boundaries need to be removed totally.
Cats do not know or understand boundaries, so where
there are cats is where TNR will need to happen.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

DE-3

The cat feeding times need to be removed too. Cats do not
know or understand time as we know it. Most often a
feeder cannot feed during the times you stated due to
work/home or other commitments. Also, most often where
feeding occurs may be a very busy place with
people/cars/noise/lack of access or whatever the case may
be. So, the feeder (and cats) would often have to choose a
time to feed when all has quieted down before proceeding
to ensure the cats’ safety. Most cats usually get used to a
feeding time but to change feeding times when it might not
be safe to do so could put the whole colony in jeopardy for
just some of the reasons I have stated above.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

DE-4

Many, many, many, many, many, many, many, many, many
more vets need to be on board. And I literally mean 100’s
(or even 1,000’s)! For this project to succeed, trappers need
access to vets seven days a week. I firmly believe that ALL
“regular vets” MUST be involved. The only exceptions
would be the emergency 24/7/365 vets and vets that
specialize in illnesses or conditions of animals. Every other
vet NEEDS to be on board unless they have good cause
otherwise. I would like to see regular vets in the cities of LA
County they reside in to implement a program that forces
(for lack of a better word) vets to partake by whatever

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the FEIR on details for the Modified TNR Program,
including public outreach for participating
veterinarians. Please see Master Response:
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project on vaccinations.
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means it takes for vets to be part of the solution and not
look the other way and think they do not have to
participate unless the cat is an owned cat (dog or rabbit).
Trappers need this type of access to many more vets and
what is and has been in place right now for many years,
decades in fact, is so inadequate it is beyond pathetic at
best! Spay and neutering of cats (and dogs/rabbits) need to
be free across the board – end of story! Low cost
vaccinations and any testing (blood, etc.) need to be free,
too, or at a deeply discounted cost to those who do rescue
work/foster, along with organizations that do the
adoptions.

Responses

DE-5

This 30-year program NEEDS to be cut in half to no more
than 15 years or less! As things stand right now this 30year plan that the CWCP is looking at WILL FAIL
MISERABLY in under five years. This number of cats you
stated in the program to get fixed is nowhere near enough
by far! What the CWCP has stated is the number of cats that
needs to be fixed in approx. two or so years for the next 15
years if you truly want to make any headway.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.5.1
and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Please also
see Master Response: Alternatives Analysis and
generally Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR on the analysis of
alternatives to the proposed Project required under
CEQA. Regarding implementing the proposed Project in
15 years versus 30 years, which presumably could
require twice the level of effort and resources, it is not
feasible to expect approximately 40,000 surgeries for
free-roaming cats a year to occur, versus the anticipated
20,000 under the proposed Project, due to funding
constraints and veterinarian availability and capacity.

DE-6

ALL cats (and dogs/rabbits) owned or not MUST be
scanned for a microchip while at the vet -- make it
mandatory. Many cats are dumped or get lost and
ultimately end up in a colony. I believe there is a percentage
of these stray cats that are chipped that could be reunited
with their owners. But I believe few vets scan trapped cats
for any microchips.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.5.1 in
the Draft EIR on microchipping. Please see Master
Response: Beyond the Scope on dogs and rabbits.

DE-7

It must be made mandatory to scan every single cat
(animal) that comes through their doors. ALL adoptable
pets MUST be chipped and fully registered BEFORE that pet

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment DE-4. Please note that the proposed Project is
being considered by the City of Los Angeles and would
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owner leaves the vet/adoption centre or shelter or
wherever they got the animal from. Absolutely NO
EXCEPTIONS. Too many people say they will register their
new pet but NEVER EVER do. So, all you are left with is a
lost, chipped pet, but the number has no name or any other
info shown, so there is no way to match the number with
the owner. For trappers/fosters, etc., to get the discounts at
the vet, they must be registered via the City.
Trappers/fosters, whichever role the person partakes in,
will be given an ID card of sorts, which will be accepted at
ALL Los Angeles County vets in the program. Many
trappers trap in numerous cities, so they may need access
to a vet in that area. To have to schlep cats too far across
town and most often in heavy traffic does not help anyone,
yet alone the cats. Do NOT overburden/clog down this
registration with too many useless rules and regulations. It
will put people off and they probably will not register.

Responses
be implemented within the limits of the City of Los
Angeles; see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on any
future actions by the County of Los Angeles.

DE-8

I know this might be a long shot, but I would like to see an
outreach (via local TV/radio, etc.) to long-term
homeowners who have a “secure” garden, along with a
garage or shed, on their property. These homeowners
would adopt/rescue between two and four feral or semiferal cats that perhaps live in a dangerous area where there
is a threat of them being injured or killed. The cats will live
on their property. The cats will have use of the garage or
shed (via a cat-flap door), which will be used as a haven
and shelter from the elements and predators in exchange
for keeping their property clear of most rodents. The
homeowner will learn how to acclimate the cats on their
property via experienced volunteers; feed and give fresh,
clean water every day; and provide clean bedding for the
life of the cats. Should the homeowner move to a different
home, the same acclimation process will need be repeated.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

DE-9

No homeowner that lives on busy roads or in precarious
areas/situations that may put the cats in jeopardy will be
allowed to partake in this outreach, unless they have or are
willing to install a safe and secure enclosure with shelter to

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding
for clarification that the revised program
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protect them from the weather. Cats must come from the
same colony and NOT be cats from different colonies. There
is a huge need for more animal loving people to be on
board to learn about trapping/fostering/adopting. I
personally did not know there was this massive cat
feral/stray problem within LA County until about five to six
years ago. So I am sure there are many other people who do
not know or realize just how big a situation it all is.
Therefore, do an outreach (via TV/radio, etc.), asking for
people to volunteer to learn to trap/foster or help with
adoptions etc., and to get involved. There are several
organizations out there that will train people in all areas
such as Kitty Bungalow/Stray Cat Alliance, to name a
couple. People should volunteer (even for three to six
months) at their local animal shelters, too, because, to me,
you can never ever get enough people involved where
animals are concerned. There is always something to do
such as feeding/cleaning/bathing/medical
help/grooming/dog walking/adoptions/administrative
work/working with the public/interviewing potential
adopters and so much more. There is NO such thing as
having enough people at a facility where the welfare of
animals is concerned.

Responses
implementation guidelines address TNR best practices
as a result of the proposed Project, and the separate
public education component addresses the existing
impacts from the free-roaming cat population. Please
also see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.

DE-10

There needs to be more education in schools -kindergarten all the way through to universities -- about all
animals and their welfare, including what it means to have
a pet/work with animals and why animal abuse and
cruelty, and murder, is not the answer. I know this is a long
shot, but schools should and could have day trips to
shelters/farms/ASPCA facilities where pupils could see and
learn about all animals with zero liability to either party –
the school or animal facility.

Please see Response to Comment DE-9.

DE-11

Obviously the school children will need to adhere to the
rules and regulations of whatever facility they visit for their
safety and also the safety of the animals. Local shelters can
do an outreach to out-of-state shelters where there is not
so many cats available. I hear Oregon and Washington State

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments DE-7 and DE-9.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-445

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text
do not have as many cats available as California; I know
some rescues take cats up to these states to be adopted out.
I would like to see an outreach to other states such as
Idaho/Nebraska and others and this will include an
outreach into Canada to transport adoptable cats to
adoption facilities in these areas. But please, NOT Mexico or
such like countries (Central America/Caribbean, etc.). I’d
also like to see an outreach to in-state and out-of-state
farms/ranches, etc., for unadoptable to cats to become
working cats, especially for colonies at risk. But much due
diligence will be needed to ensure the cat’s welfare for its
life. Farmer’s/ranchers, etc., MUST be willing to feed/give
water/bedding and safety from weather and predators via
a barn or such like and willing to learn and go through at
least a two-month acclimation of the cats. The
farmer/rancher must be willing to do what is necessary for
the welfare of the cats. Cats must come from the same
colony and NOT be cats from different colonies.

Responses

DE-12

I absolutely 1000% want to see abuse/neglect and murder
of an animal up there as if it were a child. It is inconceivable
that someone who abuses or murders animals are barely
made accountable. The perpetrator only gets a small fine
and kick up the behind with a warning not to do it again.
Sorry, but what the F is that all about? As things stand right
now, there is NO deterrent to stop people abusing or
murdering animals. Some of the cruelty of cats that I have
been told about and that has happened is :-▪ A cat in
Monterey Park had been held down while a firecracker was
put in its mouth then lit. The feeder found the dead cat with
its lower face/jaw missing – obviously died in sheer agony.
The police (MPPD) and ASPCA and Animal Cruelty Task
Force (ACTF) via the LAPD were informed, but because
there was NO witness, nothing was done! The feeder had
her suspicions as to who did it but the authorities did not
bother speaking to the suspect either! What is that about
too? Since when does a murderer have or leave witnesses
behind? A Hispanic man got hold of a young kitten that was
on his property and slit its throat. Cats have been poisoned.

Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope.
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Cats have been shot at with a BB guns and had pellets
inside its body. The vet found the pellets when operating to
fix the cat. Cats (and dogs) are often discarded as if they
were a piece of trash for various reasons from being too
noisy/destroying furniture/not toilet trained to name a few
reasons why. A car was recently stolen that had a trapped
cat inside – the trapper had got out for a minute to do
something and it was during that time the car was stolen. A
few days later, the car was found and everything was inside
– radio/owner’s purse, etc., but NOT the cat or the trap!
God only knows what has happened to the cat. It is
horrifying to say the least that a cat in a trap and being
vulnerable in this manner might now be abused or
murdered. One can only hope/pray the car thief released
the cat, but it’s 50/50 and anyone’s guess. Most recently is
the Laguna Beach man who bashed his already abused cat’s
head on a top of a police car bonnet until it died
(https://ktla.com/2019/10/22/laguna-beach-manarrested-afterallegedly-beating-cat-against-hood-of-patrolvehicle/). Despite this man having mental problems does
NOT give him the right to abuse and murder a cat. I hope he
gets jail time to the full extent of the law and his time inside
is an absolute nightmare for him. But I sincerely don’t think
that will happen. That poor cat and the life it has with no
thanks to its f**k-head owner. These are just a few horror
stories that cats endure with practically zero accountability
to the abuser and so that needs to change ASAP. If any of
the above were a child instead of an animal, the police and
authorities would be all over this like a dog on heat. I really
do hope something becomes of this CWCP and very soon so
it will help cats, so over the next decade there will be some
benefits and a reduction on the cat population. But good
people need to be on board and the City officials and law
enforcement NEED to be on board too. I also hope other
Cities will follow suit so they too can get their cat
population under control in a humane way. I also feel that
after I send this letter in to you, I will no doubt think of
something else I would want to include, but that’s always
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the way. I do hope that some if not all my ideas and
suggestions above can somehow be implemented. Please,
keep everyone updated of any progress.

Responses

Edward
Macan

EM-1

Thank you for your e-mail of August 29, 2019, which
included, as an attachment, the Citywide Cat Program
(E1907610) flyer. I am writing to tell you that I thoroughly
approve of the City’s proposed course of action. As a longtime advocate for community (a term that takes in both
feral and long-term stray) cats in Humboldt County,
specifically in the area around Eureka, I can tell you that
TNR works, because I have seen it work over a period of
some years. Before our local spay and neuter got off the
ground, Humboldt County had a terrible overpopulation
problem. It was not uncommon to see dead feral cats on the
side of the road, children giving away kittens on street
corners, and the County Shelter had a terrible kill rate.
Today, 15 years later, the first two sights have become
uncommon, and the Shelter’s kill rate has dropped to 10%15%, very near to official “no-kill” levels. I believe that if the
City gives this program sufficient resources and stands
behind it, over a number of years, it will work. The City
already has one excellent community cat organization
(Alley Cat Rescue) working in Los Angeles, and I encourage
the City to partner with this organization, which has a
national reach and which, I think, could be a great asset to
the City in the implementation of this program. Again,
thank you for your role in bringing this program to the cusp
of implementation. I wish you, the City, and the tens of
thousands of community cats that will be impacted all the
best in moving forward.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Elisaberh
Calla

EC-1

I’m writing to express my support for the Citywide Cat
Program. TNR needs to be an officially supported city
policy. The reasons why are very simple: because it works
and because it’s humane. How does TNR work? It works by
reducing populations through sterilization and by
removing cats and kittens from the streets by getting them
adopted or into Working Cats programs. Why is it humane

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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to TNR and get cats off the streets? Because cats and kittens
suffer tremendously when they are homeless, breeding, and
have no medical care or access to untainted food or water
supply. TNR’d cats form stable colonies which can be
supported with food and medical care. Colony populations
reduce over time, not just through sterilization, but through
homing the tame cats and finding Working Cat programs
for the feral cats. I have been TNR’ing cats for many years
through Stray Cat Alliance and Fix Nation. My personal total
for spaying and neutering cats in Los Angeles stands at 25.
In the condo complex where I live, I have significantly
improved the lives of the cats by spaying and neutering
every stray or feral cat I find. This also improves the quality
of life in my condo complex as there are no late night cat
fights or unaltered males spraying urine to mark territory.
And, if I determine the sterilized cat is tame enough, I work
to socialize them and get them adopted into a loving home.
Just in my home location, I have trapped and sterilized 7
cats; 5 of those were tame or semi-tame and I was able to
get them adopted into forever homes. These cats are now
thriving indoors and are beloved pets enriching the lives of
their families.

Responses

EC-2

The animal-human bond is a strong and valuable one and
our city should support it. From my knowledge about
animals and willingness to teach what I know, even more
cats have been removed from the streets and homed by the
people who’ve learned the process from me. There should
be free educational programs in public institutions (such as
public libraries) that provide trainers in TNR education and
petcare. Seeing the cat over-population problem can cause
humans to look unfavorably upon cats and to feel justified
in acting cruelly towards them and those who would seek
to aid them. Educational programs would curb these
attitudes as would active-informed TNR teams. I saw these
attitudes change in my own neighborhood due to my TNR
work and backing up my actions through publicly available
articles and informational sites. In reduction of the cat
population and in learning how useful the few working cats

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding
for clarification that the revised program
implementation guidelines address TNR best practices
as a result of the proposed Project. Also, please see
Master Response: Public Education and Outreach. Please
see Master Response: Rodent Control.
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still left in the complex were in doing free rodent control,
my neighbors began to see the actual benefit to themselves
and started to look favorably upon my actions, allowing me
to spay and home more cats and kittens.

Responses

EC-3

By banding together in awareness, we can solve this
problem of cat neglect and overpopulation which causes
tremendous suffering to the cats and reduces populations
of other animals who share their space (birds). Though it
was an uphill battle getting my community to support my
TNR efforts, they now see TNR is humane to every species,
especially when incorporated with adoption. In spite of the
city injunction, I have undertaken TNR on my own and have
been able to stop the increase of the cat population in my
location in Van Nuys. But with city support, TNR could
reduce the cat population and suffering in every location. If
the Citywide Cat Program is implemented and the TNR
education injunction ended, people such as myself would
immediately seek to become TNR community educators
and would help in setting up Working Cat programs to get
the feral sterilized cats off the streets. Tame sterilized cats
would be temporarily housed with fosters and in the
network of LA agencies moving to get them adopted into
loving homes. I have seen all of these things work in my
location. They absolutely work on the small scale. It’s time
to move this to the large-scale with the Citywide Cat
Program and really do some good.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the court
order. Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix
J in the FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on
the free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please also see Master Response: Working Cat
Program.

GL2-1

I am writing this letter on the Citywide Cat Program in Los
Angeles (“DEIR”). I support the practice of TNR and
strongly feel this is a proven and beneficial program for
both the feral and stray cat populations and for the human
communities that co-exist with them. TNR allows for
organizations to spay/neuter cats to prevent an endless
cycle of uncontrolled breeding and to, hopefully, put an end
to the cruel and unnecessary cycle of euthanasia of so many
unwanted kittens and cats. With TNR, the feral and stray
cats in our neighborhoods and communities get the chance
to live out their lives in their settled cat colonies. Before the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs, Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under the
Proposed Project.
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ban on TNR, I’ve seen several earclipped cats around my
neighborhood who live quite peacefully with each other
and with us humans. None of these outdoor cats have
bothered my indoor/outdoor cats, or me, or my property.
With that said, I don’t agree with the City’s proposed
restrictions on the TNR program. Specifically, I do not think
TNR – if it’s allowed to work well for everyone and cats –
should be restricted in Environmentally Sensitive Areas
and corresponding one-mile buffer zones. I don’t agree
with the unreasonable expectation that feeding times must
be restricted given the reality of when people can make
time in their busy schedules to feed cats; and finally, I don’t
agree with restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable
populations per your definition (children, the elderly, and
those with immune system vulnerabilities) live and are.
These obstacles would make the TNR less successful than it
can and should be. I ask that you consider the comments
and suggestions made by Stray Cat Alliance, and I
respectfully ask you to move forward with permitting TNR
without the aforementioned restrictions.

Responses

Hej
Woodward

HW-1

I am writing to show my support in the Citywide Cat
Program. As a volunteer kitten foster for Best Friends, I
have particular interest in the success of this program. I
take pride that our state is on the forefront with most social
issues and hope that when this program is implemented
with success, it will lead other cities to follow. Thanks for
your time.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Jacqueline
Sherman

JS3-1

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Los
Angeles EIR for the Citywide Cat Program. Here are my
thoughts: 1) I applaud Los Angeles for initiating a citywide
spay/neuter program for feral (“free-roaming”) cats. It is
greatly needed. 2) This will have an impact on the number
of breeding cats on the streets of Los Angeles. a) It is a fact
that many kind people feed these animals, but cannot
afford to have them altered, thereby increasing their
numbers. As we have seen, restrictions on feeding them did
not solve the problem. b) Trapping and euthanasia impacts

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.1.1 in the Draft EIR on the court
order. Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix
J in the FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic
Cat Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on
the free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results. Please see also Master Responses: Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public
Education and Outreach.
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the city shelter and its personnel in many negative ways
(time and cost to the city; psychological effects on
personnel involved).

Responses

JS3-2

c) Stabilizing the number of cats at each location will
prevent new animals from moving in.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Vacuum Effect.

JS3-3

3) I participated years ago in a Voucher system for altering
stray cats. A simple telephone call was needed to acquire a
voucher number at that time. It expedited the procedure
(as opposed to application for a paper voucher). Once a cat
was trapped, the call was made to a participating
veterinarian and an appointment set for its surgery.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

JS3-4

a) Vouchers could be distributed through cat rescue groups
that specialize in street rescue (I am familiar with Allie Cat
Allies, Best Friends Animal Society Los Angeles network,
Kitten Rescue, People and Cats Together (PACT), and Stray
Cat Alliance). Vouchers could also be available through city
shelters. b) Vouchers should cover the surgery and a
vaccination.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the FEIR regarding implementation of the Modified TNR
Program, including distribution of vouchers. Please see
Master Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project on vaccinations.

JS3-5

4) A final thought: A stabilized feral cat population has a
very important positive impact: containment of the rodent
population. I have seen myself that when feral colonies are
moved (or removed) complaints soon come about the
increase of rodents in the neighborhood. Not a good thing.
Implementing the Citywide Cat Program will be a benefit to
the citizens of our city. Thank you for considering my
thoughts on this plan.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Rodent Control.

JB-1

The city of Los Angeles desperately needs city wide free
spay and neuter for feral and community cats. Currently,
the absence of feeding and sterilizing feral/community cats
is actually endangering wildlife. The cat population has
grown out of control and become a crisis impacting the city
shelters physically and financially with kittens and injured
cats. People concerned with cats impacting the
environment understand that more unsterilized cats
results in staggering overpopulation and only through close
monitoring, consistent feeding and most importantly safe

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.1.1 in
the Draft EIR on the court order. Please see Section
3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the FEIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Please see
also Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach.
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and free TNR that cat colonies can be humanely and
naturally limited.

Responses

JB-2

All areas of Los Angeles city and county have community
cats. To limit any area is to limit the success of TNR and any
attempts to eliminate the homeless cat population.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs. Please note that the proposed Project is being
considered by the City of Los Angeles and would be
implemented within the limits of the City of Los Angeles;
see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on any future
actions by the County of Los Angeles.

JB-3

Enforcing spay/neuter laws and anti dumping laws is well
intended, but would be ultimately unsuccessful. Currently,
people dumping cats are reported and the city and animal
control are too overwhelmed with the care of overcrowded
homeless animals in the shelters to be able to followup on
the reports. It is unrealistic to think there would be
individual followup on s/n given the lack of staff and
factoring in the expense. The future wellbeing of any pet
cannot be assessed without serious infringement on a
citizens personal rights. It is not the responsibility of
private citizens to monitor and report their neighbors. Most
people do not even know who their neighbors are, much
less if they have a pet.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Alternatives Analysis. Please also see Section
5.3 in the Draft EIR on alternatives considered,
including Alternative 5 enforcing the mandatory
spay/neuter of owned cats, which was not carried
forward for further CEQA analysis because it did not
meet most of the basic project objectives. Please see
Master Response: Beyond the Scope on other
enforcement issues.

JB-4

We already have laws that are supposed to prevent pet
abandonment and enforce people to spay and neuter their
pets. These laws have been ineffective and have failed
miserably. People still have unaltered pets either for
financial, personal or cultural reasons. Education and low
cost options are essential. A $40 pet sterilization is more
reasonable and likely to succeed than spending $200 or
more for s/n procedure. I believe, affordable, $40 for a
spay/neuter, needs to be available throughout the city of
LA and the San Fernando valley. Community cats are
homeless and helpless, not belonging to anyone and
therefore need to be sterilized free of charge to prevent
future colonies and add to the burden of the community.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.2 in
the Draft EIR on current operations of LAAS, which
includes providing spay and neuter services for owned
cats. Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for
updated components of the proposed Project, which
include offering low cost spay and neuter to the public
for free-roaming cats.

JB-5

A well fed colony will not hunt to eat as they will have
ample food in their designated feeding area, thus

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
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preserving indigenous wildlife. It is imperative that the cat
colonies have regular feedings. This needs to be executed
by caring individuals that will be on alert for new feline
residence or any cats that may fall ill or injured. The
caregiver will make appropriate plans to rescue, TNR
and/or provide medical care.

Responses
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

Janet
Williams

JW3-1

As the founder and President of Marin Friends of Ferals, a
nonprofit formed in 2009, I can attest to the fact that TNR
does work. We work closely with Marin Humane in our
feral cat program, which also consists of rehoming ferals to
new outdoor homes when their current one is no longer
viable. Since 2009 we have TNR’ed nearly 2700 cats and
relocated just over 700. Stats at Marin Humane show a
steady decrease, not only in feral adult cats entering the
shelter but also feral kittens. Healthy ferals are never
euthanized at our shelter and in fact, the demand for feral
cat mousers is so high, we are able to take ferals from other
local humane societies to rehome them to spare them from
being euthanized while offering a much needed community
service through rodent control.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

JW3-2

In all the time we’ve been practicing TNR, we have had no
more than a handful of complaints about the cats eating
birds. All our TNR’ed cats are fed by volunteers or
homeowners. We are fortunate here in Marin to have
enough caring individuals willing to help care for the cats
(with our help with food) so the felines don’t have to rely
on hunting to survive. We have not reached the stage of
needing to release them without knowledge of a steady
feeder. I understand the theory behind that method but
we’d rather not leave the cats’ fate to chance.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

JW3-3

Anyway, those who say TNR doesn’t work and that it has a
huge impact on bird populations doesn’t work in the field
daily with ferals. We who do are aware of the real reason
for the reduction of bird populations —environmental
concerns like water and air pollution, encroachment on the
birds’ habitat, over use of pesticides…all man-made
culprits.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.2.2.9
in the Draft EIR for more information regarding
predation effects of domestic cats.
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Responses

JW3-4

There is no reason to kill perfectly healthy cats simply
because they aren’t lap cats. People need to be educated on
the importance of spay/neuter. And in our opinion, vets
should offer reduced cost spay/neuter as a community
service, or spay/neuter should be funded by cities so
people will actually have their pets fixed. But for many, it’s
not affordable and in that case, we will always have
unaltered ferals.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR, for updated components of the proposed
Project, which include TNR education and low cost
spay/neuter. Please also see Master Response: Public
Education and Outreach.

Jenny
Hughes

JH2-1

This attachment regards the proposed program, TNR, for
the city of Los Angeles. Although I am not a resident in the
city, I very much support this kind of program. As an active
volunteer for the Peter Zippy Memorial Foundation, I
strongly see the necessity for this kind of program. All cats
are neutered prior to adoption, ensuring that no
unnecessary births are created should a cat unwittingly get
out of the house. No cat should be killed simply because it is
out in the wild. If it can be trapped, neutered and released,
then a real difference can be realized in the number of
animals running wild.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

Judy Cairns

JC2-1

Attached please find SOME of my concerns regarding the
requested changes in the City of Los Angeles’ feral/stray cat
program. I have maintained a managed feral cat colony in
the San Pedro Harbor area for more than 37 years. I
initially followed the feral cat guidelines instituted by the
Royal SPCA of Great Britain. I was appointed by then Mayor
Tom Bradley to the City of Los Angeles’ original Los Angeles
Animal Regulation’s (now Los Angeles Animal Services)
Feral Cat Committee (1991 - 1995). CONCERN: The
negative impact of cat feces and urine to our local
environment. Fact: the Cabrillo Beach Inner Harbor
consistently rates “F” ratings by Heal the Bay and other
highly respected environmental organizations for its
dismally toxic condition. No, cats are not the only
contributors to the unhealthy issue, but the local feral cat
colonies have unquestionably added to the problem. The
Los Angeles Harbor Department and the City of Los Angeles
spent several hundred thousand dollars cleaning up the

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.3,
Water Resources, and Sections 4.2.2.9 and 4.2.2.10 in the
Draft EIR for discussions related to existing effects of
free-roaming cats on water quality. Please also see
Master Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project.
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sandy shoreline of feral cat feces at Cabrillo Beach. The cat
colony located there used the beach as their giant litter box
city employees told us. Unfortunately, polluting cat feces
and urine (along with dog feces, etc.) flow into the Harbor
by untreated storm drain water from surrounding city
areas.

Responses

JC2-2

CONCERN: As described above, the negative impact of
animal waste has caused wildlife to suffer! Domoic acid has
caused our local pelican population to become ill and die.
Three years ago, more than 18 pelicans were staggering
around the parking lot next to my colony. Some were able
to barely able fly to the next pier. Some eventually were
staggering in vehicle traffic on the heavily driven 22nd
Street in San Pedro. I called the wonderful volunteers at the
universally respected INTERNATIONAL BIRD RESCUE in
San Pedro (310 514-22573) and the caring officers at the
City’s Harbor Animal Shelter because the nearby California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (also based on 22nd Street
-- less than one block from the sick wildlife). The traffic was
stopped, the birds were taken to the bird rescue where they
receive appropriate treatment. Following up on the
condition of the birds, I was told that the effects of domoic
acid were the cause of their bizarre behavior.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment JC-1 for discussions related to fecal
accumulation from free-roaming cats.

JC2-3

CONCERN: Confirmed outbreak of Typhus from fleas. Los
Angeles City Hall has allegedly suffered an outbreak of
Typhus attributed to filthy habitat created by the homeless
encampment around the area which has attracted rats and
other vermin. San Pedro’s homeless encampments are
immediately adjacent to the Harbor. Raccoons and other
vermin have been attracted to there. The fleas living on the
raccoons are common to cats. Ergo, stray or feral cats have
the potential of spreading Typhus. I have treated my colony
cats with flea treatment. It’s an arduous and expensive
procedure.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project and Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis.

JC2-4

CONCERN: I vehemently oppose any type of relocation
program of cats impounded by LAAS and given to ANYONE,
including any animal “welfare” or “rescue” group! If a cat

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Removal of Nuisance Cats and Relocation of
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was trapped and taken to one of the six city shelters it was
NOT WANTED in the location where it was originally
trapped. To return it to that original area would almost
certainly guarantee it would be subject to harm! To
relocate the cat to another location IS AGAINST THE LAW -ANIMAL ABANDONMENT!!! Too often I’ve acquired
dumped off feral or stray cats by so called cat rescuers
without concern for the welfare of the cat.

Responses
Free-Roaming Cats. Please also see Master Response:
This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on abandonment.

JC2-5

The Los Angeles Animal Services has given many animal
rescue or welfare organization “PARTNERS” cats and dogs
who have moved these animals to other cities and states
WITHOUT any follow up on the eventual outcome of the
cats/dogs by either Los Angeles Animal Services or the
animal groups. Any type of document signed by any
individual or group when given an impounded cat has NO
VALUE! The Department management has no will or ability
to follow up on PROVEN track record for seeking out
information on the cat’s welfare.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines. LAAS’ rescue partners (New Hope Partners
with 501C3s in the State of CA) are required to submit
paperwork monthly updating the Department on the
outcome and location of the pets by policy established
by the Board of Animal Services Commissioners.

JC2-6

CONCERN: ALL CATS LEAVING CITY OF LOS ANGELES
ANIMAL SERVICES MUST BE MICROCHIPPED! AND
MANDATORY SPAY/NEUTERED! NO EXCEPTIONS!!
Microchips are the “cost of doing business”. Thank you and
everyone who has worked on this project. One hopes that
the ultimate welfare of the cats is foremost objective in the
program’s final resolution.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 3.2.3 in
the FEIR, for an updated discussion on microchipping
and sterilizations under the proposed Project. Please
see Section 2.2 in the Draft EIR on current operations of
LAAS, including microchipping and sterilizations for
adoptions.

KT-1

I am writing to express my support for implementation of
the proposed Citywide Cat Program (“CCP”), E1907610. I
have been a resident of the City of Los Angeles for 5 years,
and an active volunteer with Kitty Bungalow Charm School,
an independent 501(c)3 in South Los Angeles working in
the local community for cat & kitten rescue, TNR, working
cat placement and adoptions for 3 years. I am excited about
the effort of the CCP and believe that the larger support
from the City of Los Angeles in reducing the cat
overpopulation on our city streets and providing affordable
and accessible spay/neuter for residents’ pets and
community cats alike is both necessary and long overdue. I

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 4.1.2.4 and Updated Appendix J in the
Draft EIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results.
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would love to see the program implemented as it is laid out
in section ES.2 of the draft EIR. In the effort towards
making Los Angeles a “no-kill” city, the Citywide Cat
Program will aid in saving thousands of lives by stemming
the breeding cycle and, in turn, preventing the needless
euthanizing of cats and kittens. TNR halts disruptive mating
behaviors—like yowling, spraying, roaming, and territorial
fighting—so community cats and people can coexist
peacefully. It is the ethical and humane solution to diffusing
cat conflict and litters of kittens, period. Additionally, less
free-roaming cats means reduced harmful environmental
impact, such as flea-borne disease and over-predation of
native wildlife. I realize that our local wildlife populations
may be negatively impacted by large feral domestic cat
populations, and TNR is the only solution that will
humanely reduce the cat population, and thereby protect
our precious wildlife populations. The help from the city in
this endeavor is invaluable as the work of charities has
clearly not been sufficient in both protecting our
communities from diseases that feral cats spread,
protecting our wildlife, and protecting our existing and
future cats.

Responses

KT-2

There is, however, one aspect of the proposal that I would
request be addressed. The 1-mile radius protection
boundary around areas designated as “environmentally
sensitive” (ESA) may be an ineffectively large radius,
causing large swaths of neighborhoods to overlap between
designated ESAs, potentially cutting off areas that may
benefit from TNR and free-roaming cat management.
Obviously, every stakeholder wants this program to be
effective, and if too much of the city is protected for these
programs to be effectively implemented, then we will not
see the results that we desire. This is a clear and obvious
flaw in the plan, as effectiveness (alongside humane
treatment of all of our animal populations) needs to be the
#1 concern. By adopting an official position on TNR,
affordable spay/neuter, a community cat management
program, and partnering with the numerous grassroots

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.
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organizations, volunteer-led programs and independent
rescuers, the cats and residents of Los Angeles can have a
safe and happy coexistence with a manageable population.

Responses

KT-3

As a dedicated member of an organization already working
in communities that need our assistance, additional
support from the Citywide Cat Program will enhance our
outreach efforts and emphasize the life-saving work that
we do. This year to date, Kitty Bungalow has rescued,
adopted out, and TNR’d over 1000 cats. Imagine the
number of cats that could be helped with the increased
resources that only a local government can provide?
Charity work is not enough, as evidenced by the sickening
number of cats that are euthanized and the wildlife killed
by feral cats every year. The senseless deaths of all of these
animals can truly be prevented with your help. We have
seen the results of City help regarding dog populations, and
it is long overdue that the City of Los Angeles similarly
supports our cat populations as well. Thank you for your
time, and for the opportunity to comment on & support
such a necessary program for the City of Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment.

KA-1

I’m a resident of Lake Balboa, CA--as well as a local
business owner--and am writing in support of the proposed
Community Cat Program in LA which would offer free spay
and neuter for community cats, as well as companion cats. I
was unable to attend the October 7 meeting, but wanted to
express my thoughts in relation to the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Community Cat Program in LA.
I fully agree that TNR should be the city’s official policy and
preferred method of dealing with the free roaming cat
population, including the details below: 1. 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

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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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, or adopted. My husband and I have
seen various community cats in need of spay/neuter
services and medical attention and have rescued, cared for,
and adopted 6 cats living in and around our own yard since
purchasing our Lake Balboa home in 2004. This included
TNR for 4 cats that appeared to be feral, but were then
socialized and lived inside. We realize that this is a tiny
portion of the thousands of cats in Los Angeles that are in
need of TNR. We have also supported others in their rescue
efforts and hope that the city will support TNR efforts and
humane treatment of all cats.

Responses

Liz
Hernandez

LH-1

According to the Los Angeles County Animal Care website –
animalcare.lacounty.gov/dacc-mission, the Mission, Vision
and Values of the Los Angeles County Animal Care &
Control leads the nation in protecting people and animals
through compassionate care, community education,
proactive intervention, and effective enforcement. For the
purposes of my supporting a Citywide Cat Program, I want
to focus and emphasize UPON the VALUES of LA County’s
mission statement, namely COMPASSION, SAFETY and
SUSTAINABILITY and the Animal Care Agencies
commitment to “Ensure every unwanted or homeless pet
has a safe place to go for shelter and care. DACC care
centers will not turn away animals in need of assistance.”
Nowhere in this mission statement does it state that feral
cats are exempt from receiving the same Socially Conscious
consideration, whether sheltered or otherwise. I am proud
of the City’s Department of Animal Services (LAAS) ongoing
efforts to evolve into the type of agency that serves animals
in need with COMPASSION and DIGNITY and for being the
VOICE that has been so desperately needed for so long.
Taking a firm stand in of support the Citywide Cat Program
by implementing official public policies of TNR outreach,
education, and training I believe, will set a precedent across
the nation for other Animal Care Agencies to join in the

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach. Please see Master Response: Beyond the Scope
on homeless issues.
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Socially Conscious effort to assist Feral Cat Organizations,
supporters, feeders, and ferals themselves, who by no fault
of their own, are homeless and forced to live on the streets.
In reviewing the reports impact the feral cats have on the
environment, I simply want to say that my family and I
have experienced and been victims of unwanted
destructive behavior, crime, filth, and neighborhood
deterioration due to the growing population of homeless
persons living in the vicinity. I would much rather co-exist
with feral cats that are TNR’d and fed by feeders or by
neighbors.

Responses

LH-2

I strongly support ES.2.1 Project Objectives, TNR, feral cat
organizations, the feeding of ferals by feeders and/or
caring individuals, and the City of Los Angeles participation,
support, and engaging in TNR, spay and neuter clinics,
funding, outreach, education, and collaboration with
organizations that engage in TNR.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment LH-1 on feeding.

LH-3

I DO NOT support most to the No Project Alternative but
most especially….

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AT-3.

LH-4

I DO NOT support prohibiting the City to engage in TNR,
facilitating TNR, or any of its related resources or
programs.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AT-3.

LH-5

I DO NOT support ES.8.1 No Project Alternative #4: Enact a
feeding ban as it is in direct contradiction of the Animal
Services mission statement to provide and protect animals
with COMPASSION, SAFETY, and SUSTAINABILITY. Worse
yet, it is intentionally cruel and inhumane. Enforcing a
feeding ban will then force feral cats to hunt for food. It will
lead to unnecessary illness and suffering. There is
absolutely no human dignity in allowing any animal to go
hungry or suffer for any reason.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AT-3. Please also see Master Response: The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.

LH-6

I DO NOT support Alternative #12: Trap and euthanize free
roaming cats. Again, this is in direct contradiction of Animal
Services mission statement to provide and protect animals
with COMPASSION, SAFETY, and SUSTAINABILTY. Animal
Services is a strong voice for animals and is committed to

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment AT-3.
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moving forward and engaging in positive outcomes and
resolutions. Why would they want to go backwards?

Responses

Lynn Grosch

LG-1

As an animal lover, cat rescue-agency volunteer, colony
caretaker, and trapper, I am grateful to the City of Los
Angeles Bureau of Engineering for their hard work and
research resulting in a proposal for a much needed City Cat
Program. I support the proposed program that is a positive
step in the direction of our city’s compassionate move
toward “no kill” and our common goal of reducing the
unwanted pets in our shelters and number of community
cats. I believe, however, having fewer restrictions in the
Program’s implementation, some of which is noted and
explained by Dona Cosgrove, President and Founder, CEO
of Feral Cat Caretaker’s Coalition, in her letter to the
Bureau of Engineering, would further improve its
effectiveness. As a tax paying citizen, I do not support the
killing of community cats in shelters. Management of
colonies in environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) and
buffer zones should be encouraged rather than
excluded/limited to help facilitate an expedient and
humane reduction of stray and feral cats in these areas.
Allowing flexibility in the management process will
improve effectiveness while exclusion/process restrictions
tie the hands of those committed to the common goal and
thus fails by resulting in a population explosion from either
poor or lack of consistent management where it is deemed
most needed. For example, the cat colony I have managed
for the past eleven years has been reduced from 36 to 7. Of
the current seven, only two from the original colony
remain. This work has many challenges and costs.
Sometimes there is blow back from those who need to be
educated about the value of TNR in reaching our common
goal of fewer stray, feral and thus unwanted pets that
burden our city shelters. Those of us in the field could be
more effective without the fear of repercussions, with
fewer restrictions and more support. Yes, for example, let’s
make no-fee spay/neuter and humane traps available to
certified trappers when they are expressly used for TNR.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, and Public Education and Outreach.
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Responses

LG-2

Given our compassionate nature, there are important laws
to protect animals and especially cats and dogs from
inhumane treatment. Cats are pets in nearly fifty percent of
all households that have pets. Anecdotally, pets often
become an important part of the family and are regarded as
such. Irresponsible, misinformed and maybe financially
challenged folks sometimes abandon, “dump,” cats in local
parks or other places where colonies form. The counter
balance to this negative behavior is a stellar army of
compassionate volunteers who love cats and who take time
out of their busy lives to provide an essential community
service. They not only care for these abandoned cats but
make every effort to trap these loved animals, take them to
veterinarians at their own expense and have them
medically checked and fixed. If the cats are assessed to be
adoptable, every effort is made to get them adopted. As a
result of humane, community supported and voluntary
intervention the cat population in these areas is reduced.
By us all working together in collaboration we can make a
difference in reaching our common goal of fewer
community and unwanted pets. Education is the key to
removing a negative mindset instilled in folks having a
negative attitude toward cats brought on by years of
misinformation/misunderstanding about the TNR process
and cats and cat behavior in general. A well fed and cared
for community cat eliminates its need to kill to survive for
example. We need education to not only teach the
importance of spay/neuter but to help alleviate the
outdated stigma attached to free roaming cats and increase
respect for all animals with whom we share our
communities and learn ways to live in harmony with them.
While the City and County of Los Angeles grapple with the
best course for dealing with cats in the community, one of
the best answers continues to be dedicated volunteers
working in collaboration with stake holders to practice
TNR to help put an end to inhumane and cruel means of
dealing with community cats like mass extermination and
slow death starvation. I would like to receive a notice when

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted. Please
see Master Responses: Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding for clarification that the revised program
implementation guidelines address TNR best practices
as a result of the proposed Project. Also, please see
Master Response: Public Education and Outreach.
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the Final EIR is available. Please add me to the project
mailing list.

Responses

Melody King
and
Lawrence
Hennigan

MK2-1

My husband and I would like to officially voice our support
for the community cat program as proposed in 2006, and
support this becoming the city’s official policy and
preferred method of dealing with the free-roaming cat
population. As a lifelong animal lover, it took me some time
to understand why feral cats needed to be treated
differently than other cats. But I have learned that, sadly,
bringing a feral cat to a shelter is a death sentence. These
are not cats that can be rehomed. However, they CAN be
cared for and loved by their caretakers. The most humane
way to reduce the feral and community cat population is
the TNR (Trap/Neuter/Release) model.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

MK2-2

The only argument against TNR seems to be that cats can
be destructive to native wildlife. Yes, cats can kill birds;
they can also kill rats, and in a city currently undergoing a
major rat infestation, putting these cats to work seems like
a win/win for all of us. Euthanizing these animals will
reduce the amount of predators for rats, mice, etc., as well
as reducing the food source for predators like coyotes
(another natural rat predator as well).

Please see Master Response: Rodent Control.

MK2-3

But even without the current rat crisis, it has been shown
time and time again that the only way to truly reduce the
amount of animals in shelters is through spay/neuter. It’s
also vital that not only the community/feral cats are
sterilized, but pets throughout Los Angeles county. The
amount of animals euthanized in our shelters in shameful.
We can and should do better.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please note that the proposed Project is being
considered by the City of Los Angeles and would be
implemented within the limits of the City of Los Angeles;
see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on any future
actions by the County of Los Angeles.

MS-1

As a caregiver for a (neutered) community cat whom I love
dearly, I urge you to implement the proposed Trap-NeuterReturn-Monitor (TNRM) in Los Angeles. TNRM is a proven
program to humanely manage community cat colonies.
Community cats are not pests. They are intelligent, sentient
beings who can form strong bonds with humans and pet
cats, even if many of them can never be successfully turned
into “inside” cats. They deserve to live out their lives in

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR for updated
components of the proposed Project.

Michele
Schultz
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dignity. Through TNRM, this can be achieved while
humanely breaking the cycle of population growth. In the
name of my good buddy Harper, I ask you to implement
TNRM and associated educational and veterinary services
throughout Los Angeles.

Responses

Patricia M

PM-1

Please consider outreach programs and education specific
to Skilled Nursing Facilities (SNF) administration. I work at
Sierra View Care Center in Baldwin Park. There was at one
point 30+ homeless cats. Some of those patients really love
those cats and depend on them for their well-being. If only
the facility were educated enough to have them TNR and
truly educate the staff and patients on caring for the
community cats, the population would be monitored. I
attempted to reach out for help from TNR programs,
however had a difficult time since all the programs do not
have Baldwin Park as a location they served. I wished a
program came to my work to educate the importance of
TNR and ways that the community cats can co-exist with
the facility and patients. The administrator asked
maintenance to buy traps. Those traps were used to catch
the cats then they were released somewhere else away
from the location. When I found out, I submitted an
anonymous complaint to the Baldwin Park Animal Shelter
and they got involved. The cats trapped were sent to the
shelter, which, since they were feral, probably had a poor
chance at a second home and most likely euthanized.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding
for clarification that the revised program
implementation guidelines address TNR best practices
as a result of the proposed Project. Also, please see
Master Response: Public Education and Outreach.

Rachel
Buhner

RB-1

Alley Cat Rescue strongly supports the reintroduction of
TNR into the Los Angeles community and the humane
reduction of the city’s population of feral cats. Communities
throughout the country have shown that TNR programs
result in fewer cats entering and being euthanized in
shelters, fewer cats on the streets, and a decrease in
neighborhood complaints. However, these programs are
only successful when they are allowed to operate freely and
without unnecessary restrictions.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines.

RB-2

The proposed Citywide Cat Program currently includes a
feeding ban in Environmentally Sensitive Areas and a one-

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1 Mile Buffer around ESAs
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mile buffer zone around these areas. These areas comprise
a significant portion of the city, and the proposed
restrictions on feeding within these areas would make
trapping feral cats living there nearly impossible. Regularly
scheduled feeding prior to trapping is necessary in order to
acclimatize cats to feeding schedules, which eventually
results in them entering traps. Thus, limiting feeding to the
baiting of traps will lead to fewer cats captured.
Furthermore, ACR finds that limiting feeding hours is
overly restrictive, as any feeding is required to be
supervised and limited to 30 minutes increments.

Responses
on the buffer. Please see Master Responses: Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification that
the revised program implementation guidelines address
TNR best practices as a result of the proposed Project.
Also please see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.

RB-3

Ultimately, these restrictions hinder the ability to perform
TNR in these areas, and failing to trap cats living there
would prevent them from being spayed or neutered,
leaving them to breed indiscriminately and continuing to
add to the feral cat population. Therefore, in order to
establish a robust and successful TNR program in Los
Angeles, ACR respectfully requests for the removal of
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and the related exclusion
zones from the proposal. ACR strongly believes that efforts
to manage community cats throughout the city should not
be hindered by unnecessary restrictions, and restrictions
such as ESAs will severely incumber the efficacy of TNR
programs throughout Los Angeles. ACR hopes that the City
will accept our suggestions in the cooperative spirit in
which they are offered. We are thrilled at the prospect of
reintroducing TNR to Los Angeles and support the Program
wholeheartedly, with the addition of the minor changes
outlined above, which would make it easier to implement
as well as its goals more achievable. We fully agree with the
City’s assessment that TNR is the preferred method of
dealing with the freeroaming cat population and we look
forward to actively working with the Department of Animal
Services to help cats, kittens, wildlife, public health and
civic harmony in our great city.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments RB-1 and RB-2.
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Responses

Susan
Lawson

SL2-1

I am writing to tell you I fully support the proposed
Citywide Cat Program (E1907610). This is a huge leap
forward in humanely and more successfully managing the
city’s free-roaming cat populations. The proposed
program’s approach of Trap-Neuter-Return-Monitor is the
only proven humane and effective method that the ASPCA
recognizes for managing community cat colonies. The
inclusion of funding for free or discounted spay/neuter
services and education to the public and animal services
staff on cat management programs is vitally important to
making this program successful.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR, for updated
components of the proposed Project.

Sylvia Fino

SF-1

I attended the public meeting in Los Angeles regarding the
EIR and TNR. I would like to comment that we definitely
need to re-instate TNR for Los Angeles County. I already
foster for ASPCA, as well as donate to Fix Nation, Stray Cat
Alliance and ASPCA on a regular basis. This year was
terrible in terms of the amount of feral kittens that were
picked up throughout the community. Since much of Los
Angeles is urban, I don’t see the cats being a threat to rare
bird species. I don’t see any other viable solution for cat
over-population than TNR. It needs to happen quickly. We
also need clinics for TNR. The Pasadena Humane Society
and Fix Nation are booked a couple of months out. I
recently took a friend’s cat in for spaying and vaccinating
and paid out-of-pocket for all of it and it totaled over
$300.00 after blood-testing and related expenses. While I
can afford it, many residents cannot and I feel for the
elderly and low-income residents that want to spay their
pets. Please consider the impact returning to TNR for the
sake of the multitudes of feral cats roaming our streets. The
situation is dire and time is of the essence. While I don’t live
in the City Of Los Angeles, I was born in Los Angeles and
work closely with cat rescue in the area.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please note that the proposed Project is being
considered by the City of Los Angeles and would be
implemented within the limits of the City of Los Angeles;
see Master Response: Beyond the Scope on any future
actions by the County of Los Angeles. Please see
generally Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR on impacts from the
proposed Project.

Zoë E.
Nissen

ZN-1

As a resident of the city of Los Angeles, I am writing to urge
the city of Los Angeles to fully support trap/neuter/return
as the preferred policy in the humane treatment of free
roaming cats. I am very much in favor of the proposed

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for updated
components of the proposed Project.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-467

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Deborah
Miller

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text
Citywide Cat Program that is currently in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) public review period.
Trap/neuter/return (TNR) programs have a positive
impact on neighborhoods by reducing the community cat
populations humanely and cost effectively. These freeroaming cats are already in the community, therefore the
spaying/neutering of these cats has a favorable impact.
Additionally, TNR programs foster a mutually beneficial
relationship between city residents and public agencies. I
also support the proposed use of city facilities to provide
educational programming on any animal related topic,
including free-roaming cats. It is also important to that the
program includes changes to the City administrative and
municipal codes related to accessing funds from the City’s
Animal Sterilization Fund to spay/neuter community cats
(free-roaming). We only support waiving cat trap rental
fees if the intended use is for TNR.

Responses

ZN-2

As a resident and city taxpayer, I support funding the
Citywide Cat Program because I want to know that my
taxes are going to humane efforts to manage cat
populations and I do NOT support the killing of community
cats in shelters. I support TNR programs and know that
they have helped manage the city cat population and save
many cats from being killed in LA shelters. I appreciate that
the city works collaboratively with rescue organizations to
save the lives of cats in our community.

Thank you for your comment. Please also note the City
of Los Angeles does not actively remove free-roaming
cats from the environment and euthanize them; please
see also Master Response: Removal of Nuisance Cats.

DM2-1

I urge the City to FULLY support TNR as the preferred
policy in the humane treatment of free-roaming cats in Los
Angeles. It’s the only humane, proven method that works.
I’ve seen it work myself, as have many other cities across
the country, both large and small. If other cities can do it,
surely Los Angeles can! Los Angeles should be a leader
when it comes to animal welfare, making the city a better
place, rather than turning to the inhumane (barbaric,
really) methods of the past. Obviously, the old methods
haven’t worked, so why continue on the same path?

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
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Responses

DM2-2

I DO NOT support the policy of trapping/killing, and
strongly recommend that the City once again subsidizes
spaying and neutering, fully supporting TNR, making Los
Angeles a world-class city by the way it treats ALL beings
who call it home. I also urge you to fully support the many
caretakers who feel like they have to hide in the shadows;
they shouldn’t be made to feel as though they’re
committing a crime when they’re the ones who are truly
making a difference. Thank you for your time.

Thank you for your comment. Please also note the City
of Los Angeles does not actively remove free-roaming
cats from the environment and euthanize them; please
see also Master Response: Removal of Nuisance Cats.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification that the
revised program implementation guidelines address
TNR best practices as a result of the proposed Project.
Also please see Master Response: Public Outreach and
Education.

JR-1

I am writing in response to the request for public comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the Citywide
Cat Program in Los Angeles (“DEIR”).I am pleased the DEIR
does not find a significant environmental impact of cats and
Trap Neuter Return (TNR). I am in full support of TNR as
the proven way to handle free roaming and feral cats.
Thank you for recognizing the value of TNR.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

JR-2

TNR not only reduces cat numbers but enhances their
quality of life. It also makes feline and human communities
happier as free roaming and feral cat numbers decline and
mating behaviors cease. TNR allows for active management
of free-roaming cats by providing feeding, vaccination and
flea treatment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.1.2.4
and Updated Appendix J in the Draft EIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Please see
Master Responses: Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding for clarification that the revised program
implementation guidelines address TNR best practices
as a result of the proposed Project. Please see Master
Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project on vaccinations. Also please see
Master Response: Public Outreach and Education.

JR-3

I am concerned, however, that the City has included
significant restrictions that may limit the positive impact of
the TNR program, and potentially create an outcome that
differs from the desires and goals of the city and the public,
including those who respect the lives of cats, wildlife and
our environment. I have serious concerns about the

Thank you for your comment. The City has considered
the comments received on the Draft EIR and has revised
the program implementation guidelines. Please see
Master Responses: Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.
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following areas of the DEIR: Restricting TNR activities from
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and corresponding onemile buffer zones, rendering 39% of the City of Los Angeles
off limits.

Responses

JR-4

Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable populations –
defined as children, the elderly and those with
compromised immune systems - exist, as this would make
the entire city off limits to TNR and be unenforceable

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines.

JR-5

Restricting feeding times, which fails to recognize that
people have different schedules and need flexibility on
when they can feed cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.

JR-6

A few years ago I experienced the TNR program first hand. I
discovered that one of the properties I own was beginning
to see an increase in cats, specifically kittens in an area that
was behind the Hawthorne Mall. My discovery, upon
looking further into the situation was that many people
simply “dump” their cats at this location for no reason but
as an inhumane act to rid themselves of a problem. Some of
these cats were coming to our property.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

JR-7

Not wanting to see any of these meet their death, I began
the search to find a humane way to get them fostered or
adopted out. That is when I discovered the “Trap, neuter,
release” program that is a network of individuals who work
tirelessly to cut down the population of cats. I was able to
contact several of the individuals who give of their time to
trap the kittens and cats that were beginning to populate
on my property. It was a huge success. I was happy to
donate the needed funds to provide to the gals who came to
my property in the middle of the night or during the day
(cats are obviously nocturnal and it was critical to give
them access at any time to do their job) and they were able
to trap the cats and foster them out and/or release them
back once they were spayed and/or neutered. This has
significantly cut down on the population of any cats
whatsoever on my property and I believe it is a method that
works especially with removing any restrictions to allow

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding and Public Education and Outreach.
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people who care to do their job of volunteering to make a
difference in eliminating the inhumane treatment of
unwanted animals. After all, these are VOLUNTEERS and
the gals I work with are only able to do this workaround
their schedules – of being a Mom, working 2 jobs, working
night school, or working graveyard shifts. The cats are fed
2x/daily, given water and food generally paid for by the
volunteers and the cats depend on a wide variety of people
to help them survive and live out their lives.

Responses

JR-8

I fully support the comments submitted by Stray Cat
Alliance and echo their concerns and suggestions for
improvement to the project. I respectfully request you
move forward without the restrictions noted above to
allow full implementation of TNR in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments JR-3, JR-4, and JR-5.

JR-9

Please contact me if you would like a first-hand testimony
of my belief in NOT placing restrictions on this much
needed program in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments JR-3, JR-4, and JR-5.

LG2-1

As a resident of the city of Los Angeles, I am writing to
express my strong support for the proposed Citywide Cat
Program. I am very much in favor of the proposed 2017
Citywide Cat Program that is currently in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) open comment period.
Trap/neuter/return (TNR) programs have a positive
impact on neighborhoods by reducing the community cat
populations humanely and cost effectively. These freeroaming cats are already in the community, therefore the
spaying/neutering of these cats has a favorable impact.
Additionally, TNR programs foster a mutually beneficial
relationship between city residents and public agencies.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

LG2-2

I also support the proposed use of city facilities to provide
educational programming on any animal related topic,
including free-roaming cats. It is also important that the
program includes changes to the City administrative and
municipal codes related to accessing funds from the City’s
Animal Sterilization Fund to spay/neuter community cats
(free-roaming). We only support waiving cat trap rental
fees if the intended use is for TNR.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for updated
components of the proposed Project.
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LG2-3

As a resident and city taxpayer, I support funding the
Citywide Cat Program because I want to know that my
taxes are going to humane efforts to manage cat
populations and I do NOT support the killing of community
cats in shelters.

Thank you for your comment. Please also note the City
of Los Angeles does not actively remove free-roaming
cats from the environment and euthanize them; please
see also Master Response: Removal of Nuisance Cats.

LG2-4

I support Stray Cat Alliance and their TNR programs and
know that they have helped manage the city cat population
and save many cats from being killed in LA shelters. I
appreciate that the city works collaboratively with Stray
Cat Alliance and other rescue organizations to save the
lives of cats in our community.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.5.1 in the Draft EIR for a discussion
of how the proposed Project would be implemented by
working collaboratively with individuals and
organizations.

MG4-1

I am writing in response to the request for public comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the Citywide
Cat Program in Los Angeles (“DEIR”). I am happy that the
report favors what everyone who TNRs knows that it is the
most effective and only humane way to keep the feral cat
population down and if there are less free roaming cats, in
theory, it should please the Audubon Society as it might
translate into less birds falling to predation.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

MG4-2

More and more research shows that really it is not the cats
that are killing all the birds and as some states have come
to realize, it’s best if the opposing interests work together,
it’s better for everyone – this was done in Oregon with
success. I hope that in the future cats will be dealt a fair
hand as to the science and research out there and that the
shelters can have the opportunity to educate the public at
every level and this would include the truth about cats and
birds. There appears to be lots of studies recently
highlighting that development/loss of habitat, wind energy,
air travel, pollution, global warming and lack of food
contribute to the decline of birds – cats are oftentimes a
convenient scapegoat that gets blamed for the decline of
every native species. As an example, Australia who has
recently resorted to dropping poisonous sausages out of
the sky is well aware that culling leads to more cats, yet
they are doing it anyway. It is barbaric, backward, and
won’t work. Please see below link on bird decline:

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.2.2.9
in the Draft EIR for a discussion of the existing effects of
domestic cats on biological resources, including
predation. The sources that informed the EIR analysis
were selected through an extensive systematic
literature review process, as discussed in Section 4.1.2.1
in the Draft EIR.
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https://cornellsun.com/2019/09/26/ornithologistsbirdwatchers-uncover-staggeringmagnitude-of-birdpopulationdecline/?fbclid=IwAR2ZylGgh7Fp5NfFcNdJeUYYMsBsPSIc
D9cjXK1IHTiY3Onq-hrO-BR7KM. Here is an interesting
study: https://www.alleycat.org/resources/the-wisconsinstudy-bad-science-costscatslives/?fbclid=IwAR36yUaN6WNIhhViEdeVlbGzDgGyGg
L2yHWV_8m6woBcVeos_SxP1Sv8-aQ.

Responses

MG4-3

I also would like to get the hysteria out of toxoplasmosis
and cats; according to the CDC birds carry it as well, and
rabies is so rare in cats, and then there are the fleas which
all the other critters have as well.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Consideration of Public Health Impacts under
the Proposed Project. The City has had indoor only,
indoor/outdoor and outdoor only cats for quite some
time. Making it as restrictive as indoor only would likely
reduce the number of cats adopted. Spay/Neuter is
mandatory for pet cats who go outside. The Citywide Cat
Program does not include Clear The Shelter. It is a low
cost or free adoption program that is produced by
national TV networks annually.

MG4-4

I am concerned, however, that the City has included
significant restrictions that may limit the positive impact of
the TNR program, and potentially create an outcome that
differs from the desires and goals of the city and the public.
Restricting TNR activities from Environmentally Sensitive
Areas and corresponding one-mile buffer zones, rendering
39% of the City of Los Angeles off limits – the cat
overpopulation is everywhere and a huge effort is needed
to bring it under control. Those of us who practice TNR
cannot possibly control the population and in the big
picture there really are not than many of us who do it and
we are completely worn out and overworked. We need the
city and outreach into every corner of the City along with
humane education to even begin to make a dent.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response: Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs. Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification that the
revised program implementation guidelines address
TNR best practices as a result of the proposed Project.
Also please see Master Response: Public Outreach and
Education.

MG4-5

Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable populations –
defined as children, the elderly and those with
compromised immune systems – exist, as this would make
the entire city off limits to TNR and be unenforceable – this

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, Revised Program Implementation
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won’t work as the cats, once again, are everywhere and
TNR would benefit these populations. You can put flea
control in the cat’s food and the cats don’t carry anything
contagious – though ringworm is contagious you aren’t
going to get close enough to a feral cat to catch it. They can
get their vaccinations and flea drops when being sterilized.

Responses
Guidelines, and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines.

MG4-6

Restricting feeding times, which fails to recognize that
people have different schedules and need flexibility on
when they can feed cats – this is almost impossible, many
people who feed the cats are often not the ones that live
there as in many areas the people who live there argue over
the cats or don’t care – you find this in poor underfunded
areas where people don’t have access to TNR and/or don’t
have transportation even if they want to do something
about it. Many who rescue, feed and TNR are doing it in
areas they don’t live in. A positive stance has to be put
forward to get people in their own neighborhoods to want
to cooperate in this humane effort or they won’t bother.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.

MG4-7

I fully support the comments submitted by Stray Cat
Alliance and echo their concerns and suggestions for
improvement to the project. I respectfully request you
move forward without the restrictions noted above to
allow full implementation of TNR in Los Angeles – we can’t
wait much longer – us or the cats who desperately need our
help.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to
Comments MG-4 to MG-6.

NB-1

I am writing in response to the request for public comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the Citywide
Cat Program in Los Angeles (“DEIR”). THIS PROGRAM HAS
THE POTENTIAL TO ALLEVIATE THE NEEDLESS
SUFFERING OF THOUSANDS UPON THOUSANDS OF CATS,
ANIMALS AND HUMANS WHO MUST DEAL WITH THE
NEVER-ENDING PROBLEMS OF FERAL CAT AND KITTEN
OVERPOPULATION AND THE EMOTIONAL TRAUMA THAT
COMES FROM HAVING TO WITNESS THIS SUFFERING. I am
pleased the DEIR does not find a significant environmental
impact of cats and Trap Neuter Return (TNR). I am in full

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.
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support of TNR as the proven way to handle free roaming
and feral cats. Thank you for recognizing the value of TNR.

Responses

NB-2

TNR not only reduces cat numbers but enhances their
quality of life. It also makes feline and human communities
happier as free roaming and feral cat numbers decline and
mating behaviors cease. TNR allows for active management
of free roaming cats by providing feeding, vaccination and
flea treatment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.1.2.4
and Updated Appendix J in the Draft EIR and Master
Response: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes on the free-roaming cat
population modeling and modeling results. Please see
Section 3.2.3 of the FEIR, for updated components of the
proposed Project. Please see Master Responses: Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification that
the revised program implementation guidelines address
TNR best practices as a result of the proposed Project.
Also please see Master Response: Public Outreach and
Education.

NB-3

I am concerned, however, that the City has included
significant restrictions that may limit the positive impact of
the TNR program, and potentially create an outcome that
differs from the desires and goals of the city and the public,
including those who respect the lives of cats, wildlife and
our environment. I have serious concerns about the
following areas of the DEIR: Restricting TNR activities from
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and corresponding onemile buffer zones, rendering 39% of the City of Los Angeles
off limits.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

NB-4

Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable populations –
defined as children, the elderly and those with
compromised immune systems – exist, as this would make
the entire city off limits to TNR and be unenforceable.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under
the Proposed Project, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines.

NB-5

Restricting feeding times, which fails to recognize that
people have different schedules and need flexibility on
when they can feed cats.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding.
Also please see Master Response: Public Outreach and
Education.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-475

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Nicole
Brennan

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text

Responses

NB-6

I fully support the comments submitted by Stray Cat
Alliance and echo their concerns and suggestions for
improvement to the project. I respectfully request you
move forward without the restrictions noted above to
allow full implementation of TNR in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

NB2-1

As a resident of the city of Los Angeles, I am writing to
express my strong support for the proposed Citywide Cat
Program. I am very much in favor of the proposed 2017
Citywide Cat Program that is currently in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) open comment period.
Trap/neuter/return (TNR) programs have a positive
impact on neighborhoods by reducing the community cat
populations humanely and cost effectively. These freeroaming cats are already in the community, therefore the
spaying/neutering of these cats has a favorable impact.
Additionally, TNR programs foster a mutually beneficial
relationship between city residents and public agencies.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.5.1 and Updated Appendix J in the
FEIR and Master Response: Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling Based on Technical Changes on the
free-roaming cat population modeling and modeling
results.

NB2-2

I also support the proposed use of city facilities to provide
educational programming on any animal related topic,
including free-roaming cats. It is also important to that the
program includes changes to the City administrative and
municipal codes related to accessing funds from the City’s
Animal Sterilization Fund to spay/neuter community cats
(free-roaming). We only support waiving cat trap rental
fees if the intended use is for TNR.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 3.2.3 of the Final EIR, for updated
components of the proposed Project.

NB2-3

As a resident and city taxpayer, I support funding the
Citywide Cat Program because I want to know that my
taxes are going to humane efforts to manage cat
populations and I do NOT support the killing of community
cats in shelters.

Thank you for your comment. Please also note the City
of Los Angeles does not actively remove free-roaming
cats from the environment and euthanize them; please
see also Master Response Removal of Nuisance Cats.

NB2-4

I support Stray Cat Alliance and their TNR programs and
know that they have helped manage the city cat population
and save many cats from being killed in LA shelters. I
appreciate that the city works collaboratively with Stray
Cat Alliance and other rescue organizations to save the
lives of cats in our community.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Section 2.5.1 in the Draft EIR for a discussion
of how the proposed Project would be implemented by
working collaboratively with individuals and
organizations.
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Chata
Ramerez

CR2-1

Please stop the killing of these innocent cats, The colony
cats are EAR CLIPPED. Cats that are spayed and neutered.
They cannot multiply. They hurt nobody!!!! We the people
allow skunks, racoon, ugly possums, even mangy coyote to
run wild! Why not those beautiful Kitty’s ! People who hate
cats complain because they are IGNORANT!! They think all
Cats are evil – plain stupidity. Thank you for letting them
Live! I’d rather live with cats than rats vermin.

Thank you for your comment. Please also note the City
of Los Angeles does not actively remove free-roaming
cats from the environment and euthanize them; please
see also Master Response: Removal of Nuisance Cats.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding. Also please see Master
Response: Public Outreach and Education. Please see
Master Response: Rodent Control.

CR2-2

Please no $1000 ticket to the people who feed Colonized
Cats.

Please see Master Response: This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue.

MR-1

Thank you for having the October 7, 2019, meeting, in
which so many cat supporters attended, to try to find the
best possible solution to help homeless cats. Having grown
up surrounded by domestic animals all of my life, it pains
me greatly to see so much suffering and death (I will spare
you some atrocities that I and my cat-trapping colleagues
have witnessed) of our helpless , defenseless four-legged
furry friends. I was happy and encouraged to see that many
people feel for the homeless cats as I do. I have been
involved with or actually physically doing TNR, trapperneuter- return, of homeless cats since October 2009, a
heartbreaking, laborious , and thankless task. our 72-yearold wise cat transporter who transports for us each week to
the free spay/neuter cat clinic located in sun valley,
FixNation, has said to me more than once, “Getting the 8
cats spayed and neutered that we trap each week is like
putting a ‘Band-Aid’ on the problem.” And but he will also
say “We do what we can.” And when a family member once
said to me, “It is never-ending. Why do you do it?” I said,
“Because it is better to help some than none at all. That’ s
why. “

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

MR-2

Dr . Green Rebstock , I sat in the very first row and very
close to the microphone at the meeting. I counted 3
different persons who spoke say how important it is to
educate the public about spaying and neutering your pet
cats , beginning from kindergarten all the way through 12th

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 2.2 in
the Draft EIR for more information about the existing
operations of the Los Angeles Animal Services
Department, including spay/neutering of owned cats.
Please see Master Responses: Revised Program

Mary Rascon

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-477

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Commenter

Eliza
Johanson

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment #

Comment Text
grade, and I agree 100%. In fact, one of our cat trappers
teaches in elementary school, and each year she wears a cat
costume for the annual Halloween school parade, and she
carries a two-sided sign that on one side has a Halloween
greeting (which she flashes for the school principal) and on
the other side says , “SPAY AND NEUTER YOUR CATS”
(which she flashes for the parents).

Responses
Implementation Guidelines and The Proposed Project
Does Not Encourage Feeding for clarification that the
revised program implementation guidelines address
TNR best practices as a result of the proposed Project.
Please also see Master Response: Public Education and
Outreach.

MR-3

I feel all the needless dying in the animal shelters and
suffering and dying on city streets could be avoided if only
people would understand just how important spay/neuter
is. Through my years of trapping throughout East Los
Angeles and other cities, I and my cat-trapping colleagues
have encountered persons, men and women, who have told
us to not take the male cats to be neutered, to let them
remain as they are, that to have a male cat neutered is
cruel. They tell us to just take the female cats. We explain to
the people (and sometimes having to do it in my broken
Spanish) that the male cats will wander as far away as a
mile to mate and will just impregnate female cats
elsewhere. And we explain to them that if they do not allow
us to take every single cat in a colony, we will not take any
at all. So then they begrudgingly allow us to take the males
as well.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

MR-4

At the meeting, in addition to educating the public at an
early age, someone also mentioned having a media blitz to
educate the public. That sounds like an excellent idea to me.
And KNX 1070 24-hours news radio, my main news source,
recently said that pet stores will now begin receiving dogs ,
cats, and other domestic animals from the animal shelters
and animal rescue groups, rather than breeders, to sell to
the public. I am so happy about that!

Thank you for your comment. Please see Response to
Comment MR-2.

MR-5

I would just like to share this one last thing with you:
Mohandas Gandhi once said, “The greatness of a nation and
its moral progress can be judged by the way its animals are
treated.”

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

EJ-1

Greetings, I came to the meeting earlier this month and I
agree with the stray cat alliance talking points on the cat

Please see Master Response: This Is a Legal Issue, Not a
CEQA Issue.
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program. I have otherwise one GRAND Concern with the
fact that LAAS does not enforce the spay/neuter laws that
have been in place for something like a decade. This is
obviously the other side of the coin to accomplish the goals
of the Cat Program and imperative if the city expects
volunteers to keep giving their time to unpaid community
TNR work.

Responses

EJ-2

I am pleased the DEIR does not find a significant
environmental impact of cats and Trap Neuter Return
(TNR). I am in full support of TNR as the proven way to
handle free roaming and feral cats. Thank you for
recognizing the value of TNR.

Thank you for your support of the proposed Project.
Please see Master Response: Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis for further
discussion of the environmental impacts associated
with the proposed Project.

EJ-3

TNR not only reduces cat numbers but enhances their
quality of life. It also makes feline and human communities
happier as free roaming and feral cat numbers decline and
mating behaviors cease. TNR allows for active management
of free-roaming cats by providing feeding, vaccination and
flea treatment.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Updated Domestic Cat Population Modeling
Based on Technical Changes, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does
Not Encourage Feeding and Public Education and
Outreach, as well as Response to Comment FL2-5
regarding flea treatment and vaccinations.

EJ-4

I am concerned, however, that the City has included
significant restrictions that may limit the positive impact of
the TNR program, and potentially create an outcome that
differs from the desires and goals of the city and the public,
including those who respect the lives of cats, wildlife and
our environment. I have serious concerns about the
following areas of the DEIR: Restricting TNR activities from
Environmentally Sensitive Areas and corresponding onemile buffer zones, rendering 39% of the City of Los Angeles
off limits.

Thank you for your comment. The City has considered
the comments received on the Draft EIR and has revised
the program implementation guidelines. Please see
Master Responses: Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.

EJ-5

Restricting TNR to areas where no vulnerable populations –
defined as children, the elderly and those with
compromised immune systems – exist, as this would make
the entire city off limits to TNR and be unenforceable.

Thank you for your comment. Public health impacts
from free-roaming cats are described in Section 4.4,
Human Health Hazards, in the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Responses: Consideration of Public Health
Impacts Under the Proposed Project, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Enforceability of
Program Implementation Guidelines.
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Responses

EJ-6

Restricting feeding times, which fails to recognize that
people have different schedules and need flexibility on
when they can feed cats. I fully support the comments
submitted by Stray Cat Alliance and echo their concerns
and suggestions for improvement to the project.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses: Revised Program Implementation Guidelines,
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

EJ-7

I respectfully request you move forward without the
restrictions noted above to allow full implementation of
TNR in Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment.
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Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Short Messages in Support of the Proposed Project

Many commenters submitted short comment letters in support of the Citywide Cat Program. The
City has compiled these comments in Appendix S and thanks the commenters for their support.
Because these letters do not raise any “significant environmental issues,” they do not require further
response under CEQA.
Below is a list of commenters that have submitted some variation of a short support message:
Alexandra Bassett

Edwin Buchman

Jj Flizanes

Lori Mizuno

Valida Carol

Amanda Taylor

Elaine Partnow

Judith M Ord
Rn.Bsn.

Michele Locker

Vicki Torres

Amber Odell

Elise H. Greven

Karen Lisson

Michelle Cohen

Victoria Carter

Amy Costello

Flynn Coleman

Karen Pederson

Monique Gaudry

Virginia Knauss

Amy Floretta

Frances Huynh

Kasia Smetaniuk

Morgan Derecho

Yolanda Holtzee

Angeliqu
Bollettieri

Gable Carr

Kate Sullivan

Nicole Grounds

Zane Helberg

Anna Ruiz

Grant And Ashlyn
Pardee

Katrin Davis

Nicole
Montenurro

Dolores Ledesma

Anne Tyrrell

Gretchen Lanham

Katya Lidsky

Rosa Reynoso

Christina
Quintana

Anthony Sperl

Ivy Gonzalez

Kevin Muir

Sara Bond

Jessica Bustillos

Barbara Murray

Izzy B.

King Cheung

Sarah Ryan

Kristina Jordan

Ben Mitchell

Jamaka N, Petzak

Kristen Messina

Sharona Motkin

Beth Lincoln

Jamie Hunt

Kristine Colarossi

Shiela Ghiljkhani

Betsy Cole

Janice Engel

Laura Calnon

Stephanie Fajuri
Denning

Candace
Lawrence

Jeffrey Payatt

Leslie Fritz

Stephen Bagdadi

Catlin Price

Jen Dimaria

Lisa Amanda
Guillen

Susan Day

Charlene Goh

Jenna Johnson

Lisa Edmondson

Tammy Holycross

Cori Cue

Jennifer Kerrick

Lisa Franey

Toni Vanston

Diana Crawford

Jeremyconnors

Liz Black

Ty Valentine

Diana JuradoEcker

Jessica Amento

Liza Seneca

Val Ellis Bereman

Diane Laskin

Jessica Cohen

Lorena E Zorrilla

Valerie Anderson

2.4.4.2

Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letters

Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter Category 1
The annotated comment form letters from Batch A are located in Appendix T-1.
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Batch A Form Letters (Form Letter 1)
The letters addressed below are derived from the same form letter and are therefore presented in
this consolidated response. Each letter in Batch A includes the same form letter with some
additional information provided by the commenter. Accordingly, a table is presented that identifies
each commenter that has submitted a slight variation of the original form letter and includes a
response to all the collective issues raised by the commenters who have submitted these Batch A
form letters. All variations of the collective issues are responded to in the consolidated response, as
the variations are minor and do not constitute a substantially different issue than raised in the
collective issues.
Please see below for a representative Batch A form letter. For ease of navigation, please see all
variations of this form letter in Appendix T-1.
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Below is a list of commenters who have submitted some variation of the Batch A Form Letter.
Aliye Ece

Chris Fetherolf

Jenny Ho

Kendall Victor

Kendall Victor

Alyssa Clark

Christine Lee

Jesec Griffin

Laura Levinson

Laura Levinson

Andrea
Humberger

Darlene Sano

Jo Ventresca

Nicole Thomson
Jenny

Nicole Thomson
Jenny

Anne Braam

Evelyn Jensen

Katherine Juette

Pamela Allison

Pamela Allison

Barb Sutherland

Gwendolyn
Mathers

Kelly Nine

Shannah Tenner

Ester Moscati and
Michael Leahy

Response to Batch A Form Letters
Comment #

Comment Text

Response

FL1-1

I am a volunteer with Kitten
Rescue, a Los Angeles no-kill
rescue organization, in response to
the request for comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact
Report that evaluates the impact of
the proposed Citywide Cat
Program to address the problem of
stray and feral cats in the city of
Los Angeles. I support the
comments submitted by Kitten
Rescue and am similarly concerned
with the negative impact that
specific elements of the Program
would have on the ability to
control and reduce the feral and
stray cat population in our city.
Specifically, these are:

Thank you for your support of the proposed
Project. Please see the Response to Comment
FL1-2 below regarding comments on the
proposed program implementation guidelines in
the Draft EIR.

FL1-2

1. The restrictions in the TNR
Guidelines on returning fixed cats
to areas within one mile of an
Environmentally Sensitive Area;
2. The restrictions in the Feeding
and Care Guidelines on feeding cats
within one mile of an
Environmentally Sensitive Area or
in locations where vulnerable
populations are present; and
3. The restriction on allowable
feeding times for stray and feral
cats.
All together, these restrictions will
make the Citywide Cat Program
less effective at reducing the freeroaming cat population, which
defeats the primary purpose of the
Program.

Thank you for your comment. Please see the
Master Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Relocation of
Free-Roaming Cats regarding program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding regarding existing feeding
activities.

FL1-3

In addition, I do not believe that a
recommendation of an amendment

Regarding the proposed amendment to the
Municipal Code allowing households to have up
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Comment #

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Comment Text
to the Municipal Code that would
require people with 4 or 5 cats to
register with the Department of
Animal Services belongs in this
Environmental Impact Report. It
has nothing to do with the
environment, and is a matter that
should be left to the Board of
Animal Services Commissioners.

Response
to five cats, this project element of the Citywide
Cat Program is intended to encourage more
adoptions and help meet the City’s no-kill goals.
Therefore, is has been included in the analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Board of Animal Services and
City Council will consider this analysis when the
proposed Project is under consideration for
approval.

Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter Category 2
The annotated comment form letters from Batch B are located in Appendix T-2.

Batch B Form Letters (Form Letter 2)
The letters addressed below are derived from the same form letter and are therefore presented in
this consolidated response. Each letter in Batch B includes the same form letter with some
additional information provided by the commenter. Accordingly, a table is presented that identifies
each commenter that has submitted a slight variation of the original form letter and includes a
response to all the collective issues raised by the commenters who have submitted these Batch B
form letters. All variations of the collective issues are responded to in the consolidated response, as
the variations are minor and do not constitute a substantially different issue than raised in the
collective issues.
Please see below for a representative Batch B form letter. For ease of navigation, please see all
variations of this form letter in Appendix T-2.
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Below is a list of commenters who have submitted some variation of the Batch B Form Letter:
Adam Gaspic

Benny Zafrani

Gretchen L

Jennifer Viola

Nicholas Lynam

Alex Kemmler

Brett Collins

Jacquie Navaratil

Kimberly Sistrunk

Persephone
Harrington

Alex Stein

Brian Manowitz

James McDonnell

Kolbey McCoy

Rhiannon Axton

Alexandrea
Perkins

Claudia Chioda

Jasmine Ghlijkhani

Lisa Ciara

Sasha Patsenka

Alfred
Mandagi

Dahlia Schweitzer

Jasmine M.
Quezada

Liz Ramos

Sheila Ghlijkhani

Alyssa
Birkland

Danielle Doscher

Jeanelle Mena

Lizzie Mooney

Susan Muse

Andrea
Tenerelli

David Hansell

Jeffrey Cook

Lynn Stevenson

Anna Stopa

Erin Worra

Jenna Johnson

Michelene Cherie

Ashley Lynn
Hall

Gretchen Gorham

Jennifer MacIsaac

Michelle Blotzer

Response to Batch B Form Letters
Comment #

Comment Text

Response

FL2-1

After years of study and research, the City
has created a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR)to reach a responsible
solution to the increasing cat population
within the City of Los Angeles and the
challenges inherent in managing this
population while maintaining public health
and safety. The Report is lengthy, nearly 400
pages, and comprehensive in its
identification of the problems and concerns
of all parties associated with managing and
controlling both feral and domestic cat
populations.

Thank you for your support of the
proposed Project. Comment noted.

FL2-2

The City suspended its trap, spay and neuter
efforts to monitor and control the “freeroaming cat” population for the last 9 years
due to an arbitrary lawsuit filed against the
City by special interest and politically
powerful groups spearheaded by advocates
for various bird species. This misguided
course of inaction may have produced some
limited results, but it has not provided a
comprehensive solution to the problem at
the expense of thousands of cats being
needlessly destroyed using tax dollars.

Thank you for your comment. Because
of a prior court order (see Section
2.1.1 of the Draft EIR), the City has
prepared the Draft EIR to address the
potential impacts of the City’s
proposed Project, and the Final EIR
will be presented to City Council for
certification when the proposed
Project is under consideration for
approval.

FL2-3

My conclusions from the study
• Suspension of the program of TNR (Trap,
Neuter& Return) does not work!

Thank you for your comment. Please
see the response to FL2-2 above
regarding suspension of the TNR
activities by the City.
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Comment #

Comment Text

Response

FL2-4

• There is a mistaken assumption about
“free-roaming cats” (both feral and
domestically, unowned cats) that they may
transmit diseases to other animals and
possibly humans. No correlation was found
for this assumption in the DEIR.

Regarding further discussion of
disease transmission, please see
Section 4.2.2.9 of the Draft EIR, which
discusses the existing effects of
domestic cats on biological resources,
including Table 4.2-5, which
summarizes domestic cat diseases
transmissible to wildlife. This
research is based on findings from the
literature review, which is discussed
in Appendix I.

FL2-5

My recommendations to the City
• The City should immediately reinstate and
support a citywide TNR program which
would subsidize the cost of spay/neuter and
vaccinations for rescue groups, community
groups and concerned citizens who are
willing to donate their time to TNR.

Thank you for your comment. Please
see Response FL2-2 above regarding
implementation of the proposed
Project. Regarding available funding,
the City is proposing to provide
vouchers to pay for the cost of 20,000
sterilizations per year. If additional
City funding is available, it is
recommended that the rabies and
feline viral rhinotracheitis, calicivirus,
and panleukopenia virus (FVRCP)
vaccine should be administered, along
with flea treatment at the time of
sterilization in order address these
existing conditions that are not the
result of the proposed Project. If City
funds are not available to cover these
additional services, participants in the
CCP will be encouraged to cover the
cost, and the City is willing to discuss
partnerships with other governmental
and non-governmental funding
sources to provide additional funding
for these services.

FL2-6

• The city should consider the fact that fire
fighters are not required to cover the cost of
water needed to extinguish a fire. The same
should be true for citizens, community
groups, and even rescues groups, willing to
help control the number of free roaming
cats and reduce the burden on our city
shelters.

Thank you for your comment. Please
see the prior response above to
Comment FL2-5 regarding project
funding.

FL2-7

To achieve the City’s goals for the “Citywide
Cat Program” and reduce the number of free
roaming cats, the City should add provisions
to Alternative 6 to both adopt and support
TNR as the preferred policy in the humane
treatment of cats with the goal of using
euthanasia at the LAAS only in extreme
cases where animals are rabid, mortally
injured or incurable ill.

Thank you for comment. CEQA
requires an analysis of a reasonable
range of alternatives to provide
decision makers with the feasibility of
alternate ways of achieving the
project objectives and avoid or
significantly lessen any significant
impacts from the proposed Project. In
the case of the Citywide Cat Program,
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Comment #

Comment Text

Response
all alternatives were considered, and
the Draft EIR further analyzed
alternatives that would feasibly attain
most of the basic project objectives.
The Draft EIR found that the proposed
Project would not result in any
significant impacts, and noted that the
proposed Project best met all the
project objectives. The proposed
Project seeks to “support TNR as the
preferred policy” for free-roaming
cats and to limit euthanasia, as the
comment suggests. Under the
proposed Project, animals that are
sick, injured, or considered “nuisance
cats” that are not adopted, transferred
to rescue organizations for adoption,
returned to their owners, or
otherwise placed in a working cat
program can still be euthanized.

FL2-8

With these critical measures in place, the
City will accomplish their commitments in
the “Citywide Cat Program” realize a
financially viable, publicly acceptable,
humanely responsible program, which also
benefits the citizens of Los Angeles.
I would urge the City to adopt such a
solution and plan of action.

Thank you for your comment
concerning your opinions on the
proposed Project. Comment noted.

Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter Category 3
The annotated comment form letters from Batch C are located in Appendix T-3.

Batch C Form Letters (Form Letter 3)
The letters addressed below are derived from the same form letter and are therefore presented in
this consolidated response. Each letter in Batch C includes the same form letter with some additional
information provided by the commenter. Accordingly, a table is presented that identifies each
commenter that has submitted a slight variation of the original form letter and includes a response
to all the collective issues raised by the commenters who have submitted these Batch C form letters.
All variations of the collective issues are responded to in the consolidated response, as the variations
are minor and do not constitute a substantially different issue than raised in the collective issues.
Please see below for a representative Batch C form letter. For ease of navigation, please see all
variations of this form letter in Appendix T-3.
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Below is a list of commenters who have submitted some variation of the Batch C Form Letter:
Adrianne Ho

Casey Hillman

Erin Reynolds

Kristin Anderson

Neil Huxley

Akera
Cumpson

Cassidy Weiss

Gail Mcmichael

Kristin Copeland

Nicki Harper

Alexandra
Bowman

Catherine Ruane

Gloria Grace
Clough

Laura Lampley

Nif Hodgson

Alia Buttar

Claudia Sabedra

Hailee Jones

Les Sloan

Polly Walter

Alisa
Houghton

Connor Cook

Harmony Schaad

Leslie Cruz

Rachel Detamore

Alma
Banuelos

Courtney Rizzo

Jackie Castro

Lindsley Allen

Regan Chapman

Amanda
Brass

Cristina Molina

Jan Heuer

Long-Hai Pham

Richard A Perez Jr

Amy Arce
Palmer

Danielle Goldstein

Jennifer
Shackelford

Lyndsey Sondker

S Mgeni Cat Plan

Andrea
Vanepps

Deanna
Bowerman

Jessica Darwin

M. Rivera

Sara Calderon
Edwards

Anna Keeper

Debra Broz

Julianna
Magallanes

Manuel Chavarria

Sarah Lopez

Anne
Christensen

Dena Nelson

Julie Costantini

Margaret Yu

Sarah M. Gross

Anne
Windisch

Diana Calderon

Kalleigh EisleyTracy

Mary Kate
Flannery

Sarah Natochenny

Anthony
Pinto

Diego Zuniga

Karla Olmo

Megan Ziegler

Sharon Trapp

Argishti
Alexander
Marksian

Eleanore Studer

Kate Harmon

Melisse Cantatore

Sophia Rowland

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-489

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Baylen
Phillips

Elise H. Greven

Katey Zouck

Miah Ruiz

Susan R. Austin

Bill Meadows

Elizabeth Frankel

Kathryn Whinnery

Michelle Heather

Tabitha Lee

Bri Levitch

Ellen Simons

Katie J. Thack

Michelle Juárez

Tahiti Arsulowicz

Carlos Aponte

Emily Murray

Kelly Miller

Michelle Romo

Victoria Swift

Carmen
Escamilla

Emma Goo

Kelsey Spencer

Miguel Lara

Jennifer Lauricella

Carolina
Alonge

Emma Hurme

Kennidy Stood

Miranda Seymour

Caroline
Foley

Erika Z. Bouverie,

Kokoro Lee

Nadine Bedrossian

Response to Batch C Form Letters
Comment #

Comment Text

Response

FL3-1

I urge the City of Los Angeles to
fully support TNR as the preferred
policy in the humane treatment of
free roaming cats.

Thank you for your support of the proposed
Project. One of the project objectives is to
adopt TNR as the preferred policy to
humanely address free-roaming cats.

FL3-2

I do NOT support the current policy
of trap and kill, and recommend the
City subsidize spay/neuter.

Thank you for your comment. Currently, the
City of Los Angeles does not actively remove
free-roaming cats from the environment and
euthanize them. Property owners that are
experiencing nuisance cats may apply for a
trapping permit and surrender a nuisance cat
to a City Animal Services shelter, upon which
the cat would be returned to its owner if
applicable or available for adoption by the
City or animal rescue groups if it can be
socialized; the cat may be euthanized as a last
resort. The proposed Project would formalize
the Working Cat Program (WCP) as an
additional alternative to euthanization, which
previously was available on an ad hoc basis;
however, if return to owner, adoption, or
WCP placement are not possible,
euthanization would still be an option. The
proposed Project represents an effort to
achieve the City’s no-kill policy and prioritize
spaying and neutering cats over
euthanization. Under the proposed Project,
the City would provide free vouchers for
20,000 free-roaming cat sterilizations
annually.
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Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter Category 4
The annotated comment form letters from Batch D are located in Appendix T-4.

Batch D Form Letters (Form Letter 4)
The letters addressed below are derived from the same form letter and are therefore presented in
this consolidated response. Each letter in Batch D includes the same form letter with some
additional information provided by the commenter. Accordingly, a table is presented that identifies
each commenter that has submitted a slight variation of the original form letter and includes a
response to all the collective issues raised by the commenters who have submitted these Batch D
form letters. All variations of the collective issues are responded to in the consolidated response, as
the variations are minor and do not constitute a substantially different issue than raised in the
collective issues.
Please see below for a representative Batch D form letter. For ease of navigation, please see all
variations of this form letter in Appendix T-4.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-491

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments

Below is a list of commenters who have submitted some variation of the Batch D Form Letter.
Ava Hittelman

Fielden Coombs Perez

Jamie DeNeve

Sofia Kahwaji

Cailene Ito

Isabel Cunningham

Michayla Brown

Tyler Misraje

Ella Provan

Isabel Ramos

Simone Pisarik

Yuni Lee
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Response to Batch D Form Letters
Comment #

Comment Text

Response

FL4-1

I am writing to express my support for the
implementation of the proposed Citywide Cat
Program (CCP), E1907610. I’m an active participant
in the Animal Advocacy club at Immaculate Heart
High School, a private catholic school in Los Angeles,
working, learning, and educating the student body in
wildlife issues facing the world today. One of our foci
is cat rescue and TNR. I welcome the opportunity to
have larger support from the City of Los Angeles in
reducing the cat overpopulation on our city streets
and providing affordable and accessible spay/neuter
for residents’ pets and community cats alike. The
program should be implemented as it is laid out in
section ES.2 of the draft EIR.

Thank you for your support of
the proposed Project.

FL4-2

In the effort towards making Los Angeles a “no-kill”
city, the Citywide Cat Program will aid in saving
thousands of lives by stemming the breeding cycle
and, in turn, preventing the needless euthanizing of
cats and kittens. TNR halts disruptive mating
behaviors—like yowling, spraying, roaming, and
territorial fighting—so community cats and people
can coexist peacefully. It is the ethical and humane
solution to diffusing cat conflict and litters of kittens,
period. Additionally, fewer free-roaming cats means
reduced harmful environmental impact, such as fleaborne disease and over-predation of native wildlife.
Providing affordable spay/neuter for City residents
is also an essential factor of the CCP, as is
establishing a city-sanctioned Working Cat program.

Thank you for your comment.
Please see Sections ES.7 and
Chapter 4 in the Draft EIR for
further discussion regarding
the environmental impacts
associated with the proposed
Project. Please also see
Master Response Working Cat
Program for more details
regarding the proposed WCP.

FL4-3

By adopting an official position on TNR, affordable
spay/neuter, a community cat management
program, and partnering with the numerous
grassroots organizations, volunteer-led programs
and independent rescuers, the cats and residents of
Los Angeles can have a safe and happy coexistence
with a manageable population. Education is key, and
as a dedicated member of an organization already
working in communities that need our assistance;
additional education and support from the Citywide
Cat Program will enhance our outreach efforts and
emphasize the life-saving work that we do.
Thank you for your time, and for the opportunity to
comment on & support such a necessary program for
the City of Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment.
Please see Chapter 2, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR
for a full description of the
proposed Project, as well as
Master Response Revised
Program Implementation
Guidelines regarding the City’s
revised guidelines to clarify
the focus of 1) the guidelines
to activities and impacts from
the TNR and the proposed
Project and 2) the public
education and outreach
campaign (see Section 3.2.3 of
the Final EIR) to activities and
impacts from the existing
free-roaming cat population.
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Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter Category 5
The annotated comment form letters from Batch E are located in Appendix T-5.

Batch E Form Letters (Form Letter 5)
The letters addressed below are derived from the same form letter and are therefore presented in
this consolidated response. Each letter in Batch E includes the same form letter with some
additional information provided by the commenter. Accordingly, a table is presented that identifies
each commenter that has submitted a slight variation of the original form letter and includes a
response to all the collective issues raised by the commenters who have submitted these Batch E
form letters. All variations of the collective issues are responded to in the consolidated response, as
the variations are minor and do not constitute a substantially different issue than raised in the
collective issues.
Please see below for a representative Batch E form letter. For ease of navigation, Please see all
variations of this form letter in Appendix T-5.
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Below is a list of commenters who have submitted some variation of the Batch E Form Letter:
Alexis Stroman

Christina Cassidy

Jennifer Parker

Maral Tejirian

Sandra Schuelke

Althia Brhel

Christina Iandoli

Jennifer Robinson

Marcella Soto

Sandra
Zaninovich

Alyson Lago

Christine Harris

Jennifer Valentine

Margaret Casey

Sarah Campbell

Amanda Lively

Christine Hein

Jess Freeman

Maria Esther
Obando

Sekai Kusama

Amanda Wilson

Christy Jackson

Joana Chorniy

Maria R. Diangelis

Shabana Strauss

Amber Eisenmann

Cindy Rinaldi

Joanie Anderson

Marian Yoshiki
Kovinick

Sharon Kantanen

Amber Tarshis

Clara Gonzalaz

Joanna Caputa

Marion Winkler

Silvia Busch, Ph.D.

Ana Espinoza

Clarissa Henry

Joanne Desoto

Marisa Castro

Sima Keshishian
Skylaire Alfvegren

Andrew Montiveo

Claudine Battisti

John Keshishian

Mariyah
Keshishian

Angela Raskin

Dan Bental

Joseph Busch

Marjorie Phan

Sondra Selhorn

Angie Rubin

Dani
Messerschmidt

Josh Fruhlinger

Marlene Pirtle

Stacey Mcrae

Ann Lagoy,

Danielle Langlois

Judy Bergeron

Maya Gurrin

Stacie L. Robbins

Anna Isis-Brown

Danielle Lescure

Judy Deane

Melinda Ayala

Sue Dildine

Anna Rust

Dawn Hall

Julie Rasmussen

Merry Beth Lerma

Susan Ellis

Anna Soydova

Deanne Thomsen

Karen Larranaga

Meybel C Pagan

Susan Gottlieb

Annette Conlon

Deborah Johnson

Karen Linderman

Michael
Wickstrom

Tammy D
Unterborg

Annette
Tornavacca
Winkler

Dee Carey

Karen Rodecki

Michaele Nozaki

Tawna Kohrdt

Annette Winkler

Donna Lewis

Karin Davalos

Michaele Shapiro

Terry Jordan

Aostara (‘Star’)
Kaye

Donna Strull

Kate Corsmeir

Michaelle Ross

Tiffany Monroe

April Cottini

Donna Warner

Katherine Tolford

Micheline
Donjacour

Tina Winters

Barbara Mccarren

Dora Sesler

Kathleen Darnell
Warner

Michelle Maloney

Whitney Gries

Belle Henderson

Eden Kennan

Kathleen Hall

Mike Fox

Vanessa Gonzalez

Beth Rosemond,
Phd

Elaine Alvarez

Katie Zehnpfennig

Miranda Sidor

Vera Dolansky

Betsy Liley

Eliza Johansen

Katy Baker
Petrella

Miriam Adler

Vivian A. Peacock
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Response to Batch E Form Letters
Comment #

Comment Text

Response

FL5-1

I am writing in response to the
request for public comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report
of the Citywide Cat Program in Los
Angeles (“DEIR”).
I am pleased the DEIR does not find a
significant environmental impact of
cats and Trap Neuter Return (TNR). I
am in full support of TNR as the
proven way to handle free roaming
and feral cats. Thank you for
recognizing the value of TNR.

Thank you for your support of the proposed
Project. Please see Master Response Domestic
Cat Population Modeling and Environmental
Impacts Analysis for further discussion of the
environmental impacts associated with the
proposed Project.

FL5-2

TNR not only reduces cat numbers
but enhances their quality of life. It
also makes feline and human
communities happier as free
roaming and feral cat numbers
decline and mating behaviors cease.
TNR allows for active management
of free-roaming cats by providing

Thank you for your comment. Please see
master response Domestic Cat Population
Modeling and Environmental Impacts Analysis
regarding the reduction in the free-roaming
cat population. Please see Master Responses
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding regarding distinction in proposed
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Comment #

Comment Text
feeding, vaccination and flea
treatment.

Response
Project and existing feeding activities, along
with Master Response Public Education and
Outreach. Please also see Response FL2-5
above regarding flea treatment and
vaccinations.

FL5-3

I am concerned, however, that the
City has included significant
restrictions that may limit the
positive impact of the TNR program,
and potentially create an outcome
that differs from the desires and
goals of the city and the public,
including those who respect the lives
of cats, wildlife and our environment.
I have serious concerns about the
following areas of the DEIR:
⚫
Restricting TNR activities from
Environmentally Sensitive Areas
and corresponding one-mile
buffer zones, rendering 39% of
the City of Los Angeles off limits.

Thank you for your comment. The City has
considered the comments received on the
Draft EIR and has revised the program
implementation guidelines. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs.

FL5-4

⚫

FL5-5

⚫

FL5-6

Restricting TNR to areas where
no vulnerable populations –
defined as children, the elderly
and those with compromised
immune systems - exist, as this
would make the entire city off
limits to TNR and be
unenforceable.

Thank you for your comment. Public health
impacts from free-roaming cats are described
in Section 4.4, Human Health Hazards, in the
Draft EIR. Please see Master Responses
Consideration of Public Health Impacts under
the Proposed Project, Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, and Enforceability
of Program Implementation Guidelines.

Restricting feeding times, which
fails to recognize that people
have different schedules and
need flexibility on when they can
feed cats.
I fully support the comments
submitted by Stray Cat Alliance and
echo their concerns and suggestions
for improvement to the project.

Thank you for your comment. Please see
Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach.

I respectfully request you move
forward without the restrictions
noted above to allow full
implementation of TNR in Los
Angeles.

Thank you for your comment.
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Draft EIR Public Hearing

The comments received during the Draft EIR Public Hearing are located in Appendix P, Public Hearing
Transcript, and Appendix U, Public Comments on Draft EIR: Draft EIR Public Hearing.

2.4.5.1
Commenter
Glenn Gold

Corey Wisler

Lisa Jaime

Tina Winters

Mathew
Ohan

Written Comments
Comment Text
Thank you for this meeting. The people who
spoke are more eloquent than I am but
A) Yes to TNR
B) YES to TNR
I fostered a litter of kittens found in Frogtown
and helped the tame down- this was my
introduction to LA’s homeless cat program.
You know what the right thing to do is – I like
your plan. I support it - Glenn
I am a Foster Coordinator for Michelson Found
Animals. I primarily work with kittens. We are
overwhelmed by the number of kittens coming
into our nursery. Please help us reduce this
problem!!
When I moved into my neighborhood 12 years
ago, it was teaming with feral cats. A group of
neighbors organized a TNR effort. After that,
we saw hardly any kittens the next years,
almost none.
If you love animals this is the more humane
way, let the cats live out their lives not
procreating.
If you don’t care about animals, then at least
know this also helps control cat population.
I support city funds for TNR medical etc.
I support Citywide Cat Program, TNR, and
support 6+ cats per household. I think your
opening a can of worms putting restrictions on
feeding and feeders. If a feeder leaves a water
dish or anything people who don’t like animals
or cats will use the opportunity to complain,
make threats and exaggerate and give feeders
a hard time. I say leave it alone. Don’t create
something that isn’t there. There are not
enough feeders already, and rules will make it
worse. Let people feed homeless cats. Leave
the feeders alone. No policing. Also, ESA and 1
mile buffer zone needs to be taken out and
deleted.
Please get rid of Environmentally Sensitive
Areas.
I oppose feeding times and rules – leave it.
Is any priority going to be taken over CDPH
and other experts vs. the emotions and feelings
of the cat advocates for the sake of public
health?
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Thank you for your comment. Comment
noted.

Thank you for your comment. Comment
noted.

Thank you for your comment. Comment
noted.

Thank you for your comment. Please see
Master Responses Revised Guidelines –
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, The
Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach.

Thank you for your comment. Please see
Master Response Consideration of Public
Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project.
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Feral Cat
Relief

Kate Petrick
Christi
Metripole

Claudia
Agraz
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Comment Text
If you plan to restrict times of feeding and feral
cat caretaking to the hours between dawn and
dusk, are there plans to offer policies to
protect harassment of feral cat caretakers
during these hours?
It should be illegal to harass a feral cat
caretaker for TNR managing a colony.
Please support TNR and see the environment
report. Please provide free spay/neuter!
We support TNR, but request that restriction
be removed including ESA’s feeding times or
containment. We request that a study be done
of TNR only. Finally, our organization reserves
its right to submit a full response to this EIR.
Property owners should be accountable for
cats they take in and do not fix only to keep
breeding!
I have a cat lady next door that is not a
responsible cat owner. Neuter – Fix the cat
roaming problem now!
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Thank you for your comment. Please see
Master Responses Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines, The Proposed
Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and
Public Education and Outreach. Please see
also Master Response This Is a Legal
Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on harassment.
Thank you for your comment. Comment
noted.
Thank you for your comment. Please see
Master Responses Revised Guidelines
1-Mile Buffer around ESAs, Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines, and
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding.
Thank you for your comment. The City of
Los Angeles already requires owned cats
to be spayed or neutered. Please see also
Master Response This Is A Legal Issue, Not
A CEQA Issue on accountability.
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Transcript – Oral Comments

Commenter

Comment Text

Draft Responses

Diana
Mendoza

Hi. My name is Diana Mendoza from PETA. We oppose the Citywide Cat
Programs as it is currently written, as it is bad for cats, very bad for wildlife,
and is fiscally irresponsible. LA must focus its efforts on prevention on
vigorous spay and neuter and enforcement and not a program that will lead to
the more homeless animals and suffering.
This program, as it is written, is cat abandonment. Homeless cats live short
lives that are plagued by infections, diseases and internal injuries, broken
bones and much more. They are at the mercy of cruel people and other
animals. Outdoor cats also kill an estimated 2.4 billion birds and 12.3 billion
animals every year. And the cats at the feeding stations lure in coyotes,
resulting in inhumane coyote killing programs we are now seeing in places like
Torrance.
Finally, studies show TNR programs actually result in an increase in homeless
and abandoned cats. It is critical that this program be revised to include
common sense regulations and restrictions, such as requiring feeders to
provide ongoing vet care, a no-roaming ordinance, and removing language that
allows for the abandonment of cats who are not feral, along with more
suggestions that we have previously admitted. We all want a world with no
more homeless animals, but abandoning cats to the streets will only lead to
more animal homelessness and suffering. Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Alternatives Analysis on the
enforcement and no-roaming alternatives, which
were found not to meet most of the project
objectives; Domestic Cat Population Modeling
and Environmental Impacts Analysis on the
proposed Project’s effect on the free-roaming cat
population and impacts on biological resources;
and The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding; Consideration of Public Health Impacts
Under the Proposed Project; and Beyond the
Scope on cruelty. Please see discussion in Section
4.2.2 in the Draft EIR regarding potential of
established cat colonies to attract abandonment
of unwanted cats. Please also see Response to
Comments PE-1 – PE-65.

Dale Bartlett

Hi. I am Dale Bartlett and I am here on the behalf of LA Cat Rescue. We are a
national cat protection organization based in Maryland and have programs
based here in Los Angeles. We support, in very large measure, the proposed
programs. We suggest some tweaks, specifically, we would like to see the
environmentally sensitive areas removed from the proposal.
The efforts to manage any free-roaming cat colonies that exist and are adjacent
to any of those areas needs to be prioritized and not hamstrung by wellintentioned restrictions. At a minimum, the feeding restrictions need to be
amended. As a practical matter, you can't get cats to come and go in a trap
unless you get them used to eating, so if we limit the food to just bait in traps,
then we are not going to catch any cats in the environmental sensitive areas,
which is not the bulk.
If, for some political or legal or whatever reason, the ESAs have to stay in, then,
at a minimum, we suggest liberalizing the language on the feeding to say
something along the lines of, “Except when a feeding occurs as a necessary

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs, The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, and Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines.
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Commenter

Comment Text
component of active TNR,” instead of limiting it to just be baiting inside of
traps.
The proposal already says that the feeding has to be supervised and limited to
30 minutes. If you're there, you can make sure there are no coyotes eating the
food. We hope that the City accepts our suggestions in the cooperative spirit in
which they are offered. We think the proposed program is terrific, and we just
want to make these few minor changes to make it easier to implement and
make its goals more achievable.
We love the idea that the City is saying that TNR is the preferred method in
dealing with the free-roaming cat population, and we look forward to actively
working with the Department of Animal Services to help the cats and kittens of
wildlife and Public Health. Thank you.

Draft Responses

Aimee
Gilbreath

Good evening. Thank you for having us. I am with the Michelson Found
Animals Foundation. We run a kitten nursery that handles anywhere from
1,500 to 2,000 kittens a year, and we also provide grant funding to a lot of the
groups in the room who do spay and neuter and other work with cats in the
City of LA.
I am very glad to see this program coming out and moving along. I have a few
comments, tweaks, that we think should be made. I want to take a minute to
put cats in a broader context of our environment now, versus our environment
when these ESAs were created in the '70s and '80s. Much has changed, and I
would love to know which threatened species are precisely where, even within
the ESAs, so that we can make efforts to protect them.
I would also like us to think about coyotes, which are now in Los Angeles in
enormous numbers, and in practically every neighborhood in which coyotes
and cats are present together. Cat behavior changes drastically and the coyotes
may actually do a better job in patrolling the environmentally sensitive areas
than we have a chance to. Further, cat home range -- I know that there is some
information in the report, I'm familiar with other information that indicates
that cat home ranges are about a third of a mile square, particularly when they
are in the presence of coyotes, so I suggest shrinking that protective zone to
allow us to put cat management programs in place across most of the city so
we have the most impact possible. Because that's the thing I think we all agree
on, is we would like there to be less free-roaming cats. We may disagree on
how to do that, but we do actually all want the same thing.
I will say, unfortunately, in Los Angeles right now, we are failing. Cat intake has
been up every year in the past several years, and it is up dramatically this year,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
4.2.2 of the Draft EIR for more information
regarding biological resources. Please see
Master Response Revised Guidelines - 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs
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particularly for kittens, which we know to be the offspring of those freeroaming cats. So there are many examples of other cities that implement these
programs and succeeded, and I look forward to Los Angeles being the next.
Thank you.

Draft Responses

Claire Daigle

Thank you. I'm in support of the proposed program. I just wanted to say a
couple of things, any of us trappers feeders, we know that -- I wanted to
mention about the vulnerable populations, little kids, the schools, and seniors,
any of us that trap and feed cats know that there are people feeding at schools
all the time. People feed at the senior centers too, kind-hearted people that
feed, but we are cleaning up the mess of the over population.
I did want to mention that, you know, there's a rat explosion in the City of Los
Angeles, so the public health crisis that's being promoted by that. There's also
human feces, that's, like, the elephant in the room. Cats are not causing a public
health crisis. And also maybe Google the number of birds that are killed by
windmills every year, it's thousand, if not millions. Basically, I wanted to say
about the so-called vulnerable populations, I don't think that's valid, and many
of us trappers are trying to clean up those messes.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Rodent Control, Consideration of
Public Health Impacts Under the Proposed
Project, and The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding. In regards to human feces
and windmills, please see Master Response
Beyond the Scope.

Zoey Knittel

Hello. My name is Zoey Knittel. And I am the executive director of the Spray
and Neuter Project of Los Angeles. We've made such tremendous progress over
the last 10 years at SNP/LA, we have spayed and neutered 200,000 pets in Los
Angeles and we have helped to reduce the city shelters in half; however, the
TNR injunction has had a tremendous impact on SNP/LA, all three of our
clinics operate on City property.
We also operate one of LA's largest kitten nurseries, and we have seen the
dramatic increase in kitten intake over the last couple of years; it's up 20
percent this year. We definitely support the Citywide Cat Program, however,
we do hope that the buffer zones can be examined a bit more closely because
as we know, spay and neuter is the best way to control the cat population.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
2.1.1 of the Draft EIR on the prior court order
and Master Response Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile
Buffer around ESAs.

Christi
Metropole

Hello. I am Christi Metropole with Stray Cat Alliance. We are the 30 largest cat
advocacy and rescue organization in the county. While we all want less cats on
the streets, we all want them spayed or neutered everywhere, we are very glad
that the City of Los Angeles is looking at this for spay and neuter and
legitimizing it, but we are very concerned with the ESAs and the one-mile
buffer zones, which scientists have looked at and that could be up to 40 percent
of the City of Los Angeles.
You cannot have an effective TNR program when 40 percent of your city is off
the table. So I think it's very important that everybody looks at that. Cats are

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and
Outreach.
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already there; we are not putting cats in ESAs, they're there right now, so why
would we be stopped from spaying and neutering them? And there are going to
be feeders who feed, you can't legislate for compassion, and so why not have
less cats in those areas.
I live just outside of a one-mile buffer zone, in Mar Vista, of an ESA, I wouldn't
be able, if I live two blocks south, to feed and spay and neuter in my own
neighborhood; I would be a criminal. So I don't think it's practical, there's all
this, you know, years and years of fighting with the environmentalists and bird
people and cat people.
I love all animals. I want birds to live, I want cats to live; it's not either/or, it's
what is practical. What's going to work. And somebody else said it, you have to
feed cats regularly in order to be able to TNR them. So you're hamstringing
people who are out here, most of these people, night after night, trapping and
spaying and neutering cats for a better community, 20,000, 40,000 spayed and
neutered is awesome, but the ESAs and the one-mile buffer zone and the time,
it's got to be taken out of the EIR. Thank you.

Draft Responses

Robert
Aragon

Robert Aragon, Pet Assistance Foundation. I have three questions and one
statement. Why are many of the vouchers are aimed at low-income cat owners
being diverted as opposed to the free-roaming cat program? I can't find
anything in the EIR to answer that question.
Second, why can't some of the funds be used to pay for more enforcement of
the City's spay and neuter accordance?
Third, what about humane education, K through 12. Building pet owner
responsibility. My only comment is that it's going to take 30 years to reduce the
feral population under the proposed program.

Thank you for your comment. Please note, the
proposed Project does not divert funding from
existing LAAS programs. In regards to
enforcement of spay and neuter, please see
Chapter 5, Alternative 5 in the Draft EIR for
more information. Also, please see Master
Response Public Education and Outreach. Please
see Master Response Updated Domestic Cat
Population Modeling for more information about
when a reduction in free-roaming cat population
is expected to occur.

Wendy
Aragon

Wendy Aragon; president of Pet Assistance Foundation. We were founded in
1956 to curtail the tragic pet overpopulation, and here we are, decades later.
And if I can say, you are proposing a modified TNR program, yet all elements of
sound TNR are necessary. Releasing cats in contained areas where they were
found and only if the location is relatively safe and not hostile to them.
Providing feeders and ensuring they are well-supplied, monitoring the colonies
for new arrivals, and educating all residents of effective areas about the
program, and ensuring they realize the cats are being cared for so you don't
send the message that cats can take care of themselves, or that abandoning
them is okay.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Relocation of Free-Roaming Cats and
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding. In regards to animal abuse and cruelty
laws, please see Master Response This Is A Legal
Issue, Not A CEQA Issue. Please see discussion in
Section 4.2.2 in the Draft EIR regarding potential
of established cat colonies to attract
abandonment of unwanted cats.
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Dedication to the goal of gradually reducing colonies through attrition, so that
animals that we have domesticated and owe a debt of support to, no longer
have to live in danger and discomfort. The neglecting of any of these measures
results in hazardous and inhumane conditions for the cats you are claiming to
be helping, and is, in fact, in violation if California animal abuse and cruelty
laws, specifically Penal Code 597 (s) 19 and 597.1.
If you plan to add homeless cats to outside TNR groups who specifically will be
responsible for overseeing these groups and ascertaining that they are not
simply abandoning cats without providing feeders and continued colony
management. We are seeing similar programs yield tragic results for cats and
kittens, and therefore, strongly opposing the institutionalization of animal
abandonment by the City of Los Angeles. We will be watching. Thank you.

Draft Responses

Lauren Laster

Hi. I am Lauren Laster; I am the vice-president of the Feral Cat Caretakers
Coalition. We have an educational hands-on based workshop that goes on
every year in Los Angeles. We are caretakers dedicated and educated. We do
not have feeder/breeders in our group. If we could only turn the clock back to
the day they said cats could roam and dogs could not, the nightmare began for
cats that day.
All that being said, TNR with oversight is the only solution to get us back to a
more humane Los Angeles. I have been a colony caretaker for over 25 years
and I know that TNR works, and that aging in place is as important for fourleggeds as it is for two-leggeds. Cats who have a caretaker remain most
invisible, but we know our cats, we know how they are, we know where they
move to, and we know what is wrong with them.
Humans do way more damage to the environment than feral cats could ever do.
And abandonment, where does that fit in with this project? Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding and Public Education and
Outreach. Please see discussion in Section 4.2.2
in the Draft EIR regarding potential of
established cat colonies to attract abandonment
of unwanted cats.

Jeffrey
Mausner

Hi. I actually get five minutes because there's a community statement, but I'll
try to finish in two. Okay. I'm Jeffrey Mausner; I'm the animal representative
for the Valley Alliance Neighborhood Council, the second vice-president and
chair of the Animal Welfare Committee for the Tarzana Neighborhood Council,
and I volunteer at the West Valley Animal Shelter. Thank you for your work on
the EIR. We wholeheartedly support it.
I submitted some materials in support earlier, and I noticed two things about
the EIR. First, the letter and resolution from the Valley Alliance of
Neighborhood Councils supporting the EIR was not included in the report or
the appendix materials. The Valley Alliance of Neighborhood Councils, VANC

Thank you for your comment. The VANC
comment letter was received after the closing of
the scoping comment period; therefore, it was
not able to be published in the Draft EIR.
However, it has been included in the Final EIR so
that it is available to the public. In regards to
morality and the reputation of the City, please
see Master Response Beyond the Scope.
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for short, consists of representatives of all 34 neighborhood councils in the San
Fernando Valley, so this is significant, and I'm not sure why it wasn't included.
As stated in the resolution, VANC supports the City Council File 17-0413 for the
EIR. Very importantly, as stated in the resolution, quote, "VANC supports trapneuter-return as the humane way to deal with free-roaming cats rather than
mass extermination. VANC requests that the EIR include consideration of the
morality of the proposed Citywide Cat Program utilizing trap-neuter-return as
opposed to the alternative. This should include consideration of the damage to
the reputation of Los Angeles and potential resulting loss of revenue if the City
engages in the extermination of free-roaming cats."

Draft Responses

Dona
CosgroveBaker

Hi. My name is Dona Cosgrove-Baker; I'm president and founder of the Feral
Cat Caretakers Coalition. We have workshops once a year, and we are the gold
standard of caretaking. Steven Latham, who is Latham Production, chose our
workshop this year for the new PBS shelter series. We will be having a
workshop in July of 2020, and we ask everyone to sign up. We have room for
100 people.
I take issue with the ESA summaries about feeding. So basically feeding times
are constraints that are counterproductive to adequate feeding situations,
population control, cleanliness, availability to oversight and imagine care. You
can see my detailed e-mail, I sent it off to Dr. Rebstock. If you would like a copy,
we brought some with us.
So I feel that the time constraints about feeding are counterproductive. People
work, get up in the morning at 6:00, come home at 8:00 -- 6:00 or 7:00 or 8:00
at night -- and they do not have time to feed cats in between with any kind of
quality of care. So we need to release the time constraints. Nobody is going to
stand out there with a stop watch for the hundreds and hundreds of people
that are out feeding and saying your 30 minutes are up.
So I think that it's counterproductive. And plus, they're cats that come to your
feeding area that are critical for population control and quality control. You
will have mothers with their kittens that are not too sure about coming to the
feeding area where there's six aggressive males there. So anyway you can have
a copy of the rebuttals that I sent to Dr. Rebstock, and we have brought them
with us, and also some information about our workshops. Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, Public Education and
Outreach, and Enforceability of Program
Implementation Guidelines.

Anna Yeutler

Hi. My name is Anna Yeutler. I am someone who's been involved with various
cat rescue groups for all of my adult life. I also have an environmental
engineering degree and I have been in the field since graduation. We've been
ignoring the problem and allowing the TNR injunction to remain in place, will,

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses The Proposed Project Does Not
Encourage Feeding, Revised Program
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in fact, cause more long-term negative environmental impacts. I support the
implementation of the proposed Citywide Cat Program and the TNR should be
the preferred method for managing free-roaming cat population.
I also would like to see more acknowledgement of the existing feeding efforts
that other people have discussed, some of the sensitive areas that are not
associated with organized rescues and how you would deal with that issue.
Additionally, I would like to see more details on the working cat program and
the expansion of the target placement of 75 cats per year, I believe this avenue
for housing some of those cats and preventing them from being free-roaming.
Thank you.

Draft Responses
Implementation Guidelines, and Working Cat
Program.

Ben Lehrer

Thank you. My name is Ben Lehrer; I'm the president of Kitten Rescue, also,
that is what we do. So the community cat program has got a number of goals,
three of which are facilitating the spay and neuter of cats, reduce the number
of free-roaming cats, and help them with the City's no-kill policy. These are
good goals.
There is a legion of people in the city and organizations very interested in
achieving these goals. We want the reduction of the free-roaming cat
population, and we wanted free-roaming cats treated humanely. I do have
some concern that some of the guidelines in the Draft EIR that have been trying
to get into the cat program may sabotage these goals. In particular, the
different standards for free-roaming cats in and around environmentally
sensitive areas is quite troublesome.
It's a practical matter these large buffer zones will be carving out 40 percent of
the city and keep those pockets closer to the baseline then where TNR doesn't
have special restrictions. Since the goal of the community cat program is to
facilitate improvements over baseline, keeping the areas that are considered
the most environmentally sensitive areas, seems like the opposite of what
should be happening. There is a lot of us here, we want fewer free-roaming cats
everywhere and we hope that the community cat program will allow us to
make that possible. Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs.

Sharon Logan

Good afternoon members of the general public. My name is Sharon Logan. I am
the plaintiff in Logan versus OC Animal Care. Since 2011, I have worked
ceaselessly, tirelessly, and have fought arduously for shelter reform at OC
Animal Care. I successfully sued OC Animal Care over their high euthanasia
rates of 700 to 900 healthy, adoptable animals that were being killed there. As
an animal advocate, our main goal is to prevent animal abuse and suffering. We
are here to educate the public about the difference between TNR and RTF. On

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
2.4 of the Draft EIR for more information
regarding the objectives of the proposed Project.
Also, please see Master Response Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines for updated
program details.
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October 4, 2019, Christine Kelly, one of the nation's leading animal rights
attorneys, issued an 8-page cease and desist against OC Animal Care
challenging the legality of their controversial practice of RTF. And MEOW Cat
Rescue, founded in 2000, is currently the largest cat and kitten foster base in
California, joined our cease and desist.
Let me be 100 percent clear, we support true TNR, it is much needed in our
community. We are all aware that feral is a behavioral characteristic, not a
biological one. RTF is a strict knock off trap and release. It is a feature of TNR
when it comes to justify adoptable domestic cats back into the community.
Their return to field implemented, currently, OC Animal Care shifts the
responsibility and burdens from OC leadership and OC staff to the community.
TNR, we will always support. RTF, we will always oppose and challenge the
legality. The future of progressive animal shelters demands more of the
focusing on dishonest numbers and dishonest statistics for shelter directives.
Thank you.

Draft Responses

Gail Raff

It's been a long time coming for this. My name is Gail Raff. First of all, I want to
say something, one of the reasons why we are here is in June, 571 cats and
kittens of LA Animal Services were euthanized, and in July, it was 537, and in
August 518. The next thing I want to do is thank everyone doing the TNRs
because TNR, right now, is making that number one eighth of what's coming
into this shelter system. And another thing, I don't believe in what she said,
which is totally true, they should never just be released. I'm so happy and I'm
so excited.

Thank you for your comment.

Laura Velkei

Good evening. I am Laura Velkei. I'm the treasurer and founding member of
Our Sister Community Council in Los Angeles, and I support the portion of the
EIR that states that the City is declaring that TNR is the preferred method of
dealing with the free-roaming cat population and the City's official policy.
However, I oppose any restrictions pertaining to ESA buffer zones, feeding
times, or containment requirements.
The City needs to study an alternative that its own TNR does not include any
restrictions. The City should also study and also work with non-profits to find
and create real data on the number of cats in the city with a community cat
structure and support a meaningful collection of data points. Our organization
will be drafting a full response to the Draft EIR for the deadline of October 28.
Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs, Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, and Alternatives Analysis. In regards
to the number of free-roaming cats in the City,
please see Master Response Domestic Cat
Population Modeling and Environmental Impacts
Analysis regarding the method the City used to
estimate the population.

Cheri Shankar

Hi. Cheri Shankar here. So it's simple, we have three choices to deal with freeroaming cats. We can do nothing, we can catch and kill, or we can do the

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.
Please also note the City of Los Angeles does not
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humane thing and do the TNR. We've been catching and killing for decades and
decades, that, obviously, isn't working. There's over 200,000 cats in Los
Angeles. The amount of cats that we have to catch and kill to make a real
impact on the population is mind boggling and it would not be acceptable at all.
This injunction has actually done the opposite of what they wanted, which is
we have more cats now because of the injunction. So let's do the logical thing
and go the humane way because the way we've been doing it obviously doesn't
work. That's it.

Draft Responses
actively remove free-roaming cats from the
environment and euthanize them. Please see
Section 5.4.3 for analysis of Alternative 6
regarding the impacts of the direct removal
alternative and Section 2.1.1 regarding the prior
court order.

Stephanie
Albrycht

Hi. I'm Stephanie Albrycht, and I've lived in the City of Los Angeles for about 17
years now. When I saw the problem firsthand of the population of cats in our
city, I became a rescuer. I am speaking on behalf of myself, I do not belong to a
particular organization, although I do foster, volunteer, and trap on behalf of a
few organizations here in LA.
I just want to say that LA needs to continue to make decisions, programs, and
policies that are founded in sound research, science, and evidence, and not on
hunches or fear-based anecdotal evidence. As we know by now, from the
studies and we can see from the EIR, the research is quite clear that TNR works
and reduces the population of the stray cats. This is a win-win situation. It is a
win for those community members who may hate cats and don't want them in
their yards, and it is also a win for those who care about animals and want to
reduce suffering.
This program and solution may not be perfect, however, we rescuers and
everyone must remember that we cannot let perfection mean it's not good.
When we start looking for perfection in our programs, we get nowhere with
the policies and no one wins. I want to the thank the City for considering this
program.

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.

Molly Armas

Hi, there. My name is Molly Armas, I am a staff attorney with Alley Cat Allies.
We are a global advocacy organization, and we advocate for the humane
treatment and protection of all cats. We specialize in the promotion of the
trapping, neutering, and returning since 1990. Thank you so much for this
opportunity to comment on this draft EIR.
We are definitely going to say more in our written comments, but we want to
say that we are excited to be here, we support the objectives of the Citywide
Cat Program, particularly adopting TNR as the preferred policy to humanely
control community cats. It is the present and future of animal control and we
are so glad that Los Angeles is one step closer.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Implementation Guidelines
and Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around
ESAs.
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I think we do echo a lot of the concerns about the program implementation
guidelines particularly about feeding, where it can happen. Legally, the TNR is
the single best way to manage populations of community cats, and therefore,
we believe that program money should be used to do TNR across all of Los
Angeles, including in and around environmentally sensitive areas.

Draft Responses

Jacquie
Navatil

Hi. My name is Jacquie Navatil; I'm the founder of a tiny little grassroots TNR
group here in Highland Park and Silver Lake, they call us PAWS. Thank you so
very much for putting this together. To me, as an animal advocate, again,
animal advocate, not just a cat advocate, I think about spay and neuter and I
think we need to stop discriminating, these are cats.
We need to bring the spay and neuter to any animal that isn't fixed, in order to
reduce the suffering on our streets, the horrors that happen in our city shelters
that are going to happen because we are disposing animals there, and really
start to use our shelters as a safety net for animals, not to just dispose of, that's
what TNR is to me, to our group.
Environmentally sensitive areas, if there are cats there, we need to fix them all
the more. I do believe this is something that LA needs to step into 2019. Spay
and neuter was invented on in 1971. Let's jump, you know, and get this done.
Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs.

Laura
Lampley

Hi. I'm Laura Lampley. I'm a private citizen; I volunteer for PAWS. I just wanted
to comment on bringing an outside perspective. I had the pleasure of living in
Colorado and I was there for five years before I moved to LA. I moved there in
2010, and it was a catch-and-kill state for cats. City shelters did not accept feral
cats. They had no widespread TNR or access to spay and neuter at the time.
Over the five years that I spent there, I saw the city transform. All city shelters
take feral cats, you can trap and fix a cat for free anywhere in Denver. Also, you
have access to free spay and neuter for any cat, owned or not. There is hope
and there is a path forward and I encourage everyone to read the success
stories.
When I moved to LA, I was totally horrified, to be honest, being an animal
advocate and immediately being faced with finding community cats and feral
cats and kittens in the neighborhood and then having trouble being able to find
programs to help them. Luckily, I found PAWS, they were one of the only
groups that e-mailed me back when I reached out for help. There is tons of
groups out there trying to find and fix these cats, but what the solution longterm is access to spay and neuter for everyone, free or very low cost, and also a

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.
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comprehensive TNR program. This is a step in the right direction, and I'll be
happy when this injunction can be lifted.

Draft Responses

Jeffrey
Kardatzke

Hi. Jeffrey Kardatzke, I am on the Board of Directors for the Peter Zippi
Memorial Fund that has provided over a million dollars in spay and neuter
vouchers to the City of Los Angeles over the past many years. I'm also on the
Board of Directors for SNP/LA of Los Angeles. We have done over 200,000
spay and neuter surgeries for the City of Los Angeles.
I am finding a very big problem in terms of that when you try to give vouchers
out for spay and neuter to feral feeders, trappers and others -- I am also on the
SNP Board -- and that I can't send them to SNP because there is an injunction in
the way. Please, the EIR is very clear, ask the judge to lift the injunction now.
We need to get rid of that immediately. There's no reason to wait for the
ordinance to get passed, we can lift the injunction now at the judge's request.
The ESAs in the EIR are clearly a big problem, as we have been discussing.
Now, they're very difficult in terms of the timing that people have to deal with.
Not everybody can feed cats between 6:00 and 8:00. People have other things
to do. They work days and have nights free. People have lots of restrictions, so
we cannot make things arbitrary like this. There is also a lot of stuff in terms of
areas are ESAs; we are misinformed. You don't need to have them all
widespread like this, ideally, they would be eliminated. However, I understand
politicians aren't dealing with this stuff. You had a good word you can use,
"Recommended," "Recommendations."
If you want to keep the ESAs and call them recommendations because you
think that would be better, that would be acceptable because then it is not
actually stopping people from doing this. If we notice that there are problems
over time, then maybe things could be changed, but initially, they should not be
anything illegal. We should not be making anything anyone is doing illegal
because they are currently trying to do the best things to help the animals.
When you start pulling those strings here and there, saying you've got to
change your times or do it in this area, you're are closing the gap for success. So
please, really consider what is happening here, you can make this super
successful, and I strongly encourage you to. Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
2.1.1 of the Draft EIR on the prior court order.
Also, please see Master Responses Revised
Program Implementation Guidelines and Revised
Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer around ESAs.

Paula Lauren
Gibson

Hi. My name is Paula Lauren Gibson, and I am here as a private citizen. I think
that the trap-neuter-release program, without restrictions, is the best way to
go here, and it will result in the most success for the greatest number of cats in
the various neighborhoods around Los Angeles.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
2.4 of the Draft EIR for more information
regarding the objectives of the proposed Project,
which include programing designed to provide
financial support for individuals seeking to spay
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The other thing I want to address is the vouchers. I live in Moorpark; I'm
constantly advocating with my neighbors to get your cat fixed, get your dog
fixed, but a lot of people don't have the resources that I have and can't afford to
take their animals to the vet and pay $200.00 to get them fixed.
And for some people, I try to tell them there's this place called Fix Nation, it's
only about 30 miles away from here, but, you know, I can't get there. But some
people don't want their cats to have ear tips, and that's what's required in
order to have them for free. I think that reinstatement voucher programs to
allow people to go get their pets fixed is very significant. Primarily because
your cat is going to escape from you house at some point in time.
Even this morning, I was chasing my Blue Russian down the streets because
the contractor left the gate open and, Oh, the gate is open, let me get out of
here. So I'm running after him because of that. You can't control things like
that, you could want to keep your cats locked up, but the reality is as long as
doors are open in houses, cats are going to escape.
Therefore, I think it's very important that the resources be put into these
programs that would allow lower income people to have access to this very
vital care for their animals. Thank you for the opportunity to speak.

Draft Responses
and neuter free-roaming cats. Please also see
Master Response Revised Program
Implementation Guidelines.

Whitney
Smith

Hi. My name is Whitney Smith. I'm with the Baker Foundation. I have been
going TNR for over 22 years. And I think first of all, we need to all understand
our failure. The number of cats and kittens being killed is staggering and
unacceptable in a first-world city.
First of all, we don't do any education in schools, and without educating all of
the students of all different ethnicities and different face and values, we all
have to have a community standard that we here in LA spay and neuter; it's the
law. Okay. You also need to think about law enforcement. The reason why all of
us are running around, the symbol for a rescuer should be a bloom because all
we do is clean up after the citizens who don't listen or have any care of law
enforcement because law enforcement has decided to just bathe on this; they
don't care, they don't enforce, they don't even give a simple citation.
We all kill ourselves and go broke and try to fix and spay and neuter. Thank
God for non-profits who have done the work load for the City. If the City
wanted to know how to run a good program, why don't you sit down with the
rescuers that do it, and the old ladies and the Latinas that don't belong to any
high-profile group, busting their asses to trying to make their communities
better without your help.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Public Education and Outreach,
Revised Program Implementation Guidelines, and
Enforceability of Program Implementation
Guidelines. Please see Master Response This Is a
Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue on enforcement in
general. Please see Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR
on the prior court order.
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So I do thank the City for losing that injunction in the first place. Their damned
lawyers should have won. They didn't even care. So for 20 years or something,
we have all been sitting here carrying the water for the City. Sorry, but LA has
failed. Go look at the amount of animals you are killing. If you had no
restrictions, you could get the vouchers in the hands of the people that need it.
Learn from us; we know how to do it, you don't.

Draft Responses

Jennifer
Pimentel

My name is Jennifer Pimentel, and I am the director of LA Programs for Best
Friends Animal Society. Thank you for the opportunity to speak this evening.
Best Friends is a nationally-known organization with a strong presence in LA
for over 20 years. We operate many large-scale TNR programs across the
county and know firsthand of the many benefits.
We agree with the Draft EIR's conclusion that the proposed program will
produce no significant and unavoidable impacts and welcome the allocation of
funding of the surgical sterilization of 20,000 free-roaming cats in Los Angeles.
As the Draft EIR's analysis will indicate, the result is the significant reduction in
the population of these cats throughout the city. We are asking the consultants
to revisit their recommendation for the one-mile buffer zone around the ESAs
that we believe could deter targeted TNR in parts of the city where it is most
needed.
We should be focusing on TNR in these areas and not creating additional
barriers. We see this as a missed opportunity since it's a potential area of
agreement, possibly even collaboration between the conservation and animal
welfare communities. This has the potential to contribute to even larger impact
reductions.
We are excited to see the publication of the Draft EIR for the Citywide Cat
Program, as it represents a critical step in Los Angeles becoming a no-kill
community; a goal we share with LA Animal Services, as well as the City's
animal welfare organizations, elected officials, and residents. Thank you for
your consideration.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs.

Chilly Nathan

Hi. Good evening. My name is Chilly Nathan. I trap cats as a hobby, as
community service, in my spare time. I want to say I support any and all TNR
services that the City of LA can provide. I'm feeling good about this positive
step that we are going in, but what I really want is I want anybody that lives in
the city or the county of LA to be able to walk into any animal shelter and get
their cat or dog spayed or neutered for free. And if it's sterile, let's ear tip it, if
it's not, let's spay and neuter it anyway. Because the problem is, it's not all feral

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Public Education and Outreach.
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cats, it's Betty's cat down the street that got out and hooked up with George's
cat.
What I really want is I want it to be anybody's problem, Hey, I'm out on the
street, there is a lot of people who don't know how to get their cats fixed, they
don't have access to education programs. It's the first time they have ever
heard of what we are doing. All of these people would stay busy every single
night. We would load up bus full of cats.
We need help. We are overworked. We need the City of LA to help us. We work
for free and we work for you guys. We are actually doing your work in our
spare time. We would like you to open your doors, you can do 9:00 to 5:00,
8:00 to 4:00, whatever, but we want the City of LA to provide spay and neuter
services to us for free. Thank you.

Draft Responses

Pam
Wilkinson

Hi. My name is Pam Wilkinson; I am with the Coalition for Pet and Public
Safety. We have three mobile spay and neuter clinics throughout the City of LA.
The City of LA does not fund us, they haven't been able to fund us since the
injunction, for feral cats, which is a real crime.
Everybody in this room, even the people who caused the injunction, they all
want fewer cats in the city. The person who just spoke is correct, I have been
doing TNR for 22 years and the biggest culprit of all is not government, it's the
people who have the little kitten, it goes into heat, or he's trying to go out and
roam around, and the in-heat kittens that are now five months old, the people
let them out the door.
So possibly, a really strong public service announcement that would play on all
radio stations throughout LA that there is free spay and neuter available. Once
that injunction is -- once you guys fix it, and I know you are going to fix. I don't
think restructuring it is going to fix it.
This is an army you have right here. These guys are all an army. We all need to
work together with the City and the County. We are going to be so strong. We
are not going to do a little spay and neuter here and there, it's not going to fix
the cat problem. It's huge. We need to hit it hard. Lots of spay and neuter.
Please, pass that injunction. Thank you.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Response Public Education and Outreach. Please
see Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR on the prior
court order.

Esmeralda
Alvarez

Hi. Good evening. My name is Esmeralda Alvarez. Thank you for the
opportunity to speak here. I have lived in LA my whole life, and I volunteer and
I foster and I do TNR. I know firsthand that LA has a crisis that needs to be
addressed. I fully support the Citywide Cat Program. TNR is the solution, has
been the solution, should have never been taken off the table as the solution. It
will reduce the cat population, it will reduce the shelter intake, which will

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master
Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, Revised Guidelines – 1-Mile Buffer
around ESAs, Public Education and Outreach, and
The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage
Feeding.
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reduce euthanasia rates, which will actually get us to a truly no-kill, which we
are all trying to work towards. A no-kill that includes all populations, including
feral cats.
Feral cats are often seen as a throw-away population, and I'm not okay with
that. And I don't think any of us here, who TNR, are okay with them being
ignored and unacknowledged. I love all animals. I am vegan, and my life is a
testament of my love for all animals, and that includes the ones that are not
represented, and ferals are not represented.
In order for TNR to work, the feeding bans needs to be done away with, no
feeding times. And in the environmental sensitive areas, cats are already there.
This will not encourage more people to abandon cats. That is the situation, they
are there. We're here to help them; animals deserve better. We need to do
better by them. They deserve that.
In addition to that, it will include the community, it will get involved, it will
create empathy. Hopefully, it will create a world in which people look outside
themselves and participate to make it a better place for all.

Draft Responses

Kara
Odenbaugh

Hi. My name is Kara Odenbaugh. I have worked for two of the largest kitten
nurseries in Los Angeles, and I also own a nonprofit organization based on
educating the public about this injunction, in particular, and TNR in the LA
community. I have spent over four years trying to combat this problem, and my
fellow rescuers out here, the biggest thing I would recommend about this EIR -somebody already said it earlier, the injunction needs to be lifted as soon as
possible.
Lots of big name organizations in LA are already willing to help. There is a
whole army of TNR trappers that are ready to help. What we need the help
with is making it not illegal. We also need help making spay and neuter be for
free. There are so many people trapping their cats and having to pay for it on
their own because Fix Nation is overbooked with appointments for three
months. Because they call the city shelters and they can't get any help besides,
You can go ahead and bring the cat in and have it euthanized. That's the biggest
thing.
I also wanted to comment that I think your estimates as far as the total number
of feral cats that are outside is a bit low. One cat per acre -- anybody that has
ever worked with cats know that's a bit ridiculous. I want to warn you that
there is lot more feral cats out there that you realize.

Thank you for your comment. Please see Section
2.1.1 on the prior court order. Please see Master
Response Updated Domestic Cat Population
Modeling for an updated estimate of Los Angeles
free-roaming cat population. Please see Master
Response This Is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue
regarding illegality issues.

Nick Brokaw

Hello. Thank you for holding this meeting. My name is Nick Brokaw. I am
citizen. I'm a life-long cat lover, and I have no prepared statement at all, but I

Thank you for your comment. Comment noted.
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want to first off, second everybody whose spoken tonight except for the first
lady. In addition to that, I would like to state that I'm a taxpayer. As a citizen
and taxpayer of this city that I love dearly, all of us who are taxpayers are
paying the salaries of the people who make decisions on this situation, and I
would like to request that one day of your salary goes towards spending time
at any city shelter, county shelter, any kind of shelter or rescue. I request that
the money that we pay you for your salary would be spent with your hand on
these animals in these shelters. I want you to look at them, touch them, feel the
life in them, and then watch them as they're put down against their will.
Because that is happening every single day. Right now, a few hours ago, when
the shelters closed, animals were killed today. Tomorrow, that will happen
again and again.
In 30 years, the animals who are not TNRd now -- we all know how many
kittens are born from un-spayed and un-neutered cats every year. There's no
such thing as kitten season, it's year round. So in 30 years, think about the
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of innocent animal's lives will be
impacted by your decision in this. Please, put your hands on them and see them
as living creatures and make the right decision. Thank you.
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annotation. Each letter is followed by a response from the City.
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Response to Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Responses Revised Program Implementation
Guidelines, Consideration of Public Health Impacts Under The Proposed Project, Removal of Nuisance
Cats, The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding, and Public Education and Outreach, which
provide further detailed responses on these issues.
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Response to Urban Wildlands Group (UWG-SARS-CoV-2)

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIR includes discussion and analyses of the potential
disease risks domestic cats may pose to wildlife and humans, as discussed in Draft EIR Sections 4.2
and 4.4 respectively. Please note that the proposed Project does not encourage or promote feeding
or feeding stations. Please see Master Response The Proposed Project Does Not Encourage Feeding
for a detailed response on this issue. Also note that the proposed Project is not proposing to remove
any existing free-roaming management options. Please see Master Response Removal of Nuisance
Cats for a detailed response on this issue.
Regarding Sars-CoV-2, the City acknowledges that SARS-CoV-2 is an emerging disease, that it has
been documented in non-human animals, and that several instances of human-to-animal
transmission have been documented. In addition, the virus has potential for transmission within and
between various species of domestic and wild animals. SARS-CoV-2 is a newly emerging infectious
disease, and specific risks, magnitude of risks, and epidemiology in non-human animals is still
unknown. It is also noted that SARS-CoV-2 has the potential to be transmitted from animals (wild
and/or domestic) to humans; however, apart from the original hypothesized animal-to-human
transmission in China, no other animal-to-human transmission events have been documented. It is
unknown whether humans can contract the disease from animals present in the United States (CDC
2020; USDA 2020).
The primary modes of transmission of SARS-CoV-2 are direct and indirect contact with infectious
airborne respiratory droplets, similar to influenza, which is discussed in Draft EIR Sections 4.2.2.9
and 4.4.2.4. Given that the modes of transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and influenza are similar and that,
like influenza, SARS-CoV-2 could be transmitted within and between domestic animals and wildlife
and/or be zoonotic, the existing discussion and analysis of diseases within the Draft EIR (which
includes influenza) can similarly be applied to SARS-CoV-2. Accordingly, impact analysis and
conclusions as described in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR remain valid. Please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts under the Proposed Project, which details the approach to the
Draft EIR's Public Health impacts analysis under CEQA and concludes that the proposed Project's
impacts related to human health risks would be less than significant under CEQA. The City’s analysis
of the proposed Project was based on substantial evidence in the record, including the Draft EIR
sections referenced in the Master Response above. Accordingly, after considering the information
provided in this comment, the City has determined that its analysis was appropriate.
In addition, it should be noted that available data do not indicate that SARS-CoV-2 is capable of being
transmitted between animal species and from animals to humans as readily as influenza. Therefore,
assuming influenza has similar modes of transmission and susceptibility to SARS-CoV-2 and
applying the existing Draft EIR disease analyses to SARS-CoV-2 would likely overestimate potential
effects the proposed Project may have on wildlife and public Health.
Given this information and these assumptions, and applying the analyses used in the Draft EIR on
Sars-CoV-2, the proposed Project would not be expected to result in an increase in the probable
frequency and severity of consequences to people or wildlife from exposure to SARS-CoV-2 relative
to baseline conditions and the future baseline without project.
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Response to Travis Longcore – The Science of Feral Cats
(Prepared by the North Utah Valley Animal Services Special
Service District) and California Department of Public Health FleaBorne Typhus Fact Sheet Attachments

Thank you for your comment. The City has reviewed and taken into consideration the provided
report titled North Utah Valley Animal Services Special Service District: The Science of Feral Cats: A
Research Based Report (hereafter referred to as Report).
The proposal and cost breakdown by Best Friends Animal Society has been noted.
The Report’s Section 4 “Addressing Inaccurate Claims” lists “claims” and “reality” related to the
effects of TNR on population dynamics and diseases such as FIV, FeLV, and Toxoplasmosis. These
have been reviewed. The commenter should note that the raised issues in the context of the
proposed Project have been addressed in the Draft EIR and have been updated in the Final EIR
based on comments received on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Final EIR Updated Appendix J, Updated
Citywide Cat Program Environmental Impact Report Domestic Cat Population Modeling, for effects of
proposed TNR on population dynamics. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.2.2.9, Existing Effects of
Domestic Cats on Biological Resources, for detailed information on these issues as they pertain to the
proposed Project.
The City has reviewed the subsequent sections of the Report, Scientific Excerpts, Summary of
Scientific Literature, and Subject Matter Expert Statement related to the effects of TNR on population
dynamics of feral cats, zoonotic diseases originating from feral cats, and domestic cat impacts on
wildlife and effects on biodiversity. As these issues pertain to the proposed Project, they were
extensively covered in the Draft EIR and have been updated in the Final EIR based on comments
received on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Final EIR Updated Appendix J, Citywide Cat Program
Environmental Impact Report Domestic Cat Population Modeling; Draft EIR Section 4.4, Human Health
Hazards, and 4.2.2.9, Existing Effects of Domestic Cats on Biological Resources, respectively, for
detailed information and analyses on these issues as they pertain to the proposed Project.
The commenter raises concerns regarding ethics and the quality of life of feral cats. Please note that
this topic is beyond the scope of the proposed Project and its CEQA analysis. Please see Master
Response Beyond the Scope for a detailed response to this issue. With respect to legal concerns
raised in the letter, please See Master Response This is a Legal Issue, Not a CEQA Issue for a detailed
response.
The City has noted the provided “Position Statements” and list of “Organizations Opposed to TNR”
and will include them in the administrative record for the proposed Project.
The Report ’s section on “Research-based Conclusions” includes reference to an “exhaustive” and
“comprehensive study of relevant empirical data” related to TNR, conducted by the North Utah
Valley Animal Services Special Service District TNR Committee (presumably the Report’s authors)
and cites a conclusion that “science simply does not support effectiveness of Trap-Neuter-Release
(TNR) programs.” This section goes on to state that scientific literature indicates that TNR programs
fail to reduce feral cat populations and adversely affect health and wellbeing of cats, human, wildlife,
and ecosystems. Furthermore, the Report cites that the North Utah Valley Animal Shelter currently
employs a “method” far superior in reducing cat intake than five other shelters that also use TNR.
The statements made in this section of the Report do not contain details on methodology used to
conduct the referenced exhaustive and comprehensive study of empirical data or citations to
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specific references to literature and other data reviewed and that support conclusions. Additionally,
reference to “methods” used at the North Utah Valley Animal Shelter and other shelters are not
defined; how such “methods” were compared to determine the superiority of the North Utah Valley
Animal Shelter “method” versus other shelters is not described; and lastly the use of the term
“methods” itself is not defined and ambiguous. For these reasons, the claims made in this section of
the Report are not substantiated and cannot be confirmed.
We acknowledge and have noted the references, statements, and excerpts provided in the Report. It
should be noted that, as part of the proposed Project’s CEQA analysis, the City conducted its own
comprehensive systematic literature review (See Appendix I, Citywide Cat Program Environmental
Impact Report Systematic Literature for detailed methodology and results of this review). This
systematic review included an inclusive, methodical, and unbiased approach to identifying
potentially relevant literature on a wide range of topics to inform the CEQA analysis. Further, the
issues and topics included in the Report and that pertain to the proposed Project are included and
discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. It should be noted that, unlike existing TNR literature and
studies, the analysis included in the Draft EIR, including the Domestic Cat Population Modeling (See
Final EIR Updated Appendix J for detailed methodology) was specifically developed for the purposes
of the CEQA analysis and the approach and analysis were specifically tailored for the particular
context and elements of the proposed Project.
The conclusions made in this Report do not contain details on methodology used to conduct the
referenced exhaustive and comprehensive study of empirical data and methods or analysis used to
support conclusions. For these reasons, the claims made in the Report are not substantiated and
cannot be confirmed.
The City’s literature review and CEQA analysis in the Draft EIR were based on substantial evidence
in the record. Accordingly, after considering the information provided in this comment, the City has
determined that its analysis was appropriate.
With regards to the attached Flea-Borne Typhus Fact Sheet, please see Master Response
Consideration of Public Health Impacts under The Proposed Project.
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Modifications to the Draft EIR
3.1 Introduction
This chapter includes modifications to the Draft EIR for the proposed Project, as deemed necessary
by the Lead Agency. These corrections and/or modifications to the Draft EIR are intended to provide
clarity, refinement, or supplemental information related to the proposed Project and/or Draft EIR,
based upon comments received from agencies and/or interested parties/public. None of the
corrections and/or modifications to the Draft EIR constitute significant new information or changes
to the analysis or conclusions originally contained in the Draft EIR; therefore, they do not require
recirculation of the Draft EIR, per Section 15088.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines. These changes are hereby incorporated within the Draft EIR and constitute the
entirety of the EIR.

3.1.1

Summary of Changes to the Citywide Cat Program Draft
EIR

The table below guides the reader on where to find the modifications made to the Citywide Cat
Program (CCP) Draft EIR in this chapter.
Chapter

Modifications to Draft EIR

Executive Summary

See Section 3.2.1

Chapter 1. Introduction

No changes.

Chapter 2. Project Description

See Section 3.2.2

Chapter 3. Screening Analysis

See Section 3.2.3

Chapter 4
4.1 Introduction to Analysis

See Section 3.2.4.1

4.2 Biological Resources

See Section 3.2.4.2

4.3 Water Quality

See Section 3.2.4.3

4.4 Human Health Hazards

See Section 3.2.4.4

4.5 Cumulative Impacts

See Section 3.2.4.5

Chapter 5. Alternatives

No changes necessary. While the domestic cat
population modeling calculations were
revised based on technical changes as
described in Section 2.4.1.2 of the Final EIR,
such revisions would not change the relative
impact calculations and conclusions from the
Alternatives Chapter. See Section 2.4.1.18 of
the Final EIR and (Los Angeles 2020).

Chapter 6. Other Environmental Considerations

See Section 3.2.5

Chapter 7. Persons Consulted

No changes.

Chapter 8. List of Preparers

No changes.
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Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Chapter

Modifications to Draft EIR

Chapter 9. References

See Section 3.2.6

Updated Appendix: J Citywide Cat Program
Environmental Impact Report Domestic Cat
Population Modeling

See Updated Appendix J of the FEIR

Updated Appendix K: Citywide Cat Program
Environmental Impact Report Free-Roaming Cat
Density Data Table

See Updated Appendix K of the FEIR

3.2 Changes to the Draft EIR
Corrections or revisions are presented below by chapter or section. Deleted text is shown in
strikethrough, and new text is in shown in underline.

Changes to Section ES-1, Page Xiii

Acronyms and Abbreviations
NPDES
NPS
NTR

3.2.1

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
nonpoint source
National Toxics Rule

Changes to the Executive Summary

Changes to Section ES-1, Page ES-1
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 freeroaming cats from the streets and into indoor/enclosed sites.
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Changes to Section ES-2, Page ES-1

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
Project would be implemented throughout the City by LAAS, principally through the City’s six animal
services centers (see Figure ES-1):
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 Project1 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
1 As set forth more fully in this

FEIR, including the modifications discussed in Chapter 3 of this FEIR and in the
responses to comments in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed Project has been modified based on the comments
received to clarify project elements and, in some cases, further minimize already-analyzed, less-than-significant
project impacts. Because the project revisions do not result in a new significant impact, a substantial increase in the
severity of an impact requiring mitigation measures, or a considerably different feasible alternative and mitigation
measure, and would not otherwise meet the recirculation requirements under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,
recirculation of the EIR was not necessary. The proposed Project, as revised, is summarized in Section 1.5.
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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 (WCP),12 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.
c.

d.

Implement a modified TNR program that includes the following elements:
i.

Declaring that TNR is the preferred method of dealing with addressing 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.3

v.

Using incentives, vouchers, and waived cat trap rental fees to encourage the capture,
sterilization, and release of free-roaming cats.

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,
unless cat is a nuisance cat. 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 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 placement of cats in warehouses and barns with rodents is commonly referred to as a “working cat
program,” with many being indoor cats only.
3 Current nuisance cat protocol as described in Section 2.2 will remain unchanged by the modified TNR Program
described here, aside from the opportunity to enroll the cat in the Working Cat Program, as space allows.
12

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-4

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

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 that highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the proposed Project. and ecological conservation measures that are intended to
minimize the environmental and public health impacts of the existing population of freeroaming 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 (nuisance cats, including cats
found near water bodies impaired for bacteria and/or nutrients).

g.

Create a public education and outreach campaign that would focus on growing public
awareness of the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat population on wildlife, habitat, and
public health.

Changes to Section ES-4, Page ES-6

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-programe1907610. 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 B of this EIR.
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Changes to Section ES-8.3, Table ES-3, Page ES-14
Table ES-3. Summary of Citywide Cat Program Implementation Guidelines and Ecological Conservation Measures
Focus Area

Guideline/Measure

Trap Neuter and Return

⚫

⚫
⚫

⚫

⚫

⚫

Responsible Feeding and Care

⚫

⚫

⚫
⚫

⚫

Citywide Cat Program
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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.
If a free-roaming cat is trapped in an ESA, it is recommended that the cat be enrolled in a WCP, based on
availability, or adopted through a rescue group if possible. If these options are not available, the cat should be
returned to the ESA.
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.
If trapping in or near an ESA, avoid undisturbed areas and vegetation; traps should be placed on paved or
developed areas.
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.
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 presentWhere feasible, to avoid potential
interaction/conflict with vulnerable populations (children, the elderly, and those with compromised immune
systems),. trapping should not occur near individuals from such populations.
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.
Trapping locations should be kept clean so that no traces of food, or refuse, or fecal matter are left behind
after feeding trapping events. Contaminated surfaces should be disinfected as needed to help maintain
cleanliness and contain the potential spread of disease. Gloves should be used when handling traps. Wash
hands and clean equipment afterwards.
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
Medical Treatment

Public
Education/Engagement/Outreach

Guideline/Measure
⚫ 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.
⚫ At the time of sterilization, tThe rabies and 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.at the time of sterilization. Participants are requested to provide ongoing
flea treatments and vaccination updates as feasible.
⚫

⚫

⚫

Citywide Cat Program
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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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3.2.2

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Changes to Chapter 1, Introduction

Changes to Page 1-3
Three public scoping meetings were held to obtain input on the NOP/IS and the scope and contents
of the EIR:
⚫

Thursday, September 28, 20178, 5:30 p.m.–7:30 p.m., at East Valley Shelter, 14409 Vanowen
Street, Van Nuys, CA 91405

⚫

Tuesday, October 17, 20178, 11:00 a.m.–1:00 p.m., at South LA, Chesterfield Square Shelter,
1850 W. 60th St., Los Angeles, CA 90047

⚫

Monday, October 23, 20178, 5:30 p.m.–7:30 p.m., at Ramona Hall Community Center, 4580 N.
Figueroa St, Los Angeles, CA 90065

3.2.3

Changes to Chapter 2, Project Description and
Environmental Setting

Changes to Page 2-1
Helpful definitions in relation to the Project include:
Domestic cats – The domestic cat (Felis catus) first domesticated 5,000 to 10,000 years ago from
the African/Arabian wildcat (Felis silvestris lybica). Domestic cats include feral, stray, and pet cats. In
this environmental impact report (EIR), general references to the species as a whole use the term
domestic cat.
Free-roaming cats – all unowned, roaming cats, including feral cats and stray cats.
Feral cats – cats with temperaments that are completely unsocialized to humans, although
frightened or injured tame pet cats may appear to be feral.
Stray cats – former pets that are abandoned or have been lost.
Pet cats – cats owned as pets. The currently permitted number of cats per household is three.
Nuisance cats – A nuisance cat is a cat about whom a complaint has been made by a member of the
public and where the City can provide options to help address the problem.
TNR – trap, neuter, and return. “Neuter” includes spay and means sterilization. “Return” means
returning the free-roaming cat to the outdoor location where the cat was found.
Cat kennel – any lot, building, structure, enclosure, or premises where four or more cats are kept or
maintained for any purpose (as defined in current Los Angeles Municipal Code [LAMC] 53.00).
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Changes to Section 2.2, Page 2-4
LAAS was founded 153 years ago. It operates six animal services centers in the City and has 77
officers citywide to serve the community. The animal services centers are award-winning facilities
that have been built within the past 10 to 12 years. LAAS is one of the largest municipal shelter
systems in the United States. Its six animal services centers serve approximately 60,000 animals
annually and respond to 20,000 emergency calls each year involving animals or people in danger.54

Changes to Section 2.5, Page 2-13
The proposed Project analyzed in this EIR would be implemented citywide (see Figure 2-1) and is
guided by actions by the Board and the Los Angeles City Council (see Appendix D). In summary, 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 (WCP),95or adopted.

b.

As part of changing the 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 freeroaming cats in the City. However, no monies intended to spay or neuter pet cats in the City
would be reduced.

c.

Implement a modified TNR program that includes the following elements:
i.

Declaring that TNR is the preferred method of dealing with addressing 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.

54As

a result of the COVID pandemic, since April 2020 two of the City’s animal shelters, the West Valley and North
Central Animal Shelters, have been temporarily closed. (General Manager 2020.) These temporary closures, and
any subsequent proposed operational changes of the animal shelters due to the COVID pandemic, are not
anticipated to impact the level of shelter services, which would be absorbed by the remaining shelters and would
include the activities of the proposed Project. (General Manager 2020.)
95The 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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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.106

v.

Using incentives, vouchers, and waived cat trap rental fees to encourage the capture,
sterilization, and release of free-roaming cats.

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,
unless the cat is a nuisance cat. In order to encourage more adoptions and meet the City’s nokill goals, the currently permitted number of cats per household would be changed from three
cats to five. This would involve an amendment to the 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 that highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the proposed Project. and ecological conservation measures that are intended to
minimize the environmental and public health impacts of the existing population of freeroaming cats; guidelines include restricting release of free-roaming cats into ESAs as feasible.

f.

Create a City of Los Angeles WCP to facilitate the relocation of free-roaming cats from the
streets and into indoor/enclosed sites. The City’s WCP would prioritize admission of cats found
in or near ESAs, in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat to its
found location (nuisance cats, including cats found near water bodies impaired for bacteria
and/or nutrients).

g.

Create a public education and outreach campaign that would focus on growing public
awareness of the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat population on wildlife, habitat, and
public health.

106Current

nuisance cat protocol as described in Section 2.2 will remain unchanged by the modified TNR Program
described here, aside from the opportunity to enroll the cat in the Working Cat Program, as space allows.
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Changes to Section 2.5.2, Page 2-15
2.5.2

Program Implementation Guidelines and Ecological
Conservation Measures

This section presents the guidelines developed for implementation of the Citywide Cat Program.
Based on the comprehensive literature review completed in support of this EIR and taking into
consideration potential effects of free-roaming cats on sensitive environmental resources, the City
has developed these guidelines to serve as conservation measures and best practices as part of the
proposed Project.
As set forth in the analysis of environmental impacts, no significant environmental impacts were
identified in the analysis of the proposed Project. The program implementation guidelines and
ecological conservation measures are intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the proposed Projectaddress existing impacts from the free-roaming cat population and
protecting the health, safety, and welfare of wildlife and people. LAAS will distribute a copy of these
guidelines to those who receive vouchers under the proposed Project, publish them on its website,
and include a map of ESAs mentioned herein to educate the public and facilitate implementation of
these conservation measures and best practices. Note that as these guidelines are part of the
proposed Project, they are not mitigation measures as defined under CEQA.
The proposed Program Implementation Guidelines and Ecological Conservation Measures aim to
protect ESAs, special-status species, and public health. They will facilitate and communicate
recommendations on how to conduct TNR and free-roaming cat care and maintenance in a manner
that does not adversely affect sensitive biological resources and public health. Recipients who
receive vouchers from the City for free-roaming cat medical and spay and neuter services will be
expected to commit to the guidelines by signing an affidavit declaring their intent.

2.5.2.1

Free-Roaming Cat Trap/Neuter/Return Guidelines

⚫

The City shall 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 Appendices J and M) 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 WCP or relocated, based on availability.If a freeroaming cat is trapped in an ESA, it is recommended that the cat be enrolled in a WCP, based on
availability, or adopted through a rescue group if possible. If these options are not available, the
cat should be returned to the ESA.

⚫

If trapping in or near an ESA, avoid undisturbed areas and vegetation; traps should be placed on
paved or developed areas.

⚫

Maps of ESAs in the City shall be provided for reference in the City shelters and on the LAAS
website for downloading and printing.
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Responsible Feeding and Care Guidelines

⚫

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 Where
feasible, to avoid potential interaction/conflict with vulnerable populations (children, the
elderly, and those with compromised immune systems), trapping should not occur in proximity
of individuals from such populations.

⚫

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 Trapping locations should be kept clean so that no traces of food, or refuse, or fecal
matter are left behind after feeding trapping events. Contaminated surfaces should be
disinfected as needed to help maintain cleanliness and contain the potential spread of disease.
Gloves should be used when handling traps. Wash hands and clean equipment afterwards.

⚫

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.

2.5.2.3

Free-Roaming Cat Medical Treatment Guidelines

⚫

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 WCP will be microchipped.

⚫

At the time of sterilization, Tthe rabies and 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.

2.5.2.4

Public Education/Engagement/Outreach Efforts

⚫

Noticing efforts about the Citywide Cat Program, including code updates, TNR program, WCP,
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 Citywide Cat Program
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 Project can reduce the existing free-roaming cat
population and its effects on sensitive biological resources present in the City.
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Changes to Section 2.5.3 , Page 2-16
2.5.3
2.5.3.1

Proposed City of Los Angeles Working Cat Program
Existing Efforts

Currently, several non-profits within the City of Los Angeles (e.g., Best Friends, Kitty Bungalow, Paw
Mission, and others) work to facilitate the placement of free-roaming cats that are not good
candidates for traditional adoptions into “working cat” situations where they serve as rodent and
pest deterrents. Such arrangements aim to help to reduce the rate of euthanasia in homeless cats in
Los Angeles. These efforts would benefit from additional support (e.g., funding, dedicated staff,
advertising) to help create additional opportunities to relocate free-roaming cats. The City of Los
Angeles proposes a WCP to facilitate the relocation of free-roaming cats from the streets and into
indoor/enclosed sites. The City’s WCP would prioritize admission of cats found in or near ESAs and
in unsafe locations, or when it is undesirable to return a free-roaming cat to its found location
(nuisance cats, including cats found near water bodies impaired for bacteria and/or nutrients).

Changes to Section 2.5.4 (New)
2.5.4

Public Education and Outreach

To help grow public awareness of the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat population, LAAS
would initiate a broader public education and outreach campaign. This would include messaging
about the biodiversity of Los Angeles, the City’s biological resources and sensitive habitat areas, and
how wildlife and habitat is affected by the existing free-roaming cat population. LAAS will look for
opportunities to collaborate and partner with public agencies and non-profit organizations,
including wildlife and cat advocacy groups, to raise public awareness about these issues. The
campaign would also identify tools and approaches that the public can use to help control the
impacts from pet overpopulation, specifically free-roaming cats, on public health and wildlife by
ensuring, for example, that pets are sterilized, provide on-going flea treatments, and prevent fecal
accumulation.
The public education program, intended to help address the existing impacts of the free-roaming cat
population, may include information regarding the responsible feeding of free-roaming cats related
to existing feeding activities. There is an existing condition of feeding of free-roaming cats. The City
is trying to balance the humane treatment of animals with addressing the existing impacts of pet
overpopulation. Public messaging would encourage existing feeders to fix those cats, encourage
them to participate in the Citywide Cat Program, and emphasize no new feeding. Additional targeted
messaging to existing feeders would be “please follow best practices regarding cleanliness, feeding
times, etc. to manage existing impacts of free-roaming cats related to public health and wildlife.”
LAAS would tell the general public that feeding is not encouraged and to “please don't start feeding
if you don't already,” and would explain the potential impacts on wildlife from such practices.
Noticing efforts about the Citywide Cat Program, including code updates, the TNR program, related
guidelines, the WCP, and the public education campaign could occur in a variety of ways, including
Citywide Cat Program
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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. Opportunities for partnering with organizations and institutions to amplify these
messages will also be explored.
Community engagement can occur through community meetings hosted by local City shelters and
prior to mobile clinics. City shelter volunteers will learn about the Citywide Cat Program and
program implementation guidelines through shelter orientations and the volunteer onboarding
process.

3.2.4

Changes to Chapter 3, Screening Analysis

3.2.4.1

Changes to Section 3.2, Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Changes to Section 3.2.2, Table 3-1, Page 3-3
Table 3-1: Aesthetics and Visual Resources Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Aesthetics
Does the proposed Project include a
proposed zone change or variance that would
increase density, height, and bulk in areas
where there is a consistent theme, style, or
building height and setbacks?

Citywide Cat Program
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No. The proposed Project would not include zone changes
or variances in land use requirements or policies that
would increase density, height, and bulk. The proposed
Project involves provision of funds to support the
spay/neuter of free-roaming cats; amendments to the City
of Los Angeles Administrative Code (LAAC) to broaden the
permitted use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to the City
of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) regarding the
definition of a cat kennel; implementation of a modified
trap, neuter, and return (TNR) program that includes TNRrelated community education and outreach and
collaboration with TNR organizations; publishing and
implementation of program guidelines and ecological
conservation measures program implementation
guidelines intended to highlight best practices when
conducting TNR under the Project; and creation of a City of
LA Working Cat Program (WCP). While the LAMC would
be amended, the proposed change in language would have
no potential to result in increases in density, height, or
bulk of any existing or future land uses.

3-14

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Screening Criteria

Response

Does the proposed Project include a proposal
to develop or allow development in an
existing natural open space area (not
including previously developed or infill lots)?

No. The proposed Project does not include development of
any structures or land in an existing natural open space
area. As discussed, the proposed Project involves
provisions of funds to support spay/neuter of freeroaming cats, revisions to municipal and administrative
codes, encouragement to existing facilities to implement
the modified TNR program, publishing and
implementation of program guidelines and ecological
conservation measures, program implementation
guidelines intended to highlight best practices when
conducting TNR under the Project, and creation of a City of
LA WCP. Changes to the municipal and administrative
codes would have no bearing on future development and
are largely revisions in definitions and policies related to
animal control and the modified TNR program. Trapping
activities associated with the modified TNR program may
occur within natural open space areas, but these activities
would be temporary, transitory, and would not include
any permanent structures.

Would the proposed Project result in the
removal of one or more features that
contribute to the valued aesthetic character
or image of the neighborhood, community, or
localized area?

No. The proposed Project is not anticipated to result in any
physical changes to the built environment, including
features that contribute to the aesthetics of any
neighborhood, community, or localized area.

Would the proposed Project introduce
features that would detract from the existing
valued aesthetic quality of a neighborhood,
community, or localized area by conflicting
with important aesthetic elements or the
quality of the area (such as theme, style,
setbacks, density, massing, etc.) or by being
inconsistent with applicable design
guidelines?

No. The proposed Project does not include any physical
changes or design characteristics that have the potential to
detract from or otherwise affect the existing aesthetic
quality of a neighborhood, community, or localized area.
While the modified TNR program would introduce
trapping devices that may detract from the aesthetic
quality of an area, such activities would be temporary and
transitory, posing no long-term potential for aesthetic
impacts.

Obstruction of Views
Would the proposed Project occur within or
adjacent to a valued focal or panoramic vista
or within view of any designated scenic
highway, corridor, or parkway?
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No. The proposed Project would be implemented across
the City through the City’s six animal services centers. It
does not involve any ground disturbance or construction
activities. It is focused on the provision of funds through
vouchers, amendments to the City administrative and
municipal codes, implementation of a modified TNR
program, implementation of program guidelines and
ecological conservation measures, program
implementation guidelines intended to highlight best
practices when conducting TNR under the Project, and
creation of a City of LA WCP. All facilities involved in the
trapping, sterilization, and return of cats are existing
facilities and services; the proposed Project would not
involve development of any new structures or land,
including in areas adjacent to a valued focal or panoramic
vista or views along designated scenic highways, corridors,
or parkways. Trapping activities (i.e., setting traps and
transporting trapped animals) associated with the
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Screening Criteria

Response
modified TNR program could be conducted anywhere in
the City, including undisturbed areas or parklands that
may have scenic value. Such activities would be transitory
and would not involve structures that may obstruct views
or otherwise affect views in a permanent manner.

Would the proposed Project obstruct,
interrupt, or diminish a valued focal and/or
panoramic view?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project would not involve
development of any structures or land, or otherwise result
in components that may obstruct, interrupt, or diminish
existing views. Trapping activities (i.e., setting traps and
transporting trapped animals) associated with the
modified TNR program could be conducted anywhere in
the City, including undisturbed areas or parklands that
may have scenic value. Such activities would be transitory
and would not involve structures that may obstruct views.

Does the proposed Project propose standards
for height and bulk of structures and other
elements that inadequately protect existing
visual resources and/or views?

No. The proposed Project proposes administrative and
municipal code amendments that govern use of Animal
Sterilization Funds and cat kennel definitions. No
standards or requirements related to height, bulk, or other
development standards are proposed as part of these
actions.

Shading
Would the proposed Project include lightblocking structures in excess of 60 feet in
height above the ground elevation that would
be located within a distance of three times
the height of the proposed structure to a
shadow-sensitive use on the north,
northwest, or northeast?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project would not involve
development of any structures or land, or other
components that may block light or cast shade or shadow.

Nighttime Illumination
Would the proposed Project introduce light
likely to increase ambient nighttime
illumination levels beyond the property line
of the Project site?

No. The proposed Project would not involve new
structures or land uses, new sources of light, or other
facilities that could increase ambient nighttime
illumination levels. Transitory trapping activities may take
place at night and would require minor lighting such as
handheld flashlights to set and retrieve traps. Such lighting
would be temporary and would have no potential to
increase ambient nighttime illumination.

Does the proposed Project include lighting
that would routinely spill over onto a lightsensitive land use?

No. The proposed Project would not involve new sources
of light or other facilities that could generate light that
could affect a light-sensitive land use. As discussed,
nighttime trapping activities may require lighting, but it
would not be routine as lighting would only be required to
set and retrieve traps.
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Changes to Section 3.5, Cultural Resources

Changes to Section 3.5.2, Table 3-5, Page 3-14
Table 3-5: Cultural Resources Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Paleontological Resources
Could implementation of the proposed Project
result in the disturbance of surface or subsurface
fossils, either through site preparation,
construction or operational activities, or through
an increase in human activities at or near the
fossil site?

No. The proposed Project involves provision of funds
to support the spay/neuter of free-roaming cats,
amendments to the LAAC to broaden the permitted
use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to the LAMC
regarding the definition of a cat kennel,
implementation of a modified TNR program that
includes TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations,
publishing and implementation of program guidelines
program implementation guidelinesand ecological
conservation measures, intended to highlight best
practices when conducting TNR under the Project,
and creation of a City of LA WCP. The proposed
Project does not include construction of new facilities
that could require ground disturbance of any kind.
Similarly, there are no operational characteristics
associated with the proposed Project that would
require ground disturbance or subsurface activities
that could result in fossil disturbance.

Archaeological Resources
Would the proposed Project occur in an area
with archaeological resources, human remains
having archaeological associations, an
archaeological study area, or a Native American
sacred place, and involve grading, excavation,
accelerated erosion, or other activities or
changes to the site that could affect
archaeological resources?

No. The proposed Project does not include
construction of new facilities that could require
ground disturbance of any kind. Similarly, there are
no operational characteristics associated with the
proposed Project that would require ground
disturbance or subsurface activities that could result
in disturbance of archaeological resources.

Historical Resources
Are there historical resources on the Project site
or in the vicinity that would be adversely
affected by the proposed Project through, for
example, demolition, construction, conversion,
rehabilitation, relocation, or alteration?

Citywide Cat Program
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No. There are historical resources located throughout
the City; however, the proposed Project would have
no potential to affect any such resource because the
proposed Project would not demolish, alter, or change
the use of any existing structures or land.
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Changes to Section 3.6, Geology and Soils

Changes to Section 3.6.2, Table 3-6, Page 3-16
Table 3-6: Geology and Soils Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Geologic Hazards
Is the proposed Project located in an area
susceptible to unusual geologic hazards
considering the following: (1) designation on
official maps and databases; (2) past episodes on
site or in the surrounding area; and (3) physical
properties of the site, including the topography,
or soil underlying bedrock (including thickness
of bedrock and soil compressibility, strength,
moisture content, and distribution)?

No. The proposed Project is a citywide program that
does not include development of any habitable
structures. There are areas within the City that are
subject to geologic hazards, particularly the AlquistPriolo fault study areas in the foothill areas of the San
Fernando Valley and the areas surrounding
Inglewood, as depicted in the Exhibit A of the City’s
General Plan Safety Element. However, because the
proposed Project would not develop new habitable
structures, it would not subject people or structures
to such hazards. The proposed Project would be
implemented through the six animal services centers
across the City; none of the existing animal services
centers are located in areas that are subject to
unusual geologic hazards.

Would the proposed Project include any of the
following: (1) placement of structures designed
for regular occupancy or infrastructure on fill; or
(2) active or planned extraction (removal) of
mineral resources, groundwater, oil, or natural
gas on site or in the surrounding area?

No. The proposed Project involves provision of funds
to support the spay/neuter of free-roaming cats,
amendments to the LAAC to broaden the permitted
use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to the LAMC
regarding the definition of a cat kennel,
implementation of a modified TNR program that
includes TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations,
publishing and implementation of program guidelines
program implementation guidelinesand ecological
conservation measures, intended to highlight best
practices when conducting TNR under the Project,
and creation of a City of LA WCP. No habitable
structures or mineral, groundwater, oil, or natural gas
extraction activities are proposed as part of the
proposed Project.

Sedimentation and Erosion
Would the proposed Project result in grading,
clearing, or excavation of more than 20,000
cubic yards on a slope of 10 percent or more?

No. There are no construction or ground disturbance
activities proposed as part of the proposed Project.
There would be no potential for grading, clearing, or
excavation of more than 20,000 cubic yards on a slope
of 10 percent or more.

Does the proposed Project include grading,
clearing, or excavation activities in an area of
known or suspected erosion hazard (based upon
designation on official maps and databases)?

No. As discussed, no grading, clearing, or excavation
activities are proposed as part of the proposed
Project.
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Response

Landform Alteration
Does the Project site contain any distinct and
prominent geologic or physical features that
may be physically altered by proposed Project
implementation?

No. The proposed Project is a citywide program;
therefore, there are no site-specific characteristics
that may include distinct geologic or physical features.
As discussed, the proposed Project does not include
any construction activities or ground disturbance;
therefore, no physical alterations to landforms would
result from the proposed Project.

Mineral Resources
Is the proposed Project located within, or would
it block access to, an MRZ-2, or other known or
potential mineral resource area (based on
designation on official maps and databases such
as those identified in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide)?

3.2.4.4

No. As discussed, the proposed Project does not
include any new structures or land uses that could
impede access to a known or potential mineral
resource area. The proposed Project would be
implemented through the six animal services centers
across the City; a review of the City’s Conservation
Element Exhibit A has determined that none of the
existing animal services centers are located within a
designated MRZ or oil field.

Changes to Section 3.8, Water Resources

Changes to Section 3.8.2, Table 3-8, Page 3-21
Table 3-8: Water Resources Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Surface Water Hydrology
Is the proposed Project located within a 100year floodplain, an area designated as hillside
(as identified in LAMC Section 91.7001), or other
known floodplain area?

No. There are 100-year floodplains, hillside areas, and
other floodplains located throughout the City;
however, other than TNR activities, the proposed
Project would not place any new facilities or Project
activities within such areas subject to flood risk, as no
new buildings, land uses, or other developments are
proposed as part of the proposed Project. TNR
activities would include temporary setting and
retrieval of traps and would not include permanent
structures of any kind. While not prohibited, TNR
activities are unlikely to occur during rain events or
other conditions where flooding is present due to
risks posed to TNR staff and cats.

Would runoff from the Project site drain onto an
unimproved street or onto adjacent properties
other than public right-of-way?

No. Runoff associated with existing veterinary and
animal care facilities would remain unaffected by the
proposed Project. The proposed Project would not
include any new facilities or alterations to existing
drainage patterns such that runoff would drain onto
unimproved streets or adjacent properties.

Would proposed Project implementation affect a
surface water body such that the amount of

No. The proposed Project does not include any
alterations or other use of surface bodies of water
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Screening Criteria
surface water, current, course, or direction of
flow would change?

Response
such that there would be a change in the amount of
surface water, current, course, or direction of flow.

Would the runoff factor for the developed
Project site exceed the percentage of
imperviousness for the existing land use
category, as contained in the Bureau off
Engineering Manual, Part G, Storm Drain Design?

No. The proposed Project does not include any
development or alterations to existing facilities that
would change the amount of impervious surfaces
anywhere in the City or otherwise increase the
percentage of imperviousness for existing land uses.

Surface Water Quality
Would the proposed Project involve or allow an
activity or process that would result in a pointsource discharge to a receiving water body?

No. The proposed Project would not create a new
point-source discharge to any water bodies. The
proposed Project involves provision of funds to
support the spay/neuter of free-roaming cats,
amendments to the LAAC to broaden the permitted
use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to the LAMC
regarding the definition of a cat kennel,
implementation of a modified TNR program that
includes TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations,
publishing and implementation of program guidelines
program implementation guidelines intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR under
the Project, and ecological conservation measures,
and creation of a City of LA WCP. No new facilities or
operations are proposed that would generate
pollutants or result in point-source discharges that
could be received by any water bodies.

Would the proposed Project create conditions
that may result in soil erosion, sediment runoff,
or nonpoint sources of contamination?

Yes. Although the proposed Project would not directly
contribute new nonpoint source discharge to a water
body, implementation of the modified TNR program
would lead to the release of free-roaming cats in the
City after they have been sterilized using the new
spay/neuter vouchers that would become available
under the proposed Project. These free-roaming cats
could contribute feces and urine that can be a source
of pathogens such as giardia, which could be
discharged into surface waters throughout the City.
This topic is further analyzed in Chapter 4.

Groundwater Level
Does the proposed Project include the
installation of production water wells or a
permanent groundwater extraction or
dewatering system in a groundwater basin used
for potable water supply purposes?

No. The proposed Project does not include installation
of wells or other groundwater extraction systems. No
substantial increase in the use of potable water is
anticipated, as the 20,000 annual surgeries associated
with the proposed Project would all be carried out at
existing facilities throughout the City.

Does the proposed Project include planned
groundwater recharge through surface
spreading or injection?

No. The proposed Project does not include any
groundwater recharge activities.

Would the proposed Project involve cuts or
excavation that would intercept an aquifer?

No. No construction activities or other activities
requiring excavation or trenching would result from
the proposed Project. Accordingly, there is no
potential for the proposed Project to affect an aquifer.
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Screening Criteria

Response

Would the proposed Project reduce permeable
areas overlying a spreading ground used for
groundwater recharge?

No. The proposed Project does not include any new
facilities that would increase impermeable surfaces or
otherwise increase groundwater recharge.

Would the runoff factor for the developed
Project site exceed the percentage of
imperviousness for the existing land use
category, as contained in Part G of the Bureau of
Engineering Manual, Storm Drain Design?

No. The proposed Project does not include any new
facilities that would increase impermeable surfaces
within the City. Proposed amendments to the LAMC
would have no effect on current development
standards associated with impervious surfaces or
other design requirements.

Groundwater Quality
Would the proposed Project include the
installation of water wells, or any groundwater
extraction or recharge system, that is in the
vicinity (usually within 1 mile) of the coast, an
area of known groundwater contamination or
seawater intrusion, a municipal supply well, or
spreading ground facility?

No. As discussed, no wells or groundwater
extraction/infiltration facilities are proposed as part
of the proposed Project.

Would the proposed Project include surface or
subsurface application or introduction of
potential contaminants or waste materials
during construction or operation? Examples of
such projects include: on-site disposal systems
(septic systems), holding/equalization tanks,
evaporation ponds, underground or aboveground storage tanks, percolation ponds and
leachfields, landfills and other land surface
waste disposal facilities, land treatment units
(bioremediation), oil field brine disposal, and
agricultural activities?

No. While contaminants associated with feces and
urine from free-roaming cats are distributed
throughout the City under existing conditions, none of
these contaminants would be introduced or stored
underground. No facilities such as septic systems,
holding tanks, storage tanks, percolation ponds, or
waste disposal facilities are proposed as part of the
proposed Project.

Could the proposed Project result in releases or
spills of contaminants that could reach a
groundwater recharge area or spreading ground
or otherwise reach groundwater through
percolation?

No. The proposed Project would result in 20,000
annual surgeries carried out at existing facilities
throughout the City. However, this increase in
surgeries at existing facilities would not result in
releases or spills or contaminants that would affect
groundwater.
Feces and urine associated with free-roaming cats are
deposited throughout the City under existing
environmental conditions. Groundwater
contamination from feces and urine is typically
associated with larger volumes of liquids infiltrating
into the ground. Examples include on-site sanitation
systems such as septic tanks and concentrated animal
feeding operations. Concentrated animal feeding
operation sources of groundwater pollution include
animal holding areas and manure storage lagoons,
which can result in leaching from a continuous source
of pollutants (Harter 2014). While some free-roaming
cats would be released back to the environment, that
would occur across the City and the number of
released cats would be small compared to the existing
number of cats in the environment. Therefore,
deposits of feces and urine from free-roaming cats
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Screening Criteria

Response
would not likely result in a significant concentration
of pollutants that would contaminate a groundwater
recharge area or spreading ground.

Would the proposed Project involve drilling to
or through a clean or contaminated aquifer?

No. The proposed Project would not drill or include
subsurface disturbance that could encounter a clean
or contaminated aquifer.

3.2.4.5

Changes to Section 3.9, Land Use

Changes to Section 3.9.2, Table 3-9, Page 3-25
Table 3-9: Land Use Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Land Use Consistency
Is the proposed Project inconsistent with the
General Plan or its elements, or an applicable
specific plan, local coastal plan, redevelopment plan,
interim control ordinance, or adopted
environmental goals or policies?
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No. The City’s General Plan conservation element
includes objectives aimed at protecting sensitive
species and their habitat. The proposed modified
TNR policy would allow for the return of freeroaming cats that have been spayed or neutered
back into the environment where they resided
prior to being trapped and spayed or neutered.
Cats are hunters, and wild birds, mammals, and
reptiles are typical prey for many cats. While
return of free-roaming cats within the City has the
potential to result in impacts on sensitive species
residing or migrating within the City, the proposed
Project is consistent with the General Plan
Conservation Element goals and policies
pertaining to sensitive species and habitat
protection because 1) a key objective of the
Project is to reduce the relative number of freeroaming cats in the City over time, 2) several
measures are included in the CCP program
implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures to protect environmentally
sensitive areas (ESAs)intended to highlight best
practices when conducting TNR under the Project
from the release of spayed/neutered cats (see
Chapter 2), and 3) the Project includes the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.
Table 3-10 below provides an analysis of the
proposed Project’s consistency with applicable
goals and policies contained in the General Plan
Conservation Element and associated Community
Plans.
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Screening Criteria

Response

Would the proposed Project require a General Plan
amendment or zone change?

No. The proposed Project would involve changes
to the LAAC and an amendment to the LAMC but
would not require amendments to the General
Plan or zone changes.

Land Use Compatibility
Would the proposed Project include a land use type
that is incompatible with existing or proposed
adjacent land uses (due to size, intensity, density, or
type of use)?

No. The proposed Project is primarily an
administrative action that would be implemented
citywide through existing facilities. No new
facilities or land uses are proposed as part of the
proposed Project.

Would the proposed Project include features such as
a highway, above-ground infrastructure, or an
easement through an established neighborhood
community that could cause a permanent disruption
in the physical arrangement of that established
community or otherwise isolate an existing land
use?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project does not
include construction of new facilities or
infrastructure. The proposed Project would be
implemented citywide through existing facilities
located along existing roads, and no new
infrastructure would be required for the proposed
Project. Similarly, no easements of any kind would
be required. Accordingly, there is no potential for
a permanent disruption in the physical
arrangement of an established community or
other isolation of existing land uses.

Would the proposed Project result in a “spot” zone?

No. The proposed Project would have no effect on
existing or future zoning anywhere within the City.
Existing facilities through which the proposed
Project would be implemented citywide are
consistent with the existing zoning and land use
designations of their respective land.

Changes to Section 3.9.2, Table 3-10, Page 3-27
Table 3-10: Consistency with City of Los Angeles General Plan
Policy
General Plan Conservation Element
Section 6 – Endangered Species Policy 1: Continue to
require evaluation, avoidance, and minimization of
potential significant impacts, as well as mitigation of
unavoidable significant impacts on sensitive animal
and plant species and their habitats and habitat
corridors relative to land development activities.

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-23

Project Consistency
Consistent. The proposed Project involves
implementing the modified TNR program and
facilitating the spay/neuter of free-roaming cats
throughout the City. Existing free-roaming
domestic cats in the City may directly and
indirectly affect the survival, reproductive success,
and habitat use of a variety of special-status
species. The proposed Project would result in
fewer free-roaming cats throughout the City;
therefore, by the proposed Project horizon year of
2049, fewer free-roaming cats would be present in
the City. Additionally, several measures are
included in the CCP program implementation
guidelines intended to highlight best practices
when conducting TNR under the Project and
ecological conservation measures to protect ESAs
October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Policy

Project Consistency
from the release of spayed/neutered cats (see
Chapter 2), and the Project includes the creation of
a City of LA WCP that would prioritize admission of
cats found in or near ESAs. For an evaluation of
potential impacts on endangered species and
associated mitigation, minimization, and avoidance
measures, please see Section 4.2, Biological
Resources.

Section 12: Habitats/ecological areas Policy 1:
Continue to identify significant habitat areas,
corridors and buffers to take measures to protect,
enhance and or restore them.

Consistent. The proposed Project does not restrict
the City’s ability to identify, designate, or protect
significant habitat areas, corridors, or buffers.
While the modified TNR program will result in the
release of free-roaming cats throughout the City,
including potential sensitive habitat, these cats are
existing cats that pose an existing threat of
predation to sensitive species. The proposed
Project and analysis throughout this EIR identify
and consider the significant habitat areas
throughout the City,. and the program
implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures include protective
measures such as recommendations to relocate
cats found in or near ESAs and avoid release of cats
within 1 mile of an ESA, Tand the Project includes
program implementation guidelines intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the Project, and the creation of a City of LA
WCP that would prioritize admission of cats found
in or near ESAs.

Section 12: Habitats/ecological areas Policy 2:
Continue to protect, restore and/or enhance habitat
areas, linkages and corridor segments, to the greatest
extent practical, within city owned or managed sites.

Consistent. The proposed Project does not restrict
the City’s ability to protect or enhance habitat
areas, linkages, or corridor segments within Cityowned or managed areas. While the modified TNR
program would result in the release of freeroaming cats throughout the City, including
potential city owned or managed sites with
sensitive habitat, these cats that would be returned
are existing cats that pose an existing threat of
predation to sensitive species. The proposed
Project would not exacerbate or otherwise
increase any impacts on habitat areas. The draft
program guidelines and ecological conservation
measures also include protective measures such as
recommendations to relocate cats found in or near
ESAs and avoid releasing cats within 1 mile of an
ESA. In addition, tThe proposed Project includes
program implementation guidelines intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the project, and athe Project includesnd the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.
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Policy
Section 12: Habitats/ecological areas policy 3:
Continue to work cooperatively with other agencies
and entities in protecting local habitats and
endangered, threatened, sensitive and rare species.
Community Plans
Granada Hills – Knollwood Community Plan Policy
CF6.2: Protect significant open space resources and
environmentally sensitive areas from environmental
hazards and incompatible land uses.

Project Consistency
Consistent. The proposed Project includes
measures for coordination and cooperation with
third-party entities to implement the modified
TNR program and to provide training for trappers
when conducting TNR. or to protect ESAs.
Consistent. The proposed Project would not
construct or otherwise alter existing open space
resources or ESAs. While the modified TNR
program would result in the release of cats
throughout the City, the Project also includes
program implementation guidelines intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR,
under the project, and aprogram implementation
guidelines and ecological conservation measures
such as recommendations to relocate cats found in
or near ESAs and avoid releasing cats within 1 mile
of an ESA, and the proposed Project includes the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.

Los Angeles International Airport LAX Plan Policy
P1: Protect the existing state-designated sensitive
habitat areas.

Consistent. The proposed Project would not
construct or otherwise alter existing statedesignated sensitive habitat areas. While the
modified TNR program would result in the release
of cats throughout the City, the program includes
program implementation guidelines guidelines
intended to highlight best practices when
conducting TNR under the project, and aand
ecological conservation measures to protect ESAs
by recommending no release of free-roaming cats
within 1 mile of ESAs as well relocating cats found
in or near ESAs, including the existing statedesignated sensitive habitat areas described in the
LAX Plan, and the proposed Project includes the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.

San Pedro Community Plan Policy CF6.1: Protect
wildlife habitat: Preserve passive and visual open
space that provides wildlife habitat and corridors,
wetlands, watersheds, groundwater recharge areas,
and a balance to the urban development of the
community.

Consistent. The proposed Project would not
construct or otherwise alter existing passive and
visual open space. The proposed Project would not
exacerbate or otherwise increase any impacts on
passive and visual open space areas. While the
modified TNR program would result in the release
of cats throughout the City, the program includes
program implementation guidelines intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the Project, and ecological conservation
measures to protect ESAs by recommending no
release of free-roaming cats within 1 mile of ESAs
as well relocating cats found in or near ESAs, and
the Project includes the creation of a City of LA
WCP that would prioritize admission of cats found
in or near ESAs.
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Policy
Venice Community Plan Policy 18-1.2: The protection
of estuaries and wetlands and the restoration and
protection of the Venice Canals.

Project Consistency

Westchester - Playa Del Rey Community Plan Policy
5-1.5: Preserve and restore the Ballona Wetlands for
enjoyment of the public.

Consistent. The proposed Project includes program
implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures to protect ESAs by
recommending no release of free-roaming cats
within 1 mile of ESAs as well relocating cats found
in or near ESAs. This would include restricting the
release of free-roaming cats in or near the Ballona
Wetlands. The proposed Project would not limit
the preservation and restoration of the Ballona
Wetlands, nor would it exacerbate or otherwise
increase any impacts on this area. In addition, the
Project includes program implementation
guidelines intended to highlight best practices
when conducting TNR under the Project, and the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.
Consistent. The proposed Project includes program
implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures to protect ESAs by
recommending no release of free-roaming cats
within 1 mile of ESAs as well relocating cats found
in or near ESAs. This would include restricting the
release of free-roaming cats in or near the Ballona
Wetlands. The proposed Project would not limit
the preservation, enhancement, consolidation, or
restoration of the Ballona Wetlands, nor would it
exacerbate or otherwise increase any impacts on
this area. In addition, the Project includes program
implementation guidelines intended to highlight
best practices when conducting TNR under the
Project, and the creation of a City of LA WCP that
would prioritize admission of cats found in or near
ESAs.

Westchester - Playa Del Rey Community Plan Policy
18-2.2: Preserve and enhance Ballona Wetlands by
consolidating and restoring all wetlands and
environmentally sensitive habitats within the
Ballona area.

Westchester - Playa Del Rey Community Plan Policy
18-2.3: Preserve and enhance Del Rey Lagoon as a
community and visitor serving park with significant
ecological functions.
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Consistent. The proposed Project does not restrict
the City’s ability to protect or restore the Venice
Canals. and includes program implementation
guidelines and ecological conservation measures
to protect ESAs by prohibiting release of freeroaming cats within 1 mile of ESAs as well
relocating cats found in or near ESAs, and tThe
Project includes program implementation
guidelines intended to highlight best practices
when conducting TNR under the Project and, the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.

Consistent. The proposed Project includes program
implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures to protect ESAs by
recommending no release of free-roaming cats
within 1 mile of ESAs as well relocating cats found
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Policy

Project Consistency
in or near ESAs. This would include restricting the
release of free-roaming cats in or near the
significant ecological portions of the Del Rey
Lagoon. The proposed Project would not limit the
preservation or enhancement of the Del Rey
Lagoon, nor would it exacerbate or otherwise
increase any impacts on this area. In addition, the
Project includes program implementation
guidelines intended to and highlight best practices
when conducting TNR under the Project and the
creation of a City of LA WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.

Mission Hills - Panorama City - North Hills
Community Plan Policy 5.1-2, Northridge Community
Plan Policy 5.1-2, Reseda - West Van Nuys
Community Plan Policy 6.1-2, Sunland - Tujunga Shadow Hills - Lake View Terrace - East La Tuna
Canyon Community Plan Policy 5.1-2, Sun Valley - La
Tuna Canyon Community Plan Policy 5.1-2, Van Nuys
- North Sherman Oaks Community Plan Policy 5-1.2,
Venice Community Plan Policy 5-1.3: Protect
significant environmental resources from
environmental hazards.

Consistent. While the modified TNR program
would result in the release of cats throughout the
City, the program includes program
implementation guidelines intended to highlight
best practices when conducting TNR under the
Project and ecological conservation measures to
protect ESAs by recommending no release of freeroaming cats within 1 mile of ESAs as well
relocating cats found in or near ESAs. In
addition,and the Project includes the creation of a
City of LA WCP that would prioritize admission of
cats found in or near ESAs. The proposed Project
would not limit the protection of resources in
these areas, nor would it exacerbate or otherwise
increase any impacts on these areas.

Source: City of Los Angeles 2019a.

Changes to Section 3.9.3, Page 3-30
The screening analysis identified “no” answers for all screening criteria related to land use
compatibility, as no development or changes to existing land uses would result from the proposed
Project that may result in incompatible adjacent land uses. The proposed Project would not result in
inconsistencies with established plans and policies, including adopted environmental goals or
policies. Under the proposed Project, sterilized free-roaming cats would be released back to the
environment where they currently reside. While return of free-roaming cats within the City has the
potential to result in impacts on sensitive species residing or migrating within the City, the proposed
Project is consistent with the General Plan Conservation Element goals and policies pertaining to
sensitive species and habitat protection because 1) a key objective of the Project is to reduce the
relative number of free-roaming cats in the City over time and 2) several measures are included in
the CCP program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR under the Project to protect ESAs from existing impacts
of free-roaming cats. In addition, the Project includes the creation of a City of LA WCP that would
prioritize admission of cats found in or near ESAs. No further study of this environmental resource
topic is required in this EIR.
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Changes to Section 3.11, Population and Housing

Changes to Section 3.11.2, Table 3-12, Page 3-35
Table 3-12: Population and Housing Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Population and Housing Growth
Would the proposed Project include a General Plan
amendment, which could result in an increase in
population over that projected in the adopted
Community Plan or General Plan?

No. The proposed Project would involve changes
to the LAAC and an amendment to the LAMC but
would not require amendments to the General
Plan or zone changes. Proposed amendments to
the LAMC would not change housing density or
increase the number of housing units within the
City.

Would the proposed Project induce substantial
growth on the Project site or in the surrounding
area?

No. The proposed Project involves provision of
funds to support spay/neuter of free-roaming cats
and amendments to the LAAC to broaden the
permitted use of Animal Sterilization Funds. The
proposed Project is a citywide program that
affects the City’s cat population and does not
include a housing component. It would provide
little increase in employment opportunity such
that there would be any potential for substantial
growth within the City.

Population and Housing Displacement
Would the proposed Project result in a net loss of
housing equal to or greater than one-half block
equivalent of habitable housing units through
demolition, conversion, or other means? (One-half
block is generally equivalent to 15 single-family or
25 multi-family dwelling units.)

No. The proposed Project involves provision of
funds to support the spay/neuter of free-roaming
cats, amendments to the LAAC to broaden the
permitted use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to
the LAMC regarding the definition of a cat kennel,
implementation of a modified TNR program that
includes TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR
organizations, publishing and implementation of
program guidelines program implementation
guidelines intended to highlight best practices
when conducting TNR under the Project and
ecological conservation measures, and creation of
a City of LA WCP. The proposed Project would not
require the removal or demolition of any
residential dwelling units.

Would the proposed Project result in the net loss of
any existing housing units affordable to very low- or
low-income households (as defined by federal
and/or City standards), through demolition,
conversion, or other means?

No. As previously discussed, the proposed Project
would not result in the loss of any housing,
affordable or otherwise.
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Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Changes to Section 3.12, Public Services

Changes to Section 3.12.2, Table 3-13, Page 3-37
Table 3-13: Public Services Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Police Protection
Would the proposed Project result in a net increase
of 75 residential units, 100,000 square feet of
commercial floor area, or 200,000 square feet of
industrial floor area?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project does not
include new residential units, commercial space,
or industrial space or any development of new
land uses. The proposed Project involves
provision of funds to support the spay/neuter of
free-roaming cats, amendments to the LAAC to
broaden the permitted use of Animal Sterilization
Funds and to the LAMC regarding the definition of
a cat kennel, implementation of a modified TNR
program that includes TNR-related community
education and outreach and collaboration with
TNR organizations, publishing and
implementation of program guidelines program
implementation guidelines intended to highlight
best practices when conducting TNR under the
Project, and ecological conservation measures,
and creation of a City of LA WCP. There is no
potential for increases in residential, commercial,
or industrial uses.

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services
Would the proposed Project be located farther from
an engine or truck company than the maximum
response distances, based on the proposed Project’s
proposed land use(s), as indicated in the following
chart?

No. The proposed Project does not involve the
construction of infrastructure. It would be
implemented citywide through existing statelicensed facilities such as the City’s animal
services centers, participating veterinary
hospitals, spay/neuter clinics, and mobile
spay/neuter clinics accepting these new
spay/neuter vouchers, which are already sited
within the required response distances for such
land uses; it would not be located in a specific
area beyond maximum response distances.

Is the proposed Project located in a brush fire hazard
area, hillside, or area with inadequate fire hydrant
service or street access?

No. The proposed Project does not include the
construction of any infrastructure that could
trigger brush fires or lead to inadequate amounts
of fire hydrants. Existing facilities through which
the proposed Project would be implemented are
required to have adequate fire hydrant service
and access. No development or other proposed
Project–related uses are proposed; therefore,
brush fire hazards and fire hydrant access are not
issues of concern. While TNR activities would take
place throughout the City, including potentially in
brush fire hazard areas, hillsides, or other areas
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Screening Criteria

Response
with inadequate fire hydrant service, these
activities would involve setting and retrieval of
traps. Such activities would not pose a fire hazard
as no flammable chemicals would be used.

Does the proposed Project involve the use,
manufacture, or storage of toxic, readily combustible,
or otherwise hazardous materials?

No. As discussed under Section 3.7, while some
hazardous materials (such as disinfectants,
cleaning chemicals, and laboratory chemicals) are
routinely used at the animal services centers and
veterinary facilities that serve the City, these
substances are routine chemicals used for
veterinary procedures and none are considered
readily combustible. Furthermore, the proposed
Project would not introduce a new use that would
require such substances and relies on existing
facilities to provide spay/neuter services.

Would the proposed Project’s location provide for
adequate LAFD access (e.g., adequate street/fire lane
width—minimum 20 feet clear and unobstructed
with an approved turn-around, grade not exceeding
15 percent, dead-ends not exceeding 700 feet)?

Yes. The proposed Project does not involve any
new uses or facilities that would require new
LAFD service; it is primarily administrative in
nature and would be implemented citywide
through existing facilities that are required to
have adequate LAFD access. The proposed Project
would not affect such access in any way.

Are there any street intersections with an LOS of E or
F near the Project site that would adversely affect
response time?

No. The proposed Project is a citywide program
that involves provision of funds to support the
spay/neuter of free-roaming cats, amendments to
the LAAC to broaden the permitted use of Animal
Sterilization Funds and to the LAMC regarding the
definition of a cat kennel, implementation of a
modified TNR program that includes TNR-related
community education and outreach and
collaboration with TNR organizations, publishing
and implementation of program guidelines
program implementation guidelinesand
ecological conservation measures, intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the Project, and creation of a City of LA
WCP. While there are many intersections
throughout the City that operate at LOS E or F, the
proposed Project poses no potential to exacerbate
these conditions such that response time would
be adversely affected. See discussion in Section
3.13.

Public Schools
Would the proposed Project result in a net increase
of at least 75 residential units, 100,000 square feet of
commercial floor area, or 200,000 square feet of
industrial floor area?

No. The proposed Project does not include
development of any residential units, commercial
space, or industrial space.

Recreation and Parks
Would the proposed Project result in a net increase
of 50 or more residential units that would adversely
affect recreation and park services and/or facilities
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No. As previously discussed, the proposed Project
does not include development of residential units
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Screening Criteria
due to the proposed Project’s proximity to, or
expected usage of, those facilities or services?

Response
and therefore would not adversely affect
recreation and park services or facilities.

Libraries
Would the proposed Project result in a net increase
of 75 residential units or more?

3.2.4.8

No. The proposed Project does not include
development of any residential units.

Changes to Section 3.13, Transportation

Changes to Section 3.13.2, Table 3-14, Page 3-41
Table 3-14: Transportation Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Intersection Capacity
Would the proposed Project generate and/or cause
a diversion or shift of 500 or more daily trips or 43
or more p.m. peak hour vehicle trips on the street
system?
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No. The proposed Project would provide funds to
support spay/neuter of free-roaming cats and
amendments to the LAAC to broaden the
permitted use of Animal Sterilization Funds. As a
result, up to 20,000 vouchers would be available
to support spay/neuter activities annually. For
this analysis, it has been assumed that each
spay/neuter voucher would generate seven oneway vehicle trips: 1) one trip to retrieve a trap and
voucher from an LAAS animal services center, 2)
one trip to set the trap, 3) one trip to take the
intact trapped cat a participating spay and neuter
clinic/veterinary hospital to drop it off for the
spay/neuter procedure, 4) one return trip home,
5) one trip back to pick up the fixed cat, 6) one trip
to return the animal to the environment and the
trap to the LAAS animal services center, and 7)
one return trip home. If each voucher would result
in seven trips, then 20,000 vouchers would result
in a total of 140,000 trips annually. These trips
would occur throughout the City with destinations
that would consist of participating veterinary
hospitals, spay/neuter clinics, and mobile
spay/neuter clinics accepting these new
spay/neuter vouchers. Assuming that spay/neuter
facilities operate 6 days a week (Los Angeles
animal services centers are closed on Mondays
and most veterinary clinics in the City are open 6
or fewer days a week) and factoring in holidays,
spay/neuter vouchers would generate trips during
a 300-day year. As a result, the 20,000
spay/neuter vouchers would generate
approximately 467 daily trips (140,000 one-way
trips divided by 300 animal services center
business days). The 467 daily trips can be
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Response
conservatively anticipated to result from the
provision of spay/neuter vouchers. Accordingly,
the proposed Project would not generate or cause
a diversion or shift of 500 or more daily trips on
the street system. Trapping activities are
anticipated to increase as an indirect result of the
additional vouchers, education, and engagement
with organizations that conduct TNR activities. As
such, additional indirect vehicle trips associated
with as many as 20,000 trapping events are
anticipated and have been factored into the trip
calculation discussed above.

Street Segment Capacity
Would the proposed Project generate and/or cause
a diversion or shift of 500 or more daily vehicle
trips or 43 or more a.m. or p.m. peak hour trips?

No. As discussed, at most, the proposed Project
would generate 467 daily trips distributed
throughout the City to and from existing facilities
that provide spay/neuter procedures as well as
locations throughout the City where free-roaming
cats are present. Accordingly, the proposed Project
would not generate or cause a diversion or shift of
500 or more daily trips on a single street segment.
Because these trips would be distributed
throughout the City and users of the proposed
vouchers would be able to redeem the vouchers at
various veterinary hospitals, spay/neuter clinics,
and mobile spay/neuter clinics throughout the
City, the trips would similarly be dispersed
throughout the City rather than concentrated
upon a particular street segment, roadway, or
geography. While the availability of spay/neuter
vouchers may result in the diversion of some trips
to facilities that accept the vouchers, such a change
would be minor and still below the 500 daily trip
threshold identified in the screening criterion.

Freeway Capacity
Would the proposed Project add 150 or more oneway vehicle trips to a CMP mainline freeway
monitoring segment during either the a.m. or p.m.
peak hours?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project would add
up to 467 daily trips throughout the City. While it
is likely some proportion of these trips would use
the City’s freeways to travel to one of the
destinations associated with the TNR program,
including participating veterinary hospitals,
spay/neuter clinics, or mobile spay/neuter clinics
accepting these new spay/neuter vouchers, such
trips would originate from disparate locations at
disparate times such that there is no potential for
a sustained increase in trips on a single CMP
mainline freeway monitoring segment.

Would the proposed Project add 50 or more a.m. or
p.m. peak hour trips to a freeway on- or off-ramp?

No. All trips associated with the proposed Project
would be dispersed throughout the City and would
utilize numerous on- and off-ramps throughout
the City. Given the limited number of daily trips
that could be generated by the proposed Project
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Screening Criteria

Response
and the extensive area over which these trips
would be distributed, there is no potential for the
proposed Project to result in 50 additional peak
hour trips on any single freeway on- or off-ramp.

Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts
Would the proposed Project generate more than
120 daily vehicle trips to a local residential street?

No. The proposed Project would generate vehicle
trips from areas throughout the City but would not
result in a concentration of vehicle trips along any
single residential street. Facilities that provide
spay/neuter services are typically located in
commercial or industrial areas that are well
served by existing arterial streets rather than
residential collectors. Furthermore, as discussed,
the proposed Project would generate up to 467
daily trips throughout the City, which would be
distributed among the participating veterinary
hospitals, spay/neuter clinics, and mobile
spay/neuter clinics throughout the City. Therefore,
there is no potential for the proposed Project to
result in more than 120 daily vehicle trips to a
single local residential street.

Project Access
Would the proposed Project generate 500 or more
daily trips or 43 or more vehicle trips during either
the a.m. or p.m. peak hours?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project would
generate up to 467 daily trips distributed
throughout the City to and from participating
veterinary hospitals, spay/neuter clinics, and
mobile spay/neuter clinics accepting these new
spay/neuter vouchers, which is well below the
screening criterion of 500 daily trips. Accordingly,
there is no potential for impacts on access related
to increased traffic.

Is a Project driveway proposed on a major or
secondary highway within 150 feet of an
intersection with another major or secondary
highway?

No. The proposed Project would not construct any
new facilities or associated infrastructure,
including driveways. Therefore, there is no
potential for a driveway associated with the
proposed Project to be on a major or secondary
highway within 150 feet of an intersection.

Would a Project driveway intersect an on-street
bicycle lane or cross a sidewalk in an area of high
pedestrian activity?

No. No driveways are proposed as part of the
proposed Project. Therefore, there is no potential
for a driveway to intersect an on-street bicycle
lane or a sidewalk.

Can it be readily perceived that there are access
risks or deficiencies associated with the adjoining
street system due to curves, slopes, walls, or other
barriers to adequate lines of sight?

No. The proposed Project involves provision of
funds to support the spay/neuter of free-roaming
cats, amendments to the LAAC to broaden the
permitted use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to
the LAMC regarding the definition of a cat kennel,
implementation of a modified TNR program that
includes TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR
organizations, publishing and implementation of
program guidelines program implementation
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Response
guidelines intended to highlight best practices
when conducting TNR under the Project, and
ecological conservation measures, and creation of
a City of LA WCP. Because all participating
veterinary hospitals, spay/neuter clinics, and
mobile spay/neuter clinics accepting these new
spay/neuter vouchers are existing facilities, there
are no potential new access risks or deficiencies
that could result from the proposed Project.

Transit System Capacity
Will an EIR be prepared for the proposed Project to
evaluate potential transportation impacts?

No. This EIR provides detailed analysis for
environmental topics that are most germane to the
proposed Project. As described throughout Section
3.13, none of the screening criteria that address
traffic or transportation impacts are answered
with an affirmative; therefore, no additional
analysis beyond this screening analysis is required
because it is reasonably assumed that there is no
potential for significant impacts related to
transportation. Regarding transit, the proposed
Project would not affect transit capacity because
trips associated with the spay/neuter voucher
program are unlikely to use transit due to the
inconvenience of transporting cats on public
transit.

Parking
Would the proposed Project’s proposed parking
supply be less than that required by City code,
including the LAMC, Transportation Specific Plan, or
Interim Control Ordinance requirements, prior to
applying for a variance, exemption, or amendment,
if any apply to the proposed Project?

No. The proposed Project does not propose new
facilities or associated parking, and there is no
potential for a parking shortage. All facilities
providing spay/neuter procedures are existing
facilities, and no changes to existing parking
supplies are proposed.

If the proposed Project is located within the coastal
zone (generally, 1,000 yards inland of the mean high
tide line), would the proposed Project’s proposed
parking supply be less than that required by
California Coastal Commission requirements?

No. The proposed Project is a citywide program,
and portions of the City are within the Coastal
Zone. The City would be served by existing
participating veterinary hospitals, spay/neuter
clinics, and mobile spay/neuter clinics accepting
these new spay/neuter vouchers, and these
facilities have existing parking. No new facilities or
associated parking supplies are proposed as part
of the proposed Project; therefore, there is no
potential for the proposed Project to conflict with
California Coastal Commission parking
requirements.
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In-Street Construction Impacts
Would a project not exempted in Article VII of the
City CEQA Guidelines require construction activities
to take place within a major or secondary highway
right-of-way, which would necessitate temporary
lane, alley, or street closures for more than 1 day
(including day and evening hours, and including
overnight closures if on a residential street)?

No. The proposed Project would not result in any
construction activities; therefore, no construction
within a major or secondary highway right-of-way
necessitating temporary lane, alley, or street
closures would be required.

Would a non-exempt project require construction
activities to take place within a collector or local
street right-of-way, which would necessitate
temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more
than 7 days (including day and evening hours, and
including overnight closures if on a residential
street)?

No. As discussed, no construction activities would
occur as a result of the proposed Project;
therefore, no temporary lane, alley, or street
closures would be required.

Would in-street construction activities result in the
loss of regular vehicular or pedestrian access to an
existing land use for more than 1 day, including day
and evening hours and overnight closures if access
is lost to residential units?

No. There would be no in-street construction
activities associated with the proposed Project;
therefore, no changes in access to existing land
uses would occur.

Would in-street construction activities result in the
temporary loss for more than 1 day of an existing
bus stop or rerouting of a bus route that serves the
Project site?

No. Because no construction activities are
proposed as part of the proposed Project, there is
no potential for the proposed Project to result in
the temporary loss of an existing bus stop or
rerouting of a bus route.

3.2.4.9

Changes to Section 3.18, Wildfire Hazards

Changes to Section 3.18.2, Table 3-19, Page 3-58
Table 3-19: Wildfire Hazards Screening Analysis
Screening Criteria

Response

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan
Would the proposed project substantially impair
an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

No. The proposed Project does not pose new risks or
hazards that would require a new or revised
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. Spay/neuter operations currently occur
throughout the City. They are routine procedures with
no potential to result in emergencies or fire hazards to
humans, and they would continue to occur with
implementation of the proposed Project.
Furthermore, the proposed Project does not include
construction of new facilities that could impair an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.
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Exacerbate Wildfire Risks
Would the proposed project, due to slope,
prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks of, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

No. The proposed Project involves provision of funds
to support the spay/neuter of free-roaming cats,
amendments to the LAAC to broaden the permitted
use of Animal Sterilization Funds and to the LAMC
regarding the definition of a cat kennel,
implementation of a modified TNR program that
includes TNR-related community education and
outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations,
publishing and implementation of program guidelines
program implementation guidelines intended to
highlight best practices when conducting TNR under
the Project, and ecological conservation measures,
and creation of a City of LA WCP. The proposed
Project does not include construction of new facilities
or infrastructure and would not exacerbate wildfire
risks or expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire.

Infrastructure
Would the proposed project require the
installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines, or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts on
the environment?

No. As discussed, the proposed Project does not
involve the construction of infrastructure. It would be
implemented citywide through existing state-licensed
facilities such as the City’s animal services centers,
participating veterinary hospitals, spay/neuter clinics,
and mobile spay/neuter clinics accepting these new
spay/neuter vouchers, and this would not exacerbate
fire risk.

Exposure Post-Fire
Would the proposed project expose people or
structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

3.2.5

No. The proposed Project does not include new
facilities or operations that expose people or
structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.
Spay/neuter operations currently occur throughout
the City. They are routine procedures with no
potential to expose people or structures to significant
wildfire hazard risks.

Changes to Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis

3.2.5.1

Changes to Section 4.1, Introduction to the Analysis

Changes to Section 4.1, Page 4.1-1
This chapter presents detailed environmental setting and impacts analyses for the environmental
resources that were identified in Chapter 3, Screening Analysis, as requiring further study in the EIR:
⚫

Biological resources
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⚫

Human Health Hazards (public health)

⚫

Water resources (surface water quality)

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Changes to Section 4.1.2, Page 4.1-2
To provide additional context on the effects of free-roaming cats on the environment and how the
proposed Project and its elements could affect the environment, domestic cat population dynamics
modeling was conducted to show how the population of free-roaming cats would likely change
under the proposed Project conditions over the 30-year horizon period chosen for impacts analysis
in this EIR. A future baseline without project was also modeled to show the likely population
dynamics without implementation of the proposed Project. This allows for a comparison of the freeroaming cat population under the proposed Project at the end of 30 years—and at various points in
between—to the baseline conditions (free-roaming cat population in 2017) as required under CEQA.
(See Updated Appendix J for details on the population dynamics modeling.)

Changes to Section 4.1.2.2, Page 4.1-4
While there are no published population estimates for the number and distribution of free-roaming
cats in the City, available data and information allow the potential distribution of free-roaming cats
in the study area to be estimated. An estimate of the baseline distribution of free-roaming cats in the
study area allows greater understanding of the potential effects of free-roaming cats on
environmental resources in regional and localized settings. This also provides greater
environmental context and allows evaluation of how the population and environmental effects
would change under the proposed Project, using cat population dynamics modeling described in
Section 4.1.2.4 below and Updated Appendix J. Note that other methods exist for estimating the freeroaming cat population and distribution in the study area; however, the City has determined that the
approach included in this EIR is backed by substantial evidence.
In order to establish a CEQA baseline for the existing free-roaming cat population in the study area,
data on free-roaming cat density were compiled as part of the literature review. This data found that
densities of free-roaming cats vary as a function of land cover type because of the varying
availability in food, prey, water, cover, and shelter (see Appendix K for tabulated data and associated
references). Land cover types with reported free-roaming cat densities generally included
agriculture, open/open vegetated land, scrublands, trees/woodlands, and urban/suburban areas.
Based on the literature review, the estimated mean free-roaming cat density in the City ranges from
a high density of approximately 1.50.98 cats per acre in developed areas to a low density of
approximately 0.05 cat per acre in agricultural areas. Table 4.1-1 summarizes the estimated mean
free-roaming cat density as a function of land cover type. These density values were multiplied by
land cover type acreages in the city (see the first column in Table 4.1-1) to produce Figure 4.1-1 and
values reported in Table 4.1-1. Figure 4.1-1 depicts the estimated spatial distribution of estimated
free-roaming cat densities across the study area. Using these estimated free-roaming cat density
values and citywide land cover data, the total free-roaming cat population in the study area has been
estimated to be approximately 341,661226,970 cats.
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Table 4.1-1: Estimated Density of Free-Roaming Cats

Land Cover Type in Study
Area
Agriculture

Summary of
Land Cover
Type Acres in
Study Areaa

Estimated FreeRoaming Cat Density
by Land Cover Type
(free-roaming
cats/acre)b

Estimated Free-Roaming
Cat Density in Study Area
(cats/total land cover
type)

863.50

0.05

454.6139.38

Open/open vegetated

18,571.50

0.06

1,097.261,050.45

Scrublands

43,288.42

0.1009811

4,234.234,957.65

Trees/woodlands

15,480.35

0.2119

3,293.442,928.37

Urban/suburban

221,872.13

1.500.98

332,991.24217,994.63

Estimated total freeroaming cat population in
study area based on land
cover type and cat density

341,6610.78226,970

Notes: Input values are rounded to the nearest hundredth for presentation purposes. As a result, the presented density estimate
values are not exact.
a U.S. Forest Service 2018.
b Methods, data sources, and calculations support these values are presented in Appendix K, Table K-1 and K-2.

Changes to Section 4.1.2.4, Page 4.1-9
The City also undertook a population dynamics modeling effort using a Leslie Matrix Model to assess
and disclose the free-roaming cat population trends in the study area under the proposed Project
and future baseline without project. The Leslie Matrix model is a commonly used scientific modeling
approach used to describe changes in an organism’s population size over time. Information gathered
as part of the literature review process described in Section 4.1.2.1 above and the free-roaming cat
population estimated above and reported in Table 4.1-1 were integrated into the population
dynamics modeling assumptions and parameters, which were used to estimate trends in the
population of free-roaming cats in the study area. The estimated density of free-roaming cats
derived from the literature review does not account for City-specific data on intakes of free-roaming
cats to LAAS, nor does it account for assumptions about the interactions between the free-roaming
and owned cat subpopulations derived from different literature. To account for the effect of these
subpopulation interactions, the model starts from a state of equilibrium (where the growth of all
subpopulations is zero), which means that the baseline values for the free-roaming cat population
are slightly different than those estimated from the density analysis. Please see Updated Appendix J
for a detailed discussion of the Leslie Matrix model, assumptions, and parameters; their values for
the proposed Project and future baseline without project; and results for the free-roaming cat
population modeled over the 30-year horizon year chosen for detailed analysis in this EIR.
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Changes to Section 4.1.2.4, Page 4.1-9
Population Dynamics Model Results
The free-roaming cat population dynamics modeling provided estimates that the proposed Project
would result in fewer free-roaming cats throughout the City and a lower rate of population growth
due to reduced reproductive output as compared to future baseline without project conditions
(which is also the No Project Alternative as analyzed in detail in Section 5.4.1 of the Draft EIR)
(Table 4.1-2, Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5). The total number of free-roaming cats would be expected to
decrease under the proposed Project over the 30-year period leading up to the project horizon year
of 2049, as compared to future baseline without project conditions. When compared to existing
conditions (at the time of the preparation of the NOP, issued August 2017), the projected freeroaming cat population would include approximately 46,71929,607 fewer cats at the end of the 30year horizon period for the proposed Project (see Table 4.1-2, Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5), an
approximate 13.6% decrease in total free-roaming cat population abundance in the entire study
area, under the proposed Project at the end of the 30-year horizon period. These totals include the
maximum number of free-roaming cats that could be released under the proposed Project. The
releases constitute between 0.128% and 0.701.05% of the total free-roaming cat population under
the proposed Project. Under the future baseline without project, these released free-roaming cats
would be mostly euthanized or in some cases adopted and would not be released back to the
environment.
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Table 4.1-2. Free-Roaming Cat Modeling Results
Factor

Baseline

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 10

Year 20

Year 30

Future baseline
without project

342,9152
26,970

342,919
227,430

342,931
227,519

342,950
227,505

342,978
227,470

343,007
227,440

343,083
227,432

342,973
227,674

342,605
228,077

Proposed Project

342,9152
26,970

342,919
227,430

327,593
226,598

316,804
226,690

310,266
225,595

306,003
223,828

298,246
214,173

296,641
203,129

296,196
197,363

Cumulative
Change in FreeRoaming Cat
Population

Future baseline
without Project

N/AN/A

4.4460

16549

35534

63500

93470

168461

58704

3091,10
6

Proposed Project

N/AN/A

4.7460

-15,322373

-26,111280

-32,6481,376

-36,9123,142

-44,66912,797

-46,27423,842

-46,71929,608

Annual Freeroaming Cat
Sterilizations

Future baseline
without Project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

Cumulative Freeroaming Cat
sterilizations

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

200,000

400,000

600,000

Number of Freeroaming Kittens
Born

Future baseline
without project

260,7201
78,871

260,721
179,039

260,725
178,990

260,731
178,896

260,738
178,801

260,744
178,715

260,722
178,390

260,648
177,744

260,662
176,805

Proposed Project

260,7201
78,871

260,721
179,039

245,241
172,451

234,220
170,146

227,538
167,764

223,200
165,558

215,335
156,389

213,778
146,051

213,729
139,755

Number of Freeroaming Kitten
Births
Prevented***

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0

0N/A

15,4846,
539

26,5118,
750

33,2001
1,037

37,5441
3,158

45,3862
2,001

46,8693
1,693

46,9333
7,050

Cumulative
Number of Freeroaming Kitten
Births Prevented

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0

0N/A

15,4846,
539

41,9951
5,289

75,1952
6,326

112,739
39,484

329,555
133,304

795,144
412,537

1,264,30
5760,77
1

LAAS Centers
Free-roaming Cats

Future baseline
without project

4,065

4,065

4,065

4,065

4,065

4,065

4,065

4,065

4,065

Free-roaming Cat
Population*
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Baseline

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 10

Year 20

Year 30

Proposed Project

4,065

3,650

3,234

2,819

2,403

1,988

1,988

1,988

1,988

Maximum Freeroaming Cat
Releases from
LAAS Centers**

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0

416

831

1,247

1,662

2,078

2,078

2,078

2,078

Cumulative
Maximum Freeroaming Cat
Releases from
LAAS Centers

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0

416

1,247

2,494

4,156

6,234

16,620

37,395

58,170

Percent of Freeroaming Cat
Population
Returned

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0.00%0.0
0%

0.12%0.
18%

0.25%0.
37%

0.39%0.
55%

0.54%0.
74%

0.68%0.
93%

0.70%0.
97%

0.70%1.
02%

0.70%1.
05%

Percent of Freeroaming Cats
Sterilized

Future baseline
without project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Proposed Project

0.00%0.0
0%

5.83%8.
79%

6.11%8.
83%

6.31%8.
82%

6.45%8.
87%

6.54%8.
94%

6.71%9.
34%

6.74%9.
85%

6.75%10
.13%

Notes: * = Population and reproductive values (i.e., number of kittens born, sterilizations) are based on domestic cat population dynamics modeling.
** = The number of returned cats is based on maximum proposed cat releases under the proposed Project. ***= Number of kitten births prevented is
equal to the difference between number of juveniles modeled per year in the proposed Project vs. Future baseline without project.
Cumulative and percentage values are provided to illustrate the magnitude and relative proportion of proposed Project elements.
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Free roaming cat abundance trajectory
Free roaming cat abundance

250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0
Baseline

5

10

15

20

25

30

Years
Future Baseline without Project

Project

Figure 4.1-4. Modeled free-roaming cat population over the 30-year project horizon for both the
future baseline without project and proposed Project. Note the Y-axis scale starts at zero.
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Free roaming cat abundance trajectory

Free roaming cat abundance

230,000
225,000
220,000
215,000
210,000
205,000
200,000
195,000
Baseline

5

10

15

20

25

30

Years
Future Baseline without Project

Project

Figure 4.1-5. Modeled free-roaming cat population over the 30-year project horizon for both the
future baseline without project and proposed Project. Note the Y-axis scale starts at 270195,000.
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Cumulative Number
Releases/Sterilizations

600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000
100,000
0
Baseline Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 10 Year 20 Year 30

Time Step
Cumulative Maximum Free-roaming Cat Releases

Cumulative Free-roaming Sterilizations

Figure 4.1-6. Cumulative proposed maximum free-roaming cat releases and cumulative
sterilizations provided under the proposed Project over the 5-year project implementation phase
and at the 10, 20, and 30-year proposed Project time periods. Note the x-axis break indicating a
discontinuous time scale.
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Number of Free-Roaming Cats

40,000
35,000
30,000
25,000

20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0
Baseline Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 10 Year 20 Year 30

Time Step
Maximum Cat Releases

Kitten Births Prevented

Figure 4.1-7. Proposed maximum yearly free-roaming cat releases and yearly number of kitten
births prevented under the proposed Project over the 5-year project implementation phase and at
the 10, 20, and 30-year proposed Project time periods. Note the x-axis break indicating a
discontinuous time scale.
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Number of Cats or Sterilizations

600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000
100,000
0
Baseline

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 10

Year 20

Year 30

Time Step
Project Free-roaming Cat Population

Cumulative Free-roaming Sterilizations

Figure 4.1-8. Modeled project free-roaming cat population and cumulative number of proposed
Project free-roaming cat sterilizations over the 5-year project implementation phase and at the
10, 20, and 30-year proposed Project time periods. Note the x-axis break indicating a
discontinuous time scale.
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190,000

Number of Kittens Born

180,000
170,000
160,000
150,000
140,000
130,000
120,000
Baseline Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 10 Year 20 Year 30

Time Step
Future Baseline without Project

Project

Figure 4.1-9. Modeled free-roaming cat yearly kitten births under the future baseline without
project and proposed Project over the 5-year project implementation phase and at the 10, 20, and
30-year proposed Project time periods. Note the x-axis break indicating a discontinuous time
scale.
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Changes to Section 4.1.2.4, Page 4.1-16
Discussion of Population Dynamics Model Results
It should be noted that there is some inherent fluctuation in the modeled populations under both the
future baseline without project and proposed Project (e.g., years 1–3 fluctuations in the proposed
Project). For year 1 and year 2 under the future baseline without project, after a sufficient number of
iterations, the matrix model converges on a stable stage distribution where the ratio between all
demographic states in the model remains constant after each iteration. For simple population
models that do not consider immigration or equilibrium abundance, there are simple algebraic
techniques to calculate the stable stage distribution. The relative complexity of the model used in
this EIR necessitates the use of numerical methods to calculate the initial stable stage distribution.
Specifically, the model is allowed to run for several iterations to allow its various subpopulations
and life stages to converge on a stable stage distribution. Because this numerical method is an
approximation of the stable stage distribution, the model exhibits a 4.50.05% drop in the free
roaming cat population in the first 2 years of the future baseline without project. This minute drop
in the population is a consequence of the limitations of the numerical method and not a prediction
that the free roaming cat population will drop by 4.50.05% in the first year. By year 3 of the
proposed project, a cumulative 60,000 spay/neuter surgeries would have been performed and a
total of 15,484289 kitten births would have been prevented. As a consequence, there would be
fewer juvenile feral and stray cats in year 3 under the proposed Project than under future baseline
without project. However, because the rate of reproduction is lower there would also be less
competition among feral and stray cats for resources such as food and shelter. Consequently, the
survival rate of these cats would be higher, representing the lower rate of competition. (See section
on equilibrium abundance under the proposed Project in Appendix J.) In year 3, the increase in the
number of adult cats outweighs the decrease in the number of juvenile cats, leading to a slight net
increase of 0.08% in year 3 relative to year 2. After this period, the number of free-roaming cats
under the proposed Project would decline steadily over time due to accumulating reduction in
fecundity. The proposed Project would be initiated over a 5-year program implementation phase
when the free-roaming cats that would have been euthanized under the future baseline without
project are released (transition from the LAAS center sub-population), gradually increasing over 5
years (See Table 4.1-2 and Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5). Over this 5-year program implementation
phase, the release of free-roaming cats would ramp up to 416 cats, 831 cats, 1,247 cats, 1,662 cats,
and 2,078 cats in years 1–5, respectively (See Table 4.1-2 and Figures 4.1-5 and 4.1-6). Over this
period the program would provide 20,000 spay and neuter surgeries in each of those 5 years and
through the 30-year project horizon, which constitutes between 8.795.83% and 10.136.75% of the
total free-roaming cat project population under the project (Table 4.1-2 and Figure 4.1-6). The 5year program implementation phase, combined with the immediate provision of 20,000 yearly freeroaming cat sterilization surgeries and increase in number of cats per household, results in a
modeled net free-roaming cat population decrease and decreased reproductive output (number of
kittens born) starting in year 2 because of decreased reproductive potential and subsequent
reduction in the number of kittens born as well as increased numbers of adoptions (See Table 4.1-2
and Figure 4.1-9). The subsequent years of the proposed Project occur during the full program
implementation phase and continue to experience decreasing free-roaming cat population declines
and decreasing reproductive outputs.
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Additionally, through providing 20,000 free-roaming cat spay and neuter surgeries per year for
30 years, the proposed Project would result in the cumulative provision of additional 600,000 spay
and neuter surgeries, resulting in the prevention of 760,7711,264,305 free-roaming kitten births
over the life of the 30-year horizon period. The cumulative magnitude is important to note because
of the continual effect sterilizations can have on a population over time, resulting in more than an
annual effect but a progressive population effect over time. The sterilization surgeries and
subsequent population decreases starting in year 2 would result in a per year population decrease
that is greater than the proposed release of up to 2,078 free-roaming cats per year. Therefore, the
modeled population declines would more than offset the contribution of released free-roaming cats
to the overall free-roaming cat population. This is illustrated in Figure 4.1-6, which depicts the
cumulative number of free-roaming cat releases (58,170).

3.2.5.2

Changes to Section 4.2, Biological Resources

Changes to Section 4.2.2.1, Page 4.2-8
For the purposes of this EIR, ESAs include the following and are mapped on Figure 4.2-2a and 4.22b. (note that a 1-mile buffer has been added to depict the estimated average free-roaming cat home
range for cats dwelling within any ESA areas; see Appendix M for input data for this estimate).
⚫

Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Areas

⚫

CDFW Sensitive Natural Vegetation Communities

⚫

USFWS/NMFS Critical Habitat

⚫

Rim of the Valley Corridor

⚫

State Park Lands

⚫

U.S. Forest Service Lands

⚫

Certified Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

It should also be noted that additional sensitive biological resources within the City boundary
include but are not limited to:
⚫

Resources within the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area

⚫

Non-SEA Natural Habitat areas listed in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide Exhibit C-6, including
Van Norman Reservoir and vicinity, Pacoima Spreading Grounds, San Gabriel Mountains, Jessup
Park, Los Angeles Pierce College, Chalk Hills and related areas, Sepulveda Flood Control Basin,
Los Angeles River, Elysian Park/Dodger Stadium, Mount Washington and vicinity, Areas east of
Occidental College, Rose Hill/Arroyo Secco Parks and vicinity, Silverlake and Ivanhoe
Reservoirs, San Rafael Hills, Baldwin Hills, Will Rogers State Park and Coastline, Stone Canyon
Reservoir, and San Pedro Harbor

⚫

Salinas de San Pedro Salt Marsh at Cabrillo Beach

⚫

Defense Fuel Support Point

⚫

Ernest E. Debs Regional Park

⚫

Significant natural protected lands along Arroyo Secco within the City
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⚫

Vista Hermosa Natural Park

⚫

Augustus F. Hawkins Natural Park

⚫

South Los Angeles Wetlands Park

⚫

California Least Tern colony at Venice Beach

⚫

Soft-bottom channels of the Los Angeles River, Ballona Creek, or other waters within the City

Further additional existing sensitive biological resources just outside the City boundaries include
but are not limited to:
⚫

Los Angeles County SEAs (includes the Palos Verde Hills Peninsula and Coastline SEA),

⚫

Los Angeles River,

⚫

Verdugo Mountains, and

⚫

National Forest lands.

Changes to Section 4.2.2.2, Figure 4.2-2a, Page 4.2-13
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Figure 4.2-2a. City of Los Angeles Environmentally Sensitive Areas
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Changes to Section 4.2.3.1, Page 4.2-83
Overall 30-Year Population Trend
As discussed in Section 4.1 and in Appendix J, free-roaming cat population dynamics modeling
indicates that the proposed Project would result in fewer free-roaming cats throughout the City of
Los Angeles and a lower rate of population growth as compared to the future baseline without
Project conditions.7 As such, the total population of free-roaming cats would be expected to decrease
under the proposed Project over the 30-year period leading up to the Project horizon year of 2049
as compared to the future baseline without Project conditions. Furthermore, when compared to the
CEQA baseline conditions (at the time of the Notice of Preparation issued in August 2017), the
projected free-roaming cat population would include approximately 46,71929,607 fewer cats (see
Table 4.1-2 in Section 4.1), an approximate 13.6% decrease, under the proposed Project in the study
area at the end of the 30-year horizon period. This total includes the free-roaming cats that would be
released under the proposed Project, making up between 0.182% and 0.701.05% of the total freeroaming cat population under the proposed Project, over the 30-year horizon period. Under the
future baseline without Project, these released free-roaming cats would mostly be euthanized, or in
some cases adopted, and would not be released back to the environment.

Progressive Free-roaming Cat Population and Reproduction Trends
The proposed Project would be implemented starting with a 5-year program implementation phase
wherein the release of free-roaming cats from the shelter population would gradually increase over
5 years (see Section 4.1, Table 4.1-2). Over this 5-year program implementation phase, the
maximum release of free-roaming cats would ramp up from 416 cats to 831 cats, 1,247 cats, 1,662
cats, and finally 2,078 cats in Years 1 through 5, respectively. Over this period, the program would
provide 20,000 spay and neuter surgeries per year, which constitutes sterilizing between 5.838.79%
and 6.7510.13% of the estimated total free-roaming cat population in the City. Under the proposed
Project, the 5-year free-roaming cat release ramp-up period, combined with the immediate
provision of 20,000 annual spay and neuter surgeries in Year 1, and the increase in number of cats
per household from three to five (with all five cats being kept indoors), as modeled, results in a net
decrease in the free-roaming cat population and decreased reproductive output (number of kittens
born) starting in Year 2 as a result of the decreased reproductive potential of the populations and
subsequent reduction in the number of kittens born (see Table 4.1-2 in Section 4.1). The subsequent
10-, 20-, and 30-year proposed Project years occur during the full program implementation phase
and continue to experience free-roaming cat population declines and decreasing reproductive
output. Additionally, by providing 20,000 free-roaming cat spay and neuter surgeries per year, the
proposed Project would result in the cumulative provision of an additional 600,000 spay and neuter
surgeries, resulting in the prevention of 1,264,305760,771 free-roaming kitten births over the life of
the Project with its 30-year horizon period. The spay and neuter surgeries and subsequent
population decreases starting in Year 2 would result in a per-year population decrease that is

7 Section J.11 in

Appendix J provides a discussion of the population modeling approach and results and the
considerations and limitations inherent to model estimates. It is recommended that the reader consider these
related to the model’s estimated population results presented in the Impacts Analysis Method above when
reviewing the impacts discussions in this EIR. Please see Section J.11 for details.
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greater than the proposed release of up to 2,078 free-roaming cats per year; therefore, the
population declines would more than offset the contribution of released free-roaming cats to the
overall free-roaming cat population. This is illustrated in Figure 4.1-6, which depicts the cumulative
number of free-roaming cat releases by year 30 (58,170).

Free-roaming Cat Spatial Distribution
Under the proposed Project, impacts from free-roaming cats are assumed to be distributed similarly
to baseline and future baseline without Project because the spatial distribution of free-roaming cats
is not expected to change directly as a result of the proposed Project. Additionally, impacts on
biological resources (discussed below) would be lower in magnitude compared to the baseline and
future baseline without Project due to the estimated modeled decrease in the free-roaming cat
population under the proposed Project. For instance, during the Project implementation phase over
Years 1 through 5, the proposed Project free-roaming cat population would decrease by
36,9123,142 free-roaming cats from the CEQA baseline, which would also equal 37,0043,612 fewer
cats than under the future baseline without Project at Year 5. Accordingly, the associated potential
for impacts would decrease relative to the future baseline without Project due to 37,0043,612 fewer
free-roaming cats within the study area at Year 5 under the proposed Project. Similarly, at Years 5
through 30, the modeled free-roaming cat population would continue to decrease citywide;
therefore, potential for impacts throughout this period would continue to decrease relative to the
baseline and future baseline without Project.
Furthermore, as discussed in the Estimated Spatial Distribution of Study Area Effects from FreeRoaming Cats subsection of Section 4.2.2.9, although all biological resources in the study area are at
least partially susceptible to free-roaming cat impacts, biological resources that are most at risk or
susceptible likely include species that inhabit, roost, nest, forage, or frequent areas in or near
(1) smaller blocks of habitat, (2) fragmented habitat, (3) habitat, open space, and wildlife corridors
adjacent to developed lands, (4) open space with high total edge habitat (habitat bordering
developed lands or urban-wildlife interface), (5) areas more likely to overlap with high cat density
areas, and (6) ESAs near high cat density areas (such as residential and developed areas). Under the
proposed Project, free-roaming cat abundance and density (see Figure 4.1-1 in Section 4.1) are not
expected to change or increase in such locations because the spatial distribution of free-roaming
cats is not expected to change directly as a result of the proposed Project; therefore, free-roaming
cat impacts within and near such areas are expected to decrease along with a decrease in the
citywide free-roaming cat abundance.
The City will also provide program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures
for the proposed Project to include recommendations not to release trapped cats within a 1.0-mile
buffer surrounding ESAs in the City. The program implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures also intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR under the
Projectprovide guidance on responsible TNR including feeding and medical treatments for freeroaming cats. All recipients of free vouchers will be required to commit to adhering to these
guidelines through a signed affidavit. Over time, this would help reduce the presence of freeroaming cats in and near such areas. In addition, the Project includes the creation of a City of Los
Angeles WCP that would prioritize admission of cats found in or near ESAs.
Additionally, the spatial distribution of TNR and associated cat care activities throughout the City is
not expected to differ relative to baseline conditions and the future baseline without Project because
the proposed Project is not proposing any direct elements that are expected to change the

Citywide Cat Program
Final Environmental Impact Report

3-56

October 2020
ICF 00663.16

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

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

distribution of such activities. However, the City’s proposed program implementation guidelines and
ecological conservation measures for the Project include recommendations on how to conduct TNR
activities in the City, which would be intended, over time, to help reduce existing potential impacts
from free-roaming cats in and near ESAs. In addition, the magnitude of cat feeding and care activities
in the study area is expected to decrease over time as the free-roaming cat population declines
citywide. The Project also includes the creation of a City of Los Angeles WCP that would prioritize
admission of cats found in or near ESAs.

Changes to Section 4.2.3.2, Page 4.2-87
Additionally, under the proposed Project, a WCP will be implemented to provide some non-lethal
options (based on capacity) for removal of unadoptable free-roaming cats from the environment
(see Section 2.5.3 for proposed WCP details). Free-roaming cats trapped during TNR efforts would
be eligible for the WCP. Free-roaming cats trapped within ESAs or within 1 mile of ESAs (see figures
4.2-2a and 4.2-2b) would be prioritized for participation into the WCP. Cats participating in the WCP
would be processed and treated similar to adoptions under LAAS protocols. Exceptions include that
the WCP cats would be placed in pairs and would be required to remain in an enclosed space
without access to the outdoors. Prior to placement, all cats will be sterilized, vaccinated for rabies
virus and FVRCP, ear tipped, microchipped, dewormed, and treated for fleas. Similar to current LAAS
adoption protocols, adopters would be required to provide ongoing care, such as daily feeding,
watering, and litter box maintenance, and regular vaccinations, flea treatment, and as-needed
medical treatments. WCP opportunity sites will not be located within ESAs.

3.2.5.3

Changes to Section 4.3, Water Resources

Changes to Section 4.3.1.1, Page 4.3-1
Clean Water Act
The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 (33 U.S. Code Section 1251 et seq.), which amended the
federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, established the basic structure for regulating
discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States (not including groundwater). The CWA
delegates authority to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to implement pollution
control programs. Under the CWA, it is unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a
point source into navigable waters. In addition, the CWA requires that states adopt EPA-approved
water quality standards for water bodies. Water quality standards consist of threetwo components:
designated beneficial uses for a particular receiving water body (e.g., wildlife habitat, agricultural
supply, fishing), and the water quality criteria necessary to support those uses, and antidegradation
policies and implementation methods. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) are responsible for assessing water
quality monitoring data for surface waters to determine if they contain pollutants that exceed the
levels established in water quality standards. The SWRCB administers water rights, water pollution
control, and water quality functions throughout the state, while the RWQCBs conduct planning,
permitting, and enforcement activities.
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Section 303: Impaired Water Bodies (303[d] List) and Total Maximum Daily Loads
Section 303(d) of the CWA requires each state to identify and list impaired surface waters that do
not meet, or that the state expects will not meet, state water quality standards. This is a subset of the
305(b) list, which contains information on all water bodies. The water quality standards are
promulgated under the National Toxics Rule (NTR) or the California Toxics Rule (CTR) after
minimum technology-based effluent limitations have been implemented for point sources. For these
waters, the RWQCBs are required to develop total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) of pollutants for
impaired water bodies and a program of implementation to meet the TMDLs. The TMDL must
account for the pollution sources that caused the water bodies to be listed by the state. The TMDL is
a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive while still meeting
water quality standards. TMDLs also define an allocation of that load among the various sources of
that pollutant (i.e., municipalities, other permitted entities). Additionally, the TMDL can act as a plan
to reduce pollutant loading, which improves water quality. After implementation of a TMDL, it is
anticipated that the problems that led to placement of a given pollutant on the Section 303(d) list
will be remediated.

Changes to Section 4.3.1.1 (new)
Federal Antidegradation Policy
The Federal Antidegradation Policy requires states to develop statewide antidegradation policies
and identify methods for implementing them (40 Code of Federal Regulations 131.12). Pursuant to
the Code of Federal Regulations, state antidegradation policies and implementation methods must,
at a minimum, protect and maintain (1) existing in-stream water uses; (2) existing water quality,
where the quality of the waters exceeds levels necessary to support existing beneficial uses, unless
the state finds that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate economic and social
development in the area; and (3) water quality in waters considered an outstanding national
resource.

Changes to Section 4.3.1.2 (new)
California Antidegradation Policy
The California Antidegradation Policy, otherwise known as the Statement of Policy with Respect to
Maintaining High Quality Water in California, was adopted by the SWRCB in 1968. Unlike the
Federal Antidegradation Policy, the California Antidegradation Policy applies to all waters of the
state, not just surface waters. The policy states that whenever the existing quality of a water body is
better than the quality established in individual basin plans, such high quality will be maintained
and discharges to that water body will not unreasonably affect present or anticipated beneficial use
of such water resources.

Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
To control nonpoint source (NPS) pollution, SWRCB adopted the Plan for California’s Nonpoint
Source Pollution Control Program. The SWRCB’s Policy for the Implementation and Enforcement of
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the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (NPS Implementation and Enforcement Policy)
explains how the NPS Program Plan would be implemented and enforced, fulfilling the requirements
of California Water Code Section 13369(a)(2)(B). The NPS Implementation and Enforcement Policy
explains how Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act mandates and authorities, delegated to the
SWRCB and RWQCBs, will be used to implement and enforce the NPS Program Plan. The policy also
provides a bridge between the NPS Program Plan and the SWRCB Water Quality Enforcement Policy.
It is foreseeable that bacteria and nutrient pollution from cat feces and urine may be further
regulated through NPS regulatory mechanism(s) in the future.

Changes to Section 4.3.2.4, Page 4.3-13
There are an estimated 342,915226,970 free-roaming cats within the Project area for baseline
conditions. Therefore, if each free-roaming cat produces 40.2 grams (1.42 ounces) of feces a day
(Dabritz et al. 2006), the population of free-roaming cats could contribute as much as 3,3355,546.38
tons (7,352,42511,092,761.10 pounds) of feces to the environment per year within the Project area. In
Year 30 under the future baseline without Project conditions, there will be an estimated
228,077342,605 free-roaming cats within the Project area, which could contribute as much as
3,3515,541.37 tons (7,388,26511,082,733.08 pounds) of feces to the environment per year within the
Project area. No studies on daily average urine volume of domestic cats could be located for reference.
As such, no data were obtained regarding how much of free-roaming cat feces and urine deposited will
be a source of pollution to surface water from rivers and storm drain systems. Current testing of fecal
coliform does not determine type of source beyond warm blooded mammals. Common bacteria
sources within the storm drain system include pet waste (dog and domestic cat), urban wildlife
(particularly birds), human fecal pollution associated with storm drain cross-connections and
homeless populations, rodent habitation in storm drains and sewers, and growth of bacteria in
nutrient rich waters. For example, reservoir water has been contaminated with Toxoplasma gondii,
causing human outbreaks of toxoplasmosis in 1995 (Aramini et al. 1998). However, there was doubt
as to whether the cause was a domestic cat or a mountain lion, both of which are potential hosts and
excrete the parasite. Open wells and unsecured reservoirs could potentially be affected by freeroaming cats, but there has not been a recorded instance in the past.

Trap-Neuter-Return
TNR typically minimally entails the trapping, examination, sterilization (spay or neuter), vaccination
(for rabies virus [RV] and feline viral rhinotracheitis, calicivirus, and panleukopenia virus [FVRCP]),
ear tip removal (to aid in future reproductive status identification), and subsequent return of freeroaming cats to where they were trapped. Existing TNR activities may indirectly affect water quality.
The subsequent return of free-roaming cats to where they were initially trapped is not anticipated
to have a new indirect impact that was not present prior to the free-roaming cat trapping, given the
free-roaming cat was already indirectly having an impact on the water quality of that area, unless
the free-roaming cat is returned to a different watershed than where it was trapped. If returned to a
different watershed, this could potentially increase pollutant sources within the new returned
watershed while slightly lowering the pollutant sources from the trapped watershed. The trapping
itself could result in a very minor indirect water quality impact. The trap mechanism is not
technically considered a source of pollutants, and the traps are not anticipated to be placed directly
in streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, marine intertidal, and marine offshore environments. The trapping
activities could inadvertently result in the discharge of nutrients from food from the trapped freeCitywide Cat Program
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roaming cat. For example, a small amount of food is typically used within and around the trap to lure
the cat into the trap. Should this food not be consumed by the free-roaming cat and not be removed
by the trapper, there is a potential, albeit small, for this food to be discharged into waterways during
storm events, potentially increasing nutrients and suspended solids within the waterway and
contributing to a water quality impairment. However, most of the food is anticipated to be
consumed by trapped free-roaming cats or by other wildlife.

Changes to Section 4.3.3.1, Page 4.3-16
Overall 30-Year Population Trend
As discussed in Section 4.1.2.4, free-roaming cat population dynamics modeling indicates that the
proposed Project would result in fewer free-roaming cats throughout the City of Los Angeles and a
lower rate of population growth as compared to the future baseline without Project conditions.
Therefore, the total number of free-roaming cats would be expected to decrease under the proposed
Project over the 30-year period leading up to the project horizon year of 2049 as compared to the
baseline and the future baseline without Project. Furthermore, when compared to the CEQA baseline
conditions (at the time of the Notice of Preparation issued in August 2017), the projected freeroaming cat population would include approximately 29,60746,719 fewer free-roaming cats (see
Table 4.1-2 and Figures 4.1-4, 4.1-5, and 4.1-7 in Section 4.1.1), an approximate 13.6% decrease,
under the proposed Project in the study area at the end of the 30-year horizon period. This total
includes the free-roaming cats that would be released under the proposed Project and that make up
between 0.182% and 0.701.05% of the total free-roaming cat population under the proposed Project
for the 30-year horizon period. Under the future baseline without Project, these released freeroaming cats would mostly be euthanized, or in some cases adopted, and would not be released back
to the environment.

Progressive Free-Roaming Cat Population and Reproduction Trends
The proposed Project would be implemented starting with a 5-year program implementation phase
wherein the release of free-roaming cats from the shelter population would gradually increase over
5 years (see Section 4.1.1, Table 4.1-2). Over this 5-year program implementation phase, the
maximum release of free-roaming cats would ramp up from 416 free-roaming cats to 831, 1,247,
1,662, and finally 2,078 free-roaming cats in Years 1 through 5, respectively. Over this period, the
program would provide 20,000 spay and neuter surgeries each year, which would constitute
between 8.795.83% and 10.136.75% of the estimated total free-roaming cat population in the City.
Under the proposed Project, the 5-year free-roaming cat release ramp-up period—combined with
the immediate provision of 20,000 annual spay and neuter surgeries in Year 1 and the increase in
number of owned cats per household from three to five (with all five owned cats being kept
indoors)—as modeled would result in a net decrease in the free-roaming cat population and
decreased reproductive output (number of kittens born) starting in Year 2 (see Table 4.1-2 in
Section 4.1). The subsequent 10-, 20-, and 30-year proposed Project years would occur during the
full program horizon period and would continue to experience free-roaming cat population declines
and decreasing reproductive output. Additionally, by providing 20,000 free-roaming cat spay and
neuter surgeries per year, the proposed Project would result in the cumulative provision of an
additional 600,000 spay and neuter surgeries, resulting in the prevention of 760,7711,264,305 freeroaming kitten births over the life of the Project with its 30-year horizon period (Table 4.1-2). The
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spay and neuter surgeries and subsequent population decreases starting in Year 2 would result in a
per-year population decrease that is greater than the proposed release of up to 2,078 free-roaming
cats per year; therefore, the population declines would more than offset the contribution of released
free-roaming cats to the overall free-roaming cat population. This is illustrated in Figure 4.1-6,
which depicts the cumulative number of free-roaming cat releases by Year 30 (58,170).

Changes to Section 4.3.3.2, Page 4.3-17
HyWQ-1. Would the proposed Project result in discharges that could create
pollution, contamination, or a nuisance, or cause regulatory standards to be
violated for the receiving water body?
Impacts from Free-Roaming Cats on Receiving Water Bodies
Under the proposed Project, impacts from free-roaming cats on water quality, which can lead to an
increase in bacteria and nutrient pollutants, would be distributed similar to baseline and future
baseline without Project impacts because the spatial distribution of free-roaming cats is not
expected to change as a result of the proposed Project. Additionally, such impacts would be lower in
magnitude compared to the baseline and future baseline without Project because of the estimated
modeled net decrease in the free-roaming cat population under the proposed Project. For instance,
during the project implementation phase over Years 1 through 5, cumulatively over the 5 years,
there would be 37,0047,224 fewer free-roaming cats under the proposed Project than under the
future baseline without Project (Table 4.1-2). Accordingly, potential pollutants associated with feces
from free-roaming cats would decrease relative to the future baseline without Project. For general
comparison purposes, the mean daily weight of feces from domestic cats was found to be 40.2 grams
(1.42 ounces) for adults (Dabritz et al. 2006). A total of 37,0047,224 fewer free-roaming cats under
the proposed Project through the end of Year 5 could potentially reduce the amount of free-roaming
cat feces deposited in the environment by as much as 599117 tons (1,197,021234,012 pounds). This
number gives a rough indication of how many feces generated by the free-roaming cat population in
the project area have the potential to make some contribution to surface water pollutants. Similarly, at
Years 5 through 30, the modeled free-roaming cat population would continue to decrease citywide;
therefore, the potential for the aforementioned feces deposit and associated pollutant impacts
throughout this time period could continue to decrease relative to the future baseline without
Project.
Taken together, these data indicate that under the proposed Project the free-roaming cat population
would experience a net decline over time, resulting in a net citywide decrease in the free-roaming
cat population and free-roaming cat reproductive output. These free-roaming cat population
reductions would result in a potential decreased free-roaming cat impacts on water quality for
surface waters within the study area. Surface water flows are not anticipated to change compared to
existing conditions as a result of the proposed Project, as the proposed Project does not include any
ground disturbance elements that could affect surface water flows. Therefore, there would be no
change in runoff volumes, which could mobilize pollutants and potentially create a nuisance or
regulatory standards to be violated. Following Year 1 of the proposed Project, the free-roaming cat
population would begin to decrease over time, thereby resulting in potentially lower pollutant
loading contributions associated with these free-roaming cats to surface waters in the city. Under
the proposed Project, pollutant loading related to feeding and defecation from free-roaming cats
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would continue to occur in surface water runoff because there would continue to be free-roaming
cats contributing feces and urine to the environment. Runoff potentially contaminated with freeroaming cat urine and feces could mobilize into surface waters, as occurs in the existing condition.
This would be a low-level risk during the dry season and a moderate risk during the rainy season.
Free-roaming cat waste deposited in waterways or washed into storm drain systems is potentially
harmful in the existing condition, although identifying where and how much is likely infeasible.
However, as anticipated under the proposed Project, the free-roaming cat population would grow at
a slower rate compared to future baseline without Project conditions, and the number of freeroaming cats in the city would decrease over time. As a result, long-term water quality conditions
would be similar to existing conditions under the proposed Project, and contributions of bacteria
and nutrients to surface waters related to free-roaming cats could decrease as their numbers
decrease over time.
Because the Project would result in a smaller free-roaming cat population over time, the proposed
Project could also result in an incremental reduction of impacts on water quality from these freeroaming cats. As mentioned in Section 4.3.2.3, Surface Waters and Water Quality, above, there are
several sources of pollutant loading into surface waters across the City—including other wildlife
(birds, horses, pets), direct human inputs (homeless populations, leaks and overflows from
wastewater, failing septic systems), and sediments—and there is no established feasible and sound
method currently available that would allow quantification of bacteria and nutrients specifically
from free-roaming cats that are being loaded into surface waters across the City. Therefore, it would
not be possible to quantify the exact reduction in surface water loads that could be associated with
fewer free-roaming cats and kittens under the proposed Project. However, for general comparison
purposes of free-roaming cat feces deposited in the environment, as identified previously, the mean
daily weight of feces from free-roaming cats was found to be 40.2 grams (1.42 ounces) for adults
(Dabritz et al. 2006). The projected free-roaming cat population would include approximately
46,71930,714 fewer free-roaming cats at the end of the 30-year horizon period under the proposed
Project compared to the future baseline without Project, which could potentially reduce the yearly
amount of free-roaming cat feces deposited to the environment by as much as 451755 tons
(994,9511,511,286 pounds) within the project area. Cumulatively over the 30-year horizon period,
there would be fewer free-roaming cats (Attachment J-1 to Appendix J), which would have
cumulatively deposited approximately 7,91022,669.29 tons (17,438,11845,338,585 pounds) of feces
into the environment. This amount would be higher if the cumulative number of kitten births
prevented (1,264,305760,771 kittens) were factored in compared to the future baseline without
Project. The amount of feces deposited into the environment by free-roaming cats does not directly
correlate to potential pollutants discharged into surface waters; however, it gives a rough indication of
how many feces generated by the free-roaming cat population in the project area have the potential to
make some contribution to surface water pollutants. Most free-roaming cat feces deposited in the
environment are not anticipated to have a direct discharge to surface waters because free-roaming
cats typically bury their feces and urine to mask their scent for protection from predators and all feces
would not necessarily discharge to surface waters. The intent is to show that fewer free-roaming cats
would ultimately produce less feces in the environment that could potentially result in a contribution
to impaired surface water quality. Overall, the proposed Project would not create new or additional
pollution, contamination, or nuisance or cause regulatory standards to be violated to a receiving water
body. Impacts would be less than significant.
As part of this Project, an ordinance would be revised to increase indoor cats allowed per household
from three to five. Free-roaming cats that would typically be removed to shelters and euthanized
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now would ideally be placed indoors and be mandated to a litter box. Some domestic cat owners are
known to dispose of domestic cat waste in the toilet (rather than the trash), and some newly
developed litter brands allow for used litter to be flushed down the toilet (Kapush 2018). Two
additional owned cats per household could increase the amount of domestic cat waste being flushed
down the toilet, which could increase the input to wastewater treatment plants; however, it is not
possible to quantify the current amount of owned cat waste being flushed into the sewer system or
potential increase in owned cat waste flushed as a result of the proposed Project from additional
indoor owned cats. Currently, the wastewater treatment plants that receive waters from within the
City are not at capacity. The Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) is the City's largest
wastewater treatment facility and has been treating an average of 275 million gallons a day (MGD).
However, the plant has been upgraded over the years to be able to treat a maximum of 800 MGD (LA
Sanitation 2018). While Hyperion treats the majority of wastewater from the City of Los Angeles,
plants such as Terminal Island WRP (30 MGD capacity; treats average 15 MGD), Donald C. Tillman
WRP (80 MGD capacity), and Los Angeles-Glendale WRP (treats average 20 MGD) treat water from
various cities and share the cost of running the plants (LA Sanitation 2018). As such, the increase in
wastewater to treat potentially extra domestic cat waste and flushable litter would not have an
impact on the capacity of the treatment plants. Because the wastewater treatment plants already
treat some domestic cat waste, a potential increase in volume of domestic cat waste discharged into
the sewer system would not result in violation of the plants’ NPDES permit.
Further, the proposed Project would lead to an increase in free-roaming cat spay and neuter
surgeries throughout the City. Daily wastewater flow resulting from this increase in surgeries would
be minimal compared to existing conditions and would be served by existing animal service centers,
animal welfare organizations, and veterinary facilities. As such, the proposed Project would have
little or no effect on existing wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, surface water quality
impacts from the proposed Project would be less than significant.
Additionally, under the proposed project, a Working Cat Program (WCP) would be implemented to
provide non-lethal options for removal of unadoptable free-roaming cats from the environment (See
Section 2.5.3 for proposed WCP details). Free-roaming cats trapped during TNR efforts would be
eligible for the WCP. Free-roaming cats trapped within Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) or
within 1 mile of ESAs (See Figures 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b) would be prioritized for participation into the
WCP. Cats participating in the WCP would be processed and treated similarly to adoptions under
LAAS protocols. Exceptions include that the WCP cats would be placed in pairs and would be
required to remain in an enclosed space without access to the outdoors. Prior to placement, all cats
would be sterilized, vaccinated for rabies virus and FVRCP, ear tipped, microchipped, dewormed,
and treated for fleas. As with current LAAS adoption protocols, adopters would be required to
provide ongoing care—such as daily feeding, watering, and litter box maintenance—and regular
vaccinations, flea treatment, and as-needed medical treatments. WCP opportunity sites would
include enclosed spaces where the cats would not have routine interactions with vulnerable
populations, such as children, the elderly, or those with compromised immune systems.
Because cats participating in the WCP would not have access to the outdoors, would not be placed
near susceptible human populations (e.g., schools, hospitals, playgrounds), would have their urine
and feces disposed of properly, and would be regularly treated for fleas and parasites, opportunities
for WCP cats to cause direct or indirect impacts on vulnerable human populations would be
negligible. Further, because the WCP would remove cats from the environment, it would contribute
to the reduction of impacts from free-roaming cats on vulnerable human populations citywide.
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Indirect Impacts from TNR on Receiving Water Bodies
Under the proposed Project, it is reasonable to assume that TNR activities would increase citywide
due to the availability of 20,000 new free vouchers for free-roaming cat sterilization in the City, the
adoption of TNR as the City’s preferred method of dealing with the City’s free-roaming cat
population, and increased community outreach and education on TNR. Because the City is not
directly partaking in TNR activities, any potential TNR effects related to the proposed Project would
be considered indirect in nature.
TNR typically minimally entails the trapping, examination, sterilization (spay or neuter),
vaccination, ear tip removal, and subsequent return of free-roaming cats to where they were
trapped. The activities that have the potential to indirectly affect water quality include the trapping
and subsequent return of free-roaming cats to where they were trapped. The subsequent return of
free-roaming cats to where they were trapped is not anticipated to have a new indirect impact that
was not present prior to the free-roaming cat trapping, given the free-roaming cat was already
indirectly causing an impact on the water quality of that area. No new indirect impacts related to
return of free-roaming cats would be anticipated.
The trapping could potentially result in minor indirect water quality impacts, though these potential
impacts are expected to be infrequent. The trap mechanism is not technically considered a source of
pollutants, and the traps are not anticipated to be placed directly in streams, rivers, ponds, lakes,
marine intertidal, and marine offshore environments. The additional trapping activities that would
result under the proposed Project could increase the potential to inadvertently result in the
discharge of nutrients from food and feces from the trapped free-roaming cat. For example, a small
amount of food is typically used within and around the trap to lure the free-roaming cat into the
trap. Should this food not be consumed by the free-roaming cat and not be removed, there is a
potential, albeit small, for this food to be discharged into waterways during storm events, potentially
increasing nutrients and suspended solids within the waterway and contributing to a water quality
impairment. However, most of the food is anticipated to be consumed by free-roaming cats or
removed by TNR practitioners to reduce the potential for this discharge to occur.
The spatial distribution of TNR and free-roaming cat care activities throughout the City is not
expected to differ relative to baseline conditions and the future baseline without Project because the
proposed Project is not proposing any direct elements that are expected to change the distribution
of such activities. However, tThe proposed Project also includes publishing and implementation of
program implementation guidelines intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the projectprogram implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures for
TNR, responsible feeding, and medical treatments for free-roaming cats. All recipients of CCP
vouchers will be required to commit to adhering to these guidelines through a signed affidavit. Over
time, this would further help reduce existing potential impacts from free-roaming cats in and near
sensitive waterbodies in the City. In addition, the Project includes the creation of a WCP that would
prioritize admission of cats found in or near ESAs. Further, the magnitude of free-roaming cat
feeding and care activities in the study area is expected to decrease over time as the free-roaming
cat population declines citywide.
It is not currently possible for this analysis to estimate the exact quantity of water quality impacts of
TNR in the study area. However, it is important to consider that by Year 2 (the first effective
population change under the population dynamics model) a net decrease of 15,322891 free-roaming
cats and prevention of 15,4846,539 kitten births throughout the City would have occurred as a
result of Year 1’s 20,000 additional TNR trapping events and release of up to 831 free-roaming cats
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(see Table 4.1-2 and Figures 4.1-4, 4.1-5, and 4.1-7 in Section 4.1.1). Trapping efforts would
continue over the life of the proposed Project, and this population trend would continue throughout
the 30-year proposed Project time horizon, resulting over time in a decrease in free-roaming cats
throughout the City. This would in turn result in reduced free-roaming cat care and maintenance
activities and associated contribution of water quality impacts. Potential trapping-related impacts
on water quality would continue to occur throughout the project area due to the annual addition of
20,000 TNR vouchers, which would result in 20,000 trapping events. However, the overall indirect
impacts from TNR trapping on water quality are anticipated to be minimal compared to existing
conditions.

3.2.5.4

Changes to Section 4.4, Human Health Hazards

Changes to Section 4.4.2.4, Page 4.4-5
Toxoplasmosis is a parasitic disease caused by the protozoan parasite Toxoplasma gondii. It is
capable of infecting virtually all warm-blooded animals, including most bird and mammal species
(Dubey et al. 2008; Zhou et al. 2016), and relies on cat species to complete its life cycle. Cat species
(Felids) are the only hosts that can excrete the environmentally resistant oocysts (Verma et al.
2017), which the infected cats shed in their feces, contaminating water, soil, and the environment.
All other hosts, in which only asexual reproduction can occur, are intermediate hosts (Fredebaugh et
al. 2011). Humans become infected with T. gondii by oral ingestion of water, contaminated produce,
or undercooked meat. Infection also results from contact with contaminated soil during play or
gardening or, less frequently, feline feces (Robert-Gangneux and Dardé 2012; Zhou et al. 2016).
According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2018) up to 11% of the U.S population
have been infected with Toxoplasmosis and up to 60% in other non-U.S. populations. Oocysts can
survive in soil for years and are resistant to detergents, alkalis, and, acids (Kravetz and Federman
2002). Humans can also become infected through organ transplants. The chance of receiving
infected organs is higher for heart transplant patients compared with liver, lung, or kidney
transplant patients (Robert-Gangneux and Dardé 2012). Toxoplasmosis also poses a significant risk
for those receiving immunosuppressive therapy and is a major cause of systemic infection and death
for immunosuppressed patients (e.g., HIV/AIDS) (Elmore et al. 2010). Infection in intermediate
hosts results in larval movements through various migration routes, which vary among host species
and cause behavioral changes when migration occurs in the central nervous system. Infection with
T. gondii may be asymptomatic or may result in diseases ranging from mild to severe. The severity of
infection is dependent on the virulence of specific T. gondii strains and species specific. Symptoms of
initial infection range from no symptoms to moderate to severe, including fever, muscle weakness,
diarrhea, abnormal breathing, weight loss, and lethargy. Some forms of the diseases caused by
infection can have very serious human health impacts, resulting collectively in serious socioeconomic burdens throughout the world (Pappas et al. 2009; Torgerson and Macpherson 2011 as
cited in Robert-Gangneux and Dardé 2012).
Toxoplasmosis may also cause behavioral changes when parasite migration occurs in the central
nervous system (Robert-Gangneux and Dardé 2012). Behavioral changes include prolongation of
reaction times (Flegr 2013) and increased aggression and impulsivity (Cook et al. 2015). Latent
toxoplasmosis is associated with immunosuppression, which could explain the increased probability
of Toxoplasma-infected women giving birth to a boy. It is also associated with the high prevalence of
toxoplasmosis in mothers of children with Down syndrome (Flegr 2013). Toxoplasma is considered
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a neglected parasitic infection and targeted for public health action by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2018). There is no vaccine
available for Toxoplasma gondii.
Giardiasis is an intestinal infection caused by the protozoan parasite Giardia intestinalis. The
parasite, which is shed in human and animal feces and may contaminate water and food, is spread
by oral ingestion (Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 2018). The parasite is carried by
approximately 2% to 3% of cats; most cases are observed in cats with diarrhea (Kravetz and
Federman 2002). Symptoms of Giardia infection in humans range from no symptoms to diarrhea,
fatigue, gas, nausea, abdominal cramps, and bloating, with a low incidence of complications (Los
Angeles County Department of Public Health 2018). The infection is treatable with various
medications. No vaccine is available for Giardia intestinalis.
Cryptosporidiosis is an intestinal infection caused by the protozoan parasite Cryptosporidium
parvum. The parasite, which is shed in human and animal feces and may contaminate water and
food, is spread by oral ingestion (Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 2019a). The
parasite is carried by approximately 5% of cats (Kravetz and Federman 2002). Symptoms of
Cryptosporidium infection in humans range from no symptoms to watery diarrhea, abdominal
cramps, and low-grade fever (Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 2019a). The infection
typically resolves on its own. No vaccine is available for Cryptosporidium parvum.
Toxocariasis is a parasitic disease caused by nematode (i.e., roundworm) parasites, such as
Toxocara cati, the feline roundworm which is the most common intestinal parasite in cats and
having an estimated prevalence in cats of 25%–75% (Cornell Feline Health Center 2002). T. cati may
cause no symptoms; however, it can infect the eye, resulting in eye inflammation, eye damage, or
vision loss. It also may infect other organs, resulting in fever, fatigue, coughing, and pain. Humans
are infected with T. cati by accidental oral ingestion of dirt that is contaminated with cat feces and
infectious T. cati eggs. T cati ova can survive for months to years in the environment, depending on
climatic conditions. Toxocariasis infection within the body occurs as the parasite larvae migrate
through a person’s skin, ocular tissue, heart, and other tissues (Fisher 2015). It is estimated that
14% of people in the United States have antibodies to Toxocara, suggesting exposure to Toxocara
spp. (Woodhall et al. 2014). The infection is treatable with various medications. No vaccine is
available for Toxocara cati.
Hookworm is an intestinal infection caused by nematode (i.e., roundworm) parasites. Human
infections with hookworms usually include two main species of hookworm: Ancylostoma
duodenale and Necator americanus (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2014) though
humans can be infected with hookworm species carried by dogs and cats such as Ancylostoma
brazilense, A. caninum, A. ceylanicum, and Uncinaria stenocephala. Among pet cats, a 2006 study
identified a prevalence of 0.63% of pet cats infected with hookworm (De Santis et al. 2006) though
feral cat infection has been found to be much greater and in one study in Florida reached 75%
(Anderson et al. 2003). Hookworms live in the digestive systems of their hosts and their eggs are
released into the digestive system and released into the environment through feces. Hookworm
larvae can infect humans by penetrating through the skin; this can occur by walking barefoot in
areas where parasite larvae occur. In humans, skin-penetrating hookworm larvae release enzymes
that may cause allergic and inflammatory skin reactions, such as rashes or itching. Hookworm can
migrate to the intestinal system and cause abdominal discomfort, diarrhea, loss of appetite, fatigue,
anemia, and weight loss (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2014). Human infection with
animal hookworms usually result in skin infections (called cutaneous larva migrans [CLM]) rather
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than intestinal infections (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2014). CLM causes raised
tracks and red itchy skin where the larvae have moved within the skin (Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention 2014). The larvae typically die though in rare cases can migrate to the human
intestines (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2014). The animal hookworm larvae that
cause CLM usually do not survive more than 5–6 weeks in the human host. The infection is treatable
with various medications. No vaccine is available for hookworms.
Typhus fever is caused by infection from Rickettsia typhi or Rickettsia felis bacteria. Human
symptoms of R. typhi include fever, fatigue, headache, rash, chills, malaise, myalgia, and anorexia
(Tsioutis et al. 2017). Human symptoms of R. felis include fever, fatigue, headache, maculopapular
rash, and eschar (necrotic tissue). Typhus is not directly transmitted from cats to people; humans
become infected through contact with flea-carrying cats (or other mammal species that harbor
infected fleas). Cats do not cause Typhus directly; rather, cats, serving as hosts, transport infected
fleas into areas where humans would be susceptible to flea bites and thus infection. The cat flea,
Ctenocephalides felis, is the main vector; however, other flea species are known to host R. felis.
Arthropods, including mites and lice, may also be hosts. An infected flea remains infected for life.
Previously, the R. typhi microbe persisted in the urban cycle through closely associated (i.e.,
commensal) rats and rat fleas; in recent years, however, it has been increasingly found in cat fleas,
opossums, and feral cats. Typhus is usually transmitted through the inhalation of dried flea feces.
For example, a flea bite wound containing feces becomes itchy; when scratched, the infected
material can be inhaled or rubbed into the eyes (Mahajan 2012). Typhus may occur in clusters; it
may also occur with high prevalence in certain regions. A metadata analysis discovered that most
cases occurred during summer and early fall (Mahajan 2012). Historical records for Los Angeles
County show high numbers of typhus cases in the early 1900s (Anderson 1915); over the next
several decades, the numbers rapidly declined and remained low (Wekesa et al. 2016). However,
flea-borne typhus in Los Angeles County has increased over the last two decades and continues to
increase today, with two clusters identified in 2018, including 19 cases in downtown Los Angeles,
eight of which were among the homeless; approximately 55% were associated with domestic cat
exposure (Wekesa et al. 2016; Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 2016, 2019b). In one
Los Angeles typhus study, 90% of resident cats and 16% of resident opossums located in proximity
to human infections tested positive for typhus antibodies compared with 0% in both cat and
opossum control groups (Sorvillo et al. 1993). Furthermore, Nelson et al. (2018) found that 19% of
fleas sampled from both cats and opossums in Los Angeles County tested positive for Rickettsia
bacteria, with one opossum noted as being infested with 1,087 fleas. Humans are treated with
antibiotics, most often tetracyclines such as doxycycline, followed by chloramphenicol (Tsioutis et
al. 2017; Wekesa et al. 2016). No vaccines are available for Rickettsia species.
Plague is cause by the Yersinia pestis bacterium in the family Enterobacteriaceae. If untreated, it is
frequently fatal. There are three known clinical forms of plague: bubonic, septicemic, and
pneumonic (Mladenova-Hristova and Tsachev 2014). The bubonic form affects the lymph nodes,
which become enlarged and painful; symptoms include lethargy, fever, heart arrhythmia, motor
difficulties, difficulty breathing, and sometimes lameness. The bubonic form, which can last for a few
days or up to 2 to 3 weeks, can result in recovery or death. It can also transform into either the
septicemic or pneumonic form of plague (Mladenova-Hristova and Tsachev 2014). The primary
difference between the three forms of plague is the extent of the infection in the lungs; however,
elevated body temperature is significant in the septicemic form (Mladenova-Hristova and Tsachev
2014). Plague is spread to human beings through bites from infected fleas, contact with or ingestion
of infectious animals, or inhalation of Y. pestis bacteria, which may be aerosolized or suspended in
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droplets from a person or animal that has been infected with pneumonic plague (Patronek 1998). A
trend in the epidemiology of plague is the emerging role of domestic cats as a source of human
exposure to the disease (Pennisi et al. 2013); although plague is primarily a rodent disease, domestic
cats have been reported as a source of human plague in the western United States since 1977 (Gage
et al. 2000). A research study conducted in California between 1971 and 1991 identified 3.22% of
cats tested positive for Y. pestis antibodies with a positive antibody test rate of 1.25% in Los Angeles
County, with Los Angeles having a low average antibody level (titer) (Chomel et al. 1994).
Approximately 8% of plague cases in the United States are attributed to transmission from cats
(Gage et al. 2000). Cases of cat-associated plague are reported year-round, while flea-associated
plague cases generally are restricted to warmer months of the year (Gage et al. 2000 in Gerhold et al.
2013). Plague is found worldwide; currently, the endemic foci of plague are primarily in Central and
Southeast Asia, Africa, South America, and western North America (Mladenova-Hristova and
Tsachev 2014). Early treatment with antibiotics is often successful. In the United States, there are
reports of cats and dogs being healed by treatment with aminoglycosides (Mladenova-Hristova and
Tsachev 2014). Plague vaccines are available for humans, but their precise effectiveness is not
known (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 1982). Vaccines for cats are not yet available.
Influenza is a contagious infectious disease caused by various strains of the influenza virus that can
cause moderate to severe illness or even death. Influenza strains infect a wide variety of vertebrate
species, although some strains have a limited range of hosts; others, such as Influenza A, infect a
variety of species (Neumann and Kawaoka 2006). Influenza has been confirmed in domestic cats,
including viral strains of avian influenza (i.e., bird flu) such as H5N1, the avian influenza virus, and
H5N6, a highly pathogenic and deadly strain of avian influenza. Reports confirmed that cats
contracted the disease from wild birds (pigeon and geese) and died as a result. Both influenza
strains are transmissible to humans (Harder and Vahlenkamp 2010; Pontier et al. 2009; Klopfleisch
et al. 2007; Marinova et al. 2017; Yu et al. 2015). Cats are most often infected with influenza viruses
through close contact or ingestion of infected birds or uncooked poultry. They can also become
infected through contaminated saliva, urine, or feces from other cats as well as inhalation or
exposure to contaminated saliva associated with an isolated virus strain in humans (Thiry et al.
2007). Although domestic cats have been overlooked as potential influenza reservoirs, one study
found antibodies of various influenzas viruses in up to 44% of tested domestic cats in Ohio (Ali et al.
2011). Influenza may be spread to humans by direct and indirect contact with bodily fluids or
inhalation of airborne droplets from infected cats (Weinstein et al. 2003). Human symptoms of
infection include flu-like symptoms (e.g., fever, muscle aches, runny nose, sore throat) (Poirot et al.
2017). However, the infection is treatable with various antiviral medications.
Diseases discussed in this section may be transmitted to humans through various mechanisms
and/or animal species. Domestic cats represent one of the potential exposure/transmission routes
(e.g., typhus may be spread by fleas on rats, mice, opossums, and other animals). The transmission of
some diseases, such as typhus fever, is more closely associated with exposure of susceptible human
groups to domestic cats. However, because of the variability in exposure and transmission
mechanisms, citywide presence of susceptible human groups (see Section 4.4.2.3), and the lack of
definitive empirical citywide data regarding the specific contribution of free-roaming cats to such
diseases and in specific susceptible human groups, it is not feasible to quantify the existing
contribution of free-roaming cats to the transmission of or exposure to such diseases in humans,
including susceptible human groups in the City. However, areas within the City with higher densities
of domestic cats, and particularly free-roaming cats, may have higher risks of potential human
exposure to zoonotic diseases from free-roaming cats (see Figure 4.01-1). Various influenza
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vaccines are available for humans such as the seasonal influenza vaccine that contains protection
against multiple influenza strains (which are determined on a yearly/seasonal basis).

Changes to Section 4.4.3.1, Page 4.4-9
Overall 30-Year Population Trend
As discussed in detail in Section 4.1.2.4 and as shown in Appendix J, Population Modeling, the
provision of 20,000 additional annual surgeries for free-roaming cats under the proposed Project
would result in a lower rate of population growth compared with baseline conditions. The number
of free-roaming cats would be expected to decrease under the proposed Project over the 30-year
period leading up to the horizon year of 2049 compared with baseline conditions. Specifically, there
would be approximately 46,71929,607 fewer free-roaming cats at the end of the 30-year horizon
period under the proposed Project (see Table 4.1-2 in Section 4.1.2.4) compared to existing
conditions (i.e., at the time of publication of the Notice of Preparation); this total includes freeroaming cats that would be released under the proposed Project and would make up between
0.128% and 0.701.05% of the total free-roaming cat population in the City. Under no project
conditions, these released free-roaming cats would be euthanized and would not be released back to
the environment.

Changes to Section 4.4.3.1, Page 4.4-10
Progressive Free-roaming Cat Population and Reproduction Trends
The proposed Project would be implemented starting with a 5-year program implementation phase
wherein the release of free-roaming cats from the shelter population would gradually increase over
5 years (see Section 4.1.1, Table 4.1-2). Over this 5-year program implementation phase, the
maximum release of free-roaming cats would ramp up from 416 free-roaming cats to 831 freeroaming cats, 1,247 free-roaming cats, 1,662 free-roaming cats, and finally 2,078 free-roaming cats
in Years 1 through 5, respectively. Over this period, the program would provide 20,000 spay and
neuter surgeries in each of those 5 years, which constitutes between 8.795.83% and 6.7510.13% of
the estimated total free-roaming cat population in the City. Under the proposed Project, the 5-year
free-roaming cat release ramp-up period, combined with the immediate provision of 20,000 annual
spay and neuter surgeries in Year 1, and the increase in number of owned cats per household from
three to five (with all five owned cats being kept indoors), as modeled, results in a net decrease in
the free-roaming cat population and decreased reproductive output (number of kittens born)
starting in Year 2 as a result of the decreased reproductive potential of the populations and
subsequent reduction in the number of kittens born (see Table 4.1-2 in Section 4.1). The subsequent
10-, 20-, and 30-year proposed Project years occur during the full program horizon period and
continue to experience free-roaming cat population declines and decreasing reproductive output.
The cumulative provision of an additional 600,000 spay and neuter surgeries would result in the
prevention of 760,7711,264,305 free-roaming kitten births over the life of the Project. The spay and
neuter surgeries and subsequent population decreases starting in year 2 would result in a per-year
population decrease that would be greater than the proposed release of up to 2,078 free-roaming
cats per year (see Table J-3 and Section J-9 in Appendix J); therefore, the population declines would
more than offset the contribution of released free-roaming cats to the overall free-roaming cat
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population. This is illustrated in Figure 4.1-6, which depicts the cumulative number of free-roaming
cat releases (58,170).

Changes to Section 4.4.3.2, Page 4.4-12
The above data and discussion indicate that, under the proposed Project, the free-roaming cat
population would experience a net decline over time, resulting in a net citywide decrease in the freeroaming cat population and free-roaming cat reproductive output. Because the Project would result
in fewer free-roaming cats over time, the proposed Project could result in an incremental reduction
in the frequency and severity of exposure to human health hazards resulting from zoonotic diseases
transmitted directly or indirectly by free-roaming cats. This reduction 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. It is not possible to quantify the exact potential reduction in the
frequency and severity of exposure or the exposure risk associated with fewer cats under the
proposed Project; however, overall, the proposed Project would not be expected to increase the
frequency or severity of exposure to human health hazards. The proposed Project also includes
publishing and implementation of program implementation guidelines intended to highlight best
practices when conducting TNR under the Projectprogram implementation guidelines and
ecological conservation measures for TNR, responsible feeding, and medical treatments for freeroaming cats. All recipients of vouchers for free-roaming cat sterilization would be required to
commit to adhering to these guidelines through a signed affidavit. Over time, this would further help
manage the existing potential exposure risk to diseases associated with the presence of freeroaming cats in the City.

3.2.5.5

Changes to Section 4.5, Cumulative Impacts

Changes to Section 4.5.4.1, Page 4.5-6
As discussed in Section 4.2 of this EIR, the proposed Project would allow for the return of freeroaming cats that have been spayed or neutered to the environment where they resided prior to
being trapped and altered. Cats are predators, and wild mammals, birds, and reptiles are typical
prey for many cats. While return of free-roaming cats within the City has the potential to result in
impacts on sensitive biological resources residing within or migrating through the City, the
proposed Project is consistent with the City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element goals
and policies pertaining to sensitive species and habitat protection. In accordance with Endangered
Species Policy 1, the proposed Project would result in fewer free-roaming cats throughout the City.
By the proposed Project horizon year of 2049, it is estimated that fewer free-roaming cats would be
present in the City, thereby resulting in less-than-significant impacts compared to baseline and
future baseline without Project (see Section 4.2). Additionally, the proposed Project includes
program implementation guidelines intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR
under the Projectand ecological conservation measures to reduce impacts from the existing
population of free-roaming cats on the environment, including Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESAs). It also includes the creation of a City Working Cat Program (WCP) (see Chapter 2). In
accordance with habitats/ecological areas Policies 1 through 3, the proposed Project would not
restrict the City’s ability to identify, designate, or protect significant habitat areas, corridors, or
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buffers; restrict the City’s ability to protect or enhance habitat areas, linkages, or corridor segments
within City-owned or managed areas; or affect the ability of the City to work cooperatively with
other agencies and entities in protecting local habitats and endangered, threatened, sensitive, and
rare species.
While the proposed Project would result in the return of some free-roaming cats to the environment
and these cats would have impacts on sensitive species and habitats, over the 30-year horizon
period there would be 46,71930,714 fewer free-roaming cats in the City under the proposed Project.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not exacerbate or otherwise increase any impacts on habitat
areas. The biological resources impact analysis in this EIR identified and considered the significant
habitat areas throughout the City and concluded that there would be less-than-significant impacts
on biological resources from the proposed Project (Section 4.2). In addition, as stated above, the
proposed Project includes program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures to reduce impacts from the existing population of free-roaming cats and the creation of a
City WCP. Ecological conservation measures include recommendations to relocate cats found in or
near ESAs and avoid release of cats within 1 mile of an ESA. The proposed Project also includes
measures for coordination and cooperation with third-party entities to implement the modified TNR
program, to provide training for trappers, and to protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).
In conclusion, the proposed Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant cumulative impacts on sensitive biological resources because Project impacts have been
identified as less than significant due to the estimated reduction in the free-roaming cat population
over time (see Section 4.2); the proposed Project would be consistent with the related plans and
programs; and the proposed Project includes program implementation guidelines and ecological
conservation measures that are intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR under the
Projectreduce the environmental impacts of the existing population of free-roaming cats, including
guidelines that include restricting release of free-roaming cats into ESAs in the City, as feasible.
Therefore, impacts on biological resources from the proposed Project are considered less than
cumulatively considerable.
Furthermore, the related plans and programs contain goals, policies, and measures that are
designed to protect, conserve, and enhance sensitive biological resources, when combined with the
proposed Project, which would decrease the impacts of free-roaming cats on biological resources.
Therefore, there would be a beneficial contribution to cumulative effects on sensitive biological
resources within the City of Los Angeles.

Changes to Section 4.5.4.2, Page 4.5-10
While the proposed Project would result in the return of some free-roaming cats to the environment
and these cats would have impacts on water quality, over the 30-year horizon period there would be
30,71446,719 fewer free-roaming cats in the City under the proposed Project. Consequently,
impacts such as the potential for the deposit of feces and associated pollutant impacts on water
resources would continue to decrease over the 30-year horizon period (see Section 4.3). The
proposed Project includes program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation
measures that are intended to highlight best practices when conducting TNR under the Project
minimize the environmental impacts of the existing population of free-roaming cats. , including
guidelines that restrict the release of free-roaming cats into ESAs in the City, as feasible.
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Additionally, the proposed Project includes the creation of a City WCP (see Chapter 2) that would
prioritize free-roaming cats trapped in ESAs to further reduce the number of cats being returned to
the ESAs, thereby further helping reduce impacts on water quality.
In conclusion, the proposed Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant cumulative impacts on water resources because Project impacts have been identified as
less than significant due to the estimated reduction in the free-roaming cat population over time
(see Section 4.3); the proposed Project would be consistent with the related plans and programs; the
program implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures would help reduce the
water quality impacts of the existing population of free-roaming cats; and existing regulations would
further protect water quality, including the Clean Water Act, NPDES regulations of nonpoint-source
pollution, the City/County MS4 permits that include best management practices to reduce discharge
of pollutants, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board LA Basin Plan to protect beneficial uses
and achieve water quality objectives. Therefore, impacts on water resources from the proposed
Project are considered less than cumulatively considerable.

Changes to Section 4.5.4.3, Page 4.5-11
The proposed Project would not result in an increase in the probable frequency and severity of
consequences to people from exposure to health hazards, and impacts have been identified as less
than significant (see Section 4.4). Human health hazards are regulated and monitored by various
local and state regulations and agencies with regard to zoonotic, vector-borne, and other
transmissible diseases. The proposed Project would be consistent with related goals, objectives, and
policies. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, the proposed Project includes program
implementation guidelines and ecological conservation measures (see Chapter 2) that are intended
to minimize the environmental and human health impacts of the existing population of free-roaming
cats.

3.2.6

Changes to Chapter 6, Other Environmental
Considerations

Changes to Section 6.4.3, Page 6-3
The proposed Project does not include new residential units, commercial space, or industrial space
or any development of new land uses. In addition, it would not affect the capacity of existing
community service facilities, thereby requiring the construction of new facilities, which could cause
significant environmental effects. The proposed Project involves provision of funds to support the
spay/neuter of free-roaming cats; amendments to the LAAC to broaden the permitted use of Animal
Sterilization Funds and to the LAMC regarding the definition of a cat kennel; implementation of a
modified trap, neuter, and return (TNR) program that includes TNR-related community education
and outreach and collaboration with TNR organizations; publishing and implementation of program
guidelines and ecological conservation measures; and creation of a City of Los Angeles Working Cat
Program. Furthermore, the proposed Project does not require the construction of new LAAS
facilities or infrastructure, and the proposed Project would be implemented with existing resources.
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3.2.7

Chapter 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Changes to Chapter 9, References

Changes to Section 9.2, Page 9-2
General Manager. 2020. Message from Brenda Barnette, General Manager LA Animal Services.
Available: https://www.laanimalservices.com/message-from-general-manager/. Accessed:
October 13, 2020.
Los Angeles. 2020. Los Angeles. 2020. Summary Comparison of DEIR & FEIR Alternatives Modeling
Results.

3.2.8

Changes to Appendices

The following two appendices have been updated since publication of the Draft EIR:
⚫

Appendix J – Cat Population Modeling

⚫

Appendix K – Free-Roaming Cat Density Data Table

The following appendices have been added since publication of the Draft EIR:
⚫

Appendix O – Notice of Availability and Newspaper Notice

⚫

Appendix P – Public Hearing Transcript, Speaker Cards, and Sign-In Sheet

⚫

Appendix Q – Public Comments on Draft EIR: State and Local Government Agencies

⚫

Appendix R – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Non-Profit Organizations and Neighborhood
Groups

⚫

Appendix S – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals

⚫

Appendix T-1 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter
Category 1

⚫

Appendix T-2 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter
Category 2

⚫

Appendix T-3 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter
Category 3

⚫

Appendix T-4 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter
Category 4

⚫

Appendix T-5 – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Interested Parties and Individuals – Form Letter
Category 5

⚫

Appendix U – Public Comments on Draft EIR: Draft EIR Public Hearing
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