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Town  Country

From: Gunzel, Kurt [kgunzel@cityoflancasterca.org]
Sent: Thursday, September 08, 2011 11:09 AM
To: Town & Country
Subject: NOP Written Comment Regarding Update of the Antelope Valley Plan 

To whom this matter concerns: 
 
I was involved in a number of meetings back about 2‐3 years ago regarding the plan to update the Antelope Valley Plan 
at which time I brought up at public meetings, separate meeting with County representatives  and comments made in 
writing regarding questions I had regarding the affects of the plan for the area.  
 
The area of particular concern is  specifically in the Quartz Hill community around 45th West and K‐8.  Zoning is A‐1‐
10,000 with a general plan designation that limited development to 1 unit per acre at the time.  Previously the County 
allowed subdivision to the limits of the a‐1‐10,000 zoning, as was reflected in the actual development pattern until the 
more restrictive land use.  We were told the restriction was due to some issues the county needed to investigate relative 
to drainage and before this could be addressed for development purposes the area would be effectively restricted from 
development at the zoning density.   The land use designation restricted development to the overlaid zoning which was 
not consistent with the current or prior development pattern.  Maps that I presented to the County reflected lots in the 
area developed down to the 10,000 square foot lot size consistent with a higher density.   
 
I own property in this area which is why I have interest in the development that would be allowed.  Properties adjacent 
to the west were subdivided in I believe the mid 70s to 15,000 square feet which was reflective of what we were also 
proposing with the subdivision map we submitted.  Properties to the North have been developed down to 10,000 square 
feet and properties adjacent and North and South of our property range from a half acre to less than an acre.   
 
In talking to County representative we were encouraged to do a local plan amendment, which was initiated and filed 
several years ago along with a subdivision map to create 15,000 square foot lots, but due to difficult times and unsurity 
in the economy we were  unable to proceed due to  loss of employment and difficulties a dissolution of a partnership I 
was not in a position to move forward financially.  Plus the other option was to address the issue through the plan 
amendment at the time which was on the horizon.  I tried to stay involved when I heard anything about the update to 
the plan and was actually sent information  and correspondence until about two years ago when I didn’t hear any more 
about the update, until the more recent scoping meeting which I unfortunately was unable to attend.  
 
My question is what would be the procedure, at this time to see if the General Plan designation could go back to 
reflecting what was the development pattern for years (lots below 1 acre limit) and consistent with the actual underlying 
zoning of a‐1‐10,000.   
 
The higher density was what our original subdivision proposal was several years back where we actually went thru a 
number of levels of staff review to approve our project at 15,000 square foot lots?  The one‐acre minimum designation 
just doesn’t make sense as the area is developed with smaller parcels throughout the area and the larger rural lots is no 
longer consistent with the development that has occurred and is also an underutilization of property and wasteful of 
resources in light of the more recent infill development that has occurred during the last couple decades and what was 
encouraged by the County through the previous plan.  Would appreciate the County’s consideration of this and any 
information or suggestions that you can offer. 
 
Thank you,  
Kurt  and Susan Gunzel 
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September 9, 2011 
 
 
They Hue, AICP, Senior Regional Planner 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
Re:   Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scooping 

Meetings 
 
Dear Ms. Hue: 
 
I am hereby responding to the above stated Notice of Preparation (NOP).   I am opposed to 
exclusively utilizing the proposed goals, policies, implementing programs, land use designations 
(density and intensity) in the Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan: Town & Country (Draft Plan) for the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) study.  The Draft Plan is currently under active review by the 
community, and has not yet been fully vetted for use in an EIR.  Accordingly, I am requesting the EIR 
study include the range of land use designations associated with the current Land Use Plan and the 
Draft Plan.  
 
Although portions of the community were involved in the process of developing the Draft Plan, it is 
now under review by a broader segment of the Antelope Valley community, who are in the process 
of creating recommended revisions to the Draft Plan.  If the EIR is prepared using only the current 
Draft Plan, it will limit the opportunity for alternatives to be considered for the Draft Plan.  
 
Furthermore, I have a number of major concerns about the Draft Plan as a whole. 
 
The unincorporated County Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) target for the projected 
period of time of the Draft Plan must be studied, and an assessment of how the projected needs 
will be met through a range of housing types must be demonstrated.  The down zoning proposed in 
the Draft Plan occurs in the most affordable area of the unincorporated County.  In 2010 the 
median home sales price in the high desert was $125,550 and was the most affordable housing 
region in the State, during a time when the County median sales price was $346,840.  The down 
zoning resulting from the proposals found in the Draft Plan must result in an up zoning in other, 
less‐affordable areas, as the current Antelope Valley Area Plan allows for approximately 300,000 
units and the Draft Plan reduces this number to approximately 65,000 units.  These units must be 
built elsewhere within the unincorporated County to accommodate the County’s predicted 
population growth in the housing element and Compass Blueprint. The EIR needs to account for 
future growth within the unincorporated areas of the County and illustrate how the shift in housing 
units out of the Antelope Valley to other areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County will be 
accommodated.  
 
In addition, the current Draft Plan proposes dramatic increases in the designation of additional 
lands for Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) and Ecological Transitional Areas, as discussed in the 
Draft Plan and shown on the Draft Renewable Energy Priority map.  These areas have not been 
scientifically studied and endangered species habitat has not been specifically documented. 
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Therefore, these areas should not be considered accepted nor approved for designation and study 
by the Draft Plan EIR until they are scientifically demonstrated.  Applying a broad‐brush habitat 
conservation approach, without documented studies, results in the effectual taking of property 
without proof of need.   
 
 
Government agencies implementing SB 375 should not regard development, or the prohibitions of 
development, as the sole solutions for meeting their Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction 
target.  Housing affordability, construction costs and other economic impacts must be considered 
when evaluating measures proposed for meeting the goals of SB 375.   
 
As stated in the Notice,  

“The theme of the Draft General Plan is sustainability.  Sustainability requires that planning 
practices meet the County’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations 
to realize their economic, social, and environmental goals.”  

 
 
The General Plan and Draft Plan must allow for a broad range of land use and development options 
in addressing the stated sustainability goals.  By studying the full spectrum of development options 
in the EIR, the County Board of Supervisors will have a range of options available for approval, not 
just those proposed in the Draft Plan.  
 
This is the foundation of my request for the EIR study to include the full range of land use 
designations associated with the current Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  Otherwise, I request the 
EIR process not move forward until the Draft Plan has been fully vetted by the community.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve Burton RDC‐PRO 
Keller Williams Realty 
The Burton Team 
1401 W Rancho Vista Blvd. 
Palmdale Ca. 93551 
 
Off: 661‐274‐8300 
Cell: 661‐857‐0440 
fax: 866‐529‐5281 
sburton@kw.com  
DRE# 00921720 
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Town  Country

From: Ann Trussell [ann@anntrussell.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 11, 2011 1:37 PM
To: Town & Country
Cc: fifthdistrict@lacbos.org
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping 

Meetings

September 11, 2011 
 
Michael D. Antonovich 
Fifth District Supervisor 
Los Angeles County Supervisor 
500 West Temple Street, Room 869 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
Thuy Hua, AICP, Senior Regional Planner 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street,  Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
Re:         Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings 
 
Dear Supervisor Antonovich and Ms. Hua: 
 
I am hereby responding to the above stated Notice of Preparation (NOP).   I am opposed to exclusively utilizing the 
proposed goals, policies, implementing programs, land use designations (density and intensity) in the Draft 
Antelope Valley Area Plan: Town & Country (Draft Plan) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) study.  The Draft 
Plan is currently under active review by the community, and has not yet been fully vetted for use in an EIR.  
Accordingly, I am requesting the EIR study include the range of land use designations associated with the current 
Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  
 
Although portions of the community were involved in the process of developing the Draft Plan, it is now under 
review by a broader segment of the Antelope Valley community, who are in the process of creating recommended 
revisions to the Draft Plan.  If the EIR is prepared using only the current Draft Plan, it will limit the opportunity for 
alternatives to be considered for the Draft Plan.  
 
Furthermore, I have a number of major concerns about the Draft Plan as a whole. 
 
The unincorporated County Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) target for the projected period of time of 
the Draft Plan must be studied, and an assessment of how the projected needs will be met through a range of 
housing types must be demonstrated.  The downzoning proposed in the Draft Plan occurs in the most affordable 
area of the unincorporated County.  In 2010 the median home sales price in the high desert was $125,550 and was 
the most affordable housing region in the State, during a time when the County median sales price was $346,840.  
The downzoning resulting from the proposals found in the Draft Plan must result in an upzoning in other, less‐
affordable areas, as the current Antelope Valley Area Plan allows for approximately 300,000 units and the Draft 
Plan reduces this number to approximately 65,000 units.  These units must be built elsewhere within the 
unincorporated County to accommodate the County’s predicted population growth in the housing element and 
Compass Blueprint. The EIR needs to account for future growth within the unincorporated areas of the County and 
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illustrate how the shift in housing units out of the Antelope Valley to other areas of unincorporated Los Angeles 
County will be accommodated.  
 
In addition, the current Draft Plan proposes dramatic increases in the designation of additional lands for Significant 
Ecological Areas (SEA) and Ecological Transitional Areas, as discussed in the Draft Plan and shown on the Draft 
Renewable Energy Priority map.  These areas have not been scientifically studied and endangered species habitat 
has not been specifically documented. Therefore, these areas should not be considered accepted nor approved for 
designation and study by the Draft Plan EIR until they are scientifically demonstrated.  Applying a broad‐brush 
habitat conservation approach, without documented studies, results in the effectual taking of property without 
proof of need.   
 
 
Government agencies implementing SB 375 should not regard development, or the prohibitions of development, 
as the sole solutions for meeting their Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction target.  Housing affordability, 
construction costs and other economic impacts must be considered when evaluating measures proposed for 
meeting the goals of SB 375.   
 
As stated in the Notice,  

“The theme of the Draft General Plan is sustainability.  Sustainability requires that planning practices meet 
the County’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations to realize their economic, social, 
and environmental goals.”  

 
 
The General Plan and Draft Plan must allow for a broad range of land use and development options in addressing 
the stated sustainability goals.  By studying the full spectrum of development options in the EIR, the County Board 
of Supervisors will have a range of options available for approval, not just those proposed in the Draft Plan.  
 
This is the foundation of my request for the EIR study to include the full range of land use designations associated 
with the current Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  Otherwise, I request the EIR process not move forward until the 
Draft Plan has been fully vetted by the community.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ann Trussell, DRE 01101515 
REALTOR, GRI, e‐Pro, SFR 
Short Sales & Foreclosure Resource 
 
HOMEBASED REALTY 
42402 10TH Street West, Suite J 
Lancaster, CA  93534 
661‐269‐0991 
Cell 661‐713‐2358 
ann@anntrussell.com 
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Town  Country

From: Diane Carlton [dianec@gavar.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 4:56 PM
To: Town & Country
Cc: Edel Vizcarra ; nhickling@lacbos.org
Subject:  Response to Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of 

Public Scoping Meetings

 

September 14, 2011 
 
 
Thuy Hua, AICP, Senior Regional Planner 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street,  Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings               
 
Dear Ms. Hua: 
 
I am hereby responding to the above stated Notice of Preparation (NOP).   I am opposed to exclusively utilizing the 
proposed goals, policies, implementing programs, land use designations (density and intensity) in the Draft 
Antelope Valley Area Plan: Town & Country (Draft Plan) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) study.  The Draft 
Plan is currently under active review by the community, and has not yet been fully vetted for use in an EIR.  
Accordingly, I am requesting the EIR study include the range of land use designations associated with the current 
Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  
 
Although portions of the community were involved in the process of developing the Draft Plan, it is now under 
review by a broader segment of the Antelope Valley community, who are in the process of creating recommended 
revisions to the Draft Plan.  If the EIR is prepared using only the current Draft Plan, it will limit the opportunity for 
alternatives to be considered for the Draft Plan.  
 
Furthermore, I have a number of major concerns about the Draft Plan as a whole. 
 
The unincorporated County Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) target for the projected period of time of 
the Draft Plan must be studied, and an assessment of how the projected needs will be met through a range of 
housing types must be demonstrated.  The downzoning proposed in the Draft Plan occurs in the most affordable 
area of the unincorporated County.  In 2010 the median home sales price in the high desert was $125,550 and was 
the most affordable housing region in the State, during a time when the County median sales price was $346,840.  
The downzoning resulting from the proposals found in the Draft Plan must result in an upzoning in other, less‐
affordable areas, as the current Antelope Valley Area Plan allows for approximately 300,000 units and the Draft 
Plan reduces this number to approximately 65,000 units.  These units must be built elsewhere within the 
unincorporated County to accommodate the County’s predicted population growth in the housing element and 
Compass Blueprint. The EIR needs to account for future growth within the unincorporated areas of the County and 
illustrate how the shift in housing units out of the Antelope Valley to other areas of unincorporated Los Angeles 
County will be accommodated.  
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In addition, the current Draft Plan proposes dramatic increases in the designation of additional lands for Significant 
Ecological Areas (SEA) and Ecological Transitional Areas, as discussed in the Draft Plan and shown on the Draft 
Renewable Energy Priority map.  These areas have not been scientifically studied and endangered species habitat 
has not been specifically documented. Therefore, these areas should not be considered accepted nor approved for 
designation and study by the Draft Plan EIR until they are scientifically demonstrated.  Applying a broad‐brush 
habitat conservation approach, without documented studies, results in the effectual taking of property without 
proof of need.   
 
 
Government agencies implementing SB 375 should not regard development, or the prohibitions of development, 
as the sole solutions for meeting their Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction target.  Housing affordability, 
construction costs and other economic impacts must be considered when evaluating measures proposed for 
meeting the goals of SB 375.   
 
As stated in the Notice,  

“The theme of the Draft General Plan is sustainability.  Sustainability requires that planning practices meet 
the County’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations to realize their economic, social, 
and environmental goals.”  

 
 
The General Plan and Draft Plan must allow for a broad range of land use and development options in addressing 
the stated sustainability goals.  By studying the full spectrum of development options in the EIR, the County Board 
of Supervisors will have a range of options available for approval, not just those proposed in the Draft Plan.  
 
This is the foundation of my request for the EIR study to include the full range of land use designations associated 
with the current Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  Otherwise, I request the EIR process not move forward until the 
Draft Plan has been fully vetted by the community.  
 
Sincerely, 
Diane Carlton 
Quartz Hill, CA 
 
diane.carlton@roadrunner.com 
                 
                                 
 
 
 
 



September 9, 2011 
 
 
Thuy Hua, AICP, Senior Regional Planner 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street,  Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
Re:   Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping 

Meetings 
 
Dear Ms. Hua: 
 
I am hereby responding to the above stated Notice of Preparation (NOP).   I am opposed to 
exclusively utilizing the proposed goals, policies, implementing programs, land use designations 
(density and intensity) in the Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan: Town & Country (Draft Plan) for the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) study.  The Draft Plan is currently under active review by the 
community, and has not yet been fully vetted for use in an EIR.  Accordingly, I am requesting the EIR 
study include the range of land use designations associated with the current Land Use Plan and the 
Draft Plan.  
 
Although portions of the community were involved in the process of developing the Draft Plan, it is 
now under review by a broader segment of the Antelope Valley community, who are in the process 
of creating recommended revisions to the Draft Plan.  If the EIR is prepared using only the current 
Draft Plan, it will limit the opportunity for alternatives to be considered for the Draft Plan.  
 
Furthermore, I have a number of major concerns about the Draft Plan as a whole. 
 
The unincorporated County Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) target for the projected 
period of time of the Draft Plan must be studied, and an assessment of how the projected needs 
will be met through a range of housing types must be demonstrated.  The downzoning proposed in 
the Draft Plan occurs in the most affordable area of the unincorporated County.  In 2010 the 
median home sales price in the high desert was $125,550 and was the most affordable housing 
region in the State, during a time when the County median sales price was $346,840.  The 
downzoning resulting from the proposals found in the Draft Plan must result in an upzoning in 
other, less‐affordable areas, as the current Antelope Valley Area Plan allows for approximately 
300,000 units and the Draft Plan reduces this number to approximately 65,000 units.  These units 
must be built elsewhere within the unincorporated County to accommodate the County’s predicted 
population growth in the housing element and Compass Blueprint. The EIR needs to account for 
future growth within the unincorporated areas of the County and illustrate how the shift in housing 
units out of the Antelope Valley to other areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County will be 
accommodated.  
 
In addition, the current Draft Plan proposes dramatic increases in the designation of additional 
lands for Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) and Ecological Transitional Areas, as discussed in the 
Draft Plan and shown on the Draft Renewable Energy Priority map.  These areas have not been 
scientifically studied and endangered species habitat has not been specifically documented. 
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Therefore, these areas should not be considered accepted nor approved for designation and study 
by the Draft Plan EIR until they are scientifically demonstrated.  Applying a broad‐brush habitat 
conservation approach, without documented studies, results in the effectual taking of property 
without proof of need.   
 
 
Government agencies implementing SB 375 should not regard development, or the prohibitions of 
development, as the sole solutions for meeting their Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction 
target.  Housing affordability, construction costs and other economic impacts must be considered 
when evaluating measures proposed for meeting the goals of SB 375.   
 
As stated in the Notice,  

“The theme of the Draft General Plan is sustainability.  Sustainability requires that planning 
practices meet the County’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations 
to realize their economic, social, and environmental goals.”  

 
 
The General Plan and Draft Plan must allow for a broad range of land use and development options 
in addressing the stated sustainability goals.  By studying the full spectrum of development options 
in the EIR, the County Board of Supervisors will have a range of options available for approval, not 
just those proposed in the Draft Plan.  
 
This is the foundation of my request for the EIR study to include the full range of land use 
designations associated with the current Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  Otherwise, I request the 
EIR process not move forward until the Draft Plan has been fully vetted by the community.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dave Slover 
President Elect of the Greater Antelope Valley Association of REALTORS 
     
 
 
 
 



September 13, 2011 
 
 
Thuy Hua, AICP, Senior Regional Planner 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street,  Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
Re:   Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping 

Meetings 
 
Dear Ms. Hua: 
 
I am hereby responding to the above stated Notice of Preparation (NOP).   I am opposed to 
exclusively utilizing the proposed goals, policies, implementing programs, land use designations 
(density and intensity) in the Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan: Town & Country (Draft Plan) for the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) study.  The Draft Plan is currently under active review by the 
community, and has not yet been fully vetted for use in an EIR.  Accordingly, I am requesting the EIR 
study include the range of land use designations associated with the current Land Use Plan and the 
Draft Plan.  
 
Although portions of the community were involved in the process of developing the Draft Plan, it is 
now under review by a broader segment of the Antelope Valley community, who are in the process 
of creating recommended revisions to the Draft Plan.  If the EIR is prepared using only the current 
Draft Plan, it will limit the opportunity for alternatives to be considered for the Draft Plan.  
 
Furthermore, I have a number of major concerns about the Draft Plan as a whole. 
 
The unincorporated County Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) target for the projected 
period of time of the Draft Plan must be studied, and an assessment of how the projected needs 
will be met through a range of housing types must be demonstrated.  The downzoning proposed in 
the Draft Plan occurs in the most affordable area of the unincorporated County.  In 2010 the 
median home sales price in the high desert was $125,550 and was the most affordable housing 
region in the State, during a time when the County median sales price was $346,840.  The 
downzoning resulting from the proposals found in the Draft Plan must result in an upzoning in 
other, less‐affordable areas, as the current Antelope Valley Area Plan allows for approximately 
300,000 units and the Draft Plan reduces this number to approximately 65,000 units.  These units 
must be built elsewhere within the unincorporated County to accommodate the County’s predicted 
population growth in the housing element and Compass Blueprint. The EIR needs to account for 
future growth within the unincorporated areas of the County and illustrate how the shift in housing 
units out of the Antelope Valley to other areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County will be 
accommodated.  
 
In addition, the current Draft Plan proposes dramatic increases in the designation of additional 
lands for Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) and Ecological Transitional Areas, as discussed in the 
Draft Plan and shown on the Draft Renewable Energy Priority map.  These areas have not been 
scientifically studied and endangered species habitat has not been specifically documented. 
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Therefore, these areas should not be considered accepted nor approved for designation and study 
by the Draft Plan EIR until they are scientifically demonstrated.  Applying a broad‐brush habitat 
conservation approach, without documented studies, results in the effectual taking of property 
without proof of need.   
 
 
Government agencies implementing SB 375 should not regard development, or the prohibitions of 
development, as the sole solutions for meeting their Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction 
target.  Housing affordability, construction costs and other economic impacts must be considered 
when evaluating measures proposed for meeting the goals of SB 375.   
 
As stated in the Notice,  

“The theme of the Draft General Plan is sustainability.  Sustainability requires that planning 
practices meet the County’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations 
to realize their economic, social, and environmental goals.”  

 
 
The General Plan and Draft Plan must allow for a broad range of land use and development options 
in addressing the stated sustainability goals.  By studying the full spectrum of development options 
in the EIR, the County Board of Supervisors will have a range of options available for approval, not 
just those proposed in the Draft Plan.  
 
This is the foundation of my request for the EIR study to include the full range of land use 
designations associated with the current Land Use Plan and the Draft Plan.  Otherwise, I request the 
EIR process not move forward until the Draft Plan has been fully vetted by the community.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
s/Steve Rice 
 
Steven Rice, Realtor® 
43912 20th St W 
Lancaster, CA 93534 
steve.rice@coldwellbanker.com 
661‐305‐0561 
 
 
   
     
 
 
 





















City of Brea 

September 9, 2011 

Ms. .onnie hung, I ,P 
Supervising Regional Planner 
Los Angeles ounty 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple Sty et, Room 1356 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear . Chung: 

I am writing in regard to the Notice of Preparation (I P) for the proposed Los Angeles County 
General Plan (GP) update, The City of Brea has a fundamental interest in future land uses 
adjacent and near our City and the potential for associated impacts upon our jurisdiction. Many 
of these lands are within the jurisdictional control of Los Angeles County and we appreciate the 
opportunity to continue our tradition of communication and coordination on issues of mutual 
mteres t. 

The City of Brea additionally values the on-going dialog we have historically el1Joyed with the 
primary ownership of the subject lands within os Angeles County, Aera Energy. Aera's long 
term vision for these lands includes development and we view coordination and cooperation 
regarding any proposed plans, or associated land use goals and policies within LA County's 
General Plan, to be of critical importance to Brea. 

With these lands currently positioned within Sphere of Influence, and unincorporated County 
jurisdiction, we appreciate the opportunity to dialog with Los Angeles County regarding ityof 
Brea interests. W would respectfully request that an. Goals and Policies within your General 
Plan affecting land adjacent or near Brea to be coordinated through a collaborative approach 
involving our City. with a goal to assure appropriate compatibility between our two jurisdictions. 
We request direct communication to initiate discussions to facilitate this goal and our staff stands 
available to meet. 

Our comments regarding the OP are specific to lands abutting or within general proximity to 
the City ofBrca'sjurisdictional borders and are provided below: 

1.	 Land Use - The County's EIR should provide a comprehensive discussion and analysis 
of the compatibility of the proposed General Plan land use designations and goals and 
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policies as compared to the ily ofBrea's General Plan land use designations and goals 
and policies for adjacent and nearby lands. We have included a CD of our General Plan 
and its EIR for your reference and would specifically call attention to its discussions of 
hillsides and open space. Appropriate mitigation measures and conditions or 
modifications to any project approval should be proposed to address any identified 
impacts. 

2.	 TransportationfTraffic-The EIR should provide a complete analysis of potential traffic 
impacts from the proposed GP Update and its implementation of land use goals and 
policies upon Brea streets, intersections, and State Route 57 Freeway ramps. Appropriate 
mitigation measures and conditions of any project approval should be proposed to 
address any identified impacts. 

3.	 Aesthetics - The ErR should provide sufficient analysis of potential aesthetic impacts to 
the City of Brea and should include appropliate mitigation measures to alleviate such 
impacts. Significant areas of the lands adjacent and nearby Brea are cUITently 
undeveloped hillsides which provide a vi ual backdrop to our ity. Changes to the 
existing land uses which may result in adverse and significant impacts due to the 
implementation of the proposed GP Update should be comprehensively analyzed for the 
potential of aesthetic impacts. Methodologies should include view simulations of 
possibl development scenarios for inclusion in the E1R, with views from areas of Brea. 

4.	 Biology/Project Altematives - Los Angeles County lands abutting and nearby the oityof 
Brea are largely undeveloped and contain a wide variety of biological resources, 
including importance within a regional wildlife corridor. These considerations should be 
comprehensively analyzed within the EIR, considered within land use decisions, and 
adequate resource protections and land preservation goals and polices provided within the 
GP pdate. Review should include an analysis of impacts upon the ity of Brea and 
other agencies which have implemented preservation and conservation of resources 
specifically related to biology and the wildlife corridor and how the proposed project may 
affect these efforts. LA ounty's SEAT C report and comments from plioI' proposed 
GP actions for the areas near Brea as well as The Conservation Biology Institute s July 
2005 report for this area (Maintaining Ecological Connectivity Across the "Missing 
Middle" ofthe Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor) should be included within research 
and analysis. Review of these materials and considerations are also important within the 
formulation of possible Project Altematives for land use designation. Where necessary, 
mitigation measures should be provided to off-set any remain.ing potential for impacts. 

5.	 Hazards - The EIR should provide a comprehensive analysis and discussion of the 
hazards potential on the lands abutting and nearby the City of Brea and possible impacts 
to our jurisdiction. Such impact potential should include review of seismic and 
geotechnical as well as fire and oil extracti n operations and associated potential impacts. 
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tate and Regional Green House Gas goals too should be pati of the comprehensive 
r view of impact potential. 

6.� Utilities and City Services - he E1R should provide a comprehensive analysis of utility 
and Ci ty Service (e.g. Fire Department, Water) needs and impacts to the City of Brea to 
facilitate the proposed land use element of the GP Update. Utility and Service 
coordination with our jurisdiction is anticipated to be required to facilitate development 
plans of these lands and th - EIR should provide a complete discussion of such issues 
together with appropriate mitigation measures to address any anticipated impacts to the 
City ofBrea. 

7.� Cultural Resources - Oil exploration and extraction is an integral part ofBrea's history. 
This history is shared with lands adjacent and nearby our jurisdiction and the EIR should 
provide a complete review of such considerations. Impacts from the proposed land use 
goals and policies upon cultural and historical resources should be reviewed in the EJR 
and any necessary mitigation measures to alleviate such impacts provided. 

The City ofBrea greatly appreciates this opportunity the County of Los Angeles have provided 
us regardip.g Lhis project. We respectfully request an appointment to meet to further our 
understanding of the proposed GP pdat and its details as the project moves forward. I stand 
available to coordinate such communication and would welcome the opportunity to get together 
and dialog on jurisdictional goals to further our mutual public interests. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. Please provide us a copy of the 
Draft IR once it is available for public review. [fyou have any questions regarding Brea's 
response, please feel free to reach me at 714/990-7674. 

Sincerely, 

mcrabtree, AICP 
Community Development Deputy Director 

cc:� im O'Donnell, City Manager� 
Eric icoll, Community Development Director� 

harles Vi ,Public Works Director� 
Wolfgang Knabe, Fire Chief� 
Kevin Kelly Fire Marshal� 
Adrienne Gladson, Senior Planner� 
George Bayse, Aera Energy� 

Enclosures 
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September 14, 2011 

 

 

Connie Chung 

Supervising Regional Planner 

Los Angeles County  

Department of Regional Planning  

320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

 

RE: NOP- EIR Comments for the Los Angeles County General Plan Update  

 

Dear Ms. Chung, 

 

On behalf of the Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains 

(RCDSMM), we thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the NOP for the 

Los Angeles County General Plan Update. We would like the following to be addressed 

in the EIR for the Plan Update: 

 

General Comments: 

 

� What is the vision for how LA County will function in 50 years? 
 
� How will implementation of this General Plan translate into on the ground stewardship and 

sustainability? 
 

� What metrics will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of these policies? 
 
� Have any metrics been used to evaluate the goals of the 1986 plan vs. what is currently on 

the ground? An assessment of what worked or did not would be extremely helpful in guiding 
the future course of planning. 

 
� We recommend that you incorporate the "let the land dictate the use" principle of the Santa 

Monica Mountains North Area Plan into the general plan. 
 

� How will the updated plan integrate ecosystems services cost-benefit analysis in all aspects 
of planning? 
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� How will the County promote an integrated environmental site analysis into the first steps of the 
planning process to ensure that ecosystem elements are identified and considered so that preliminary 
designs brought for evaluation by the Initial Study are clearly aligned with the goals and policies of the 
General Plan? 
 

� Will Public Works and Utilities be required to adhere to all the environmental constraints required of 
private parties?  If not, why not? 

 
� In the Implementation Plan, the Green Streets Initiative should specify that climate-appropriate (and 

preferably California natives) will be used as the material for landscaping "urban green spaces”. 
 
� The plan should recognize and integrate long term processes into the evaluation of potential impacts 

to allow for ecological resiliency. This requires on-going dialogue and implementation of up to date 
information from local scientists that can be integrated into the planning process. 

 

Land Use: 
 

� We recommend adding to the descriptive narrative introduction the role that careful stewardship of 
environmental services provides in terms of long term benefits. 

 
� It should be recognized that some areas are too hazardous, and/or environmentally sensitive for 

development. The County should reconfigure zoning to reflect those issues and direct development 
into better locations.  

 
� How can preservation of agricultural opportunities be integrated with wise management and 

conservation of chaparral and other native ecosystems? 
 
� Land use compatibility narrative should also consider impacts to open space from fuel modification, 

type conversion from native habitats to agriculture. 
 

Planning for Sustainable and Livable Communities Section: 

 

How can infrastructure services (energy, water, sewer, trash, etc.) be localized to reduce transportation 
costs and provide local, sustainable services that would avoid impact problems associated with 
establishing  centralized infrastructures distant from the point of service, as with imported water or  with 
remote solar farms converting native habitat to hardscape? 
 
� Sustainable Subdivision Design should also recommend preventing habitat fragmentation, retention 

of storm water, localized production of appropriate energy, water conservation and reuse 

 
Air Quality: 

 

� Responding to climate change section needs to explicitly recognize the important contribution of 
native vegetation and protection of functional ecosystems as an important way of mitigating climate 
change impacts. Preserving existing woodlands and scrublands can be more cost effective than 
planting new, and the only certain way to prevent functional habitat loss. 

 
� The plan should identify degraded habitat areas where targeted restoration could also serve as 

carbon sequestration mitigation bank. 
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Conservation and Open Space 

 
� How are private open space easements tracked and monitored? 
 
� We agree that a coordinated open space master plan is needed. 
 
� Since open space can include anything from golf courses to wildlands, what are the guidelines for 

designating specific requirements for open space preservation and integration into the fabric of wild 
lands? 

 
� It is important to identify and call out dark sky role as important resource ; regulation of night lighting 

and providing places where residents can see the stars very important. 

 
Biological Resources: 

 
� In Appendix C. 1, do the Special Management Areas overlap? If they do, the County should provide 3 

separate maps to depict Special Management Areas 1, 2 and 3.  
 
� What are the criteria or methods used to update the Significant Ecological Areas? Does the County 

provide SEA’s as a parcel-level layer in the GIS maps online? This would facilitate evaluating impacts 
of individual projects on these areas. 

 
� Please label the Regional Wildlife Linkage Areas in Figure 6.3 of the General Plan Update. 
 
� How will the County specifically support or implement the L.A. County Oak Woodlands Conservation 

Management Plan? Will it be part of the policy and or goals of the Conservation Element? The text 
box on page 109 should reflect adoption of Part 1 of the Oak Woodlands Conservation Management 
Plan in August 2011.  We are appreciative of the inclusion of this in the General Plan Update. 

 
� One goal of the Conservation Element should be to provide a measurable distance of setback 

between new development and riparian zones.  
 
� The Plan Update should identify the relationship between fuel modification requirements and type 

conversion of native habitats, and provide policy guidance to reduce these impacts, especially 
adjacent to public open spaces.  

 
Open Space: 

 
� How are private open space easements tracked and monitored? We agree that a coordinated open 

space master plan is needed. 
 
� Since open space can include anything from golf courses to wild lands, what are the guidelines for 

designating specific requirements for open space preservation and integration into the fabric of wild 
lands? 

 
Water Quality/Resources: 

 
� The Plan should identify ways that each landowner can implement water conservation through 

rainwater harvesting, infiltration, reuse, etc. 
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� Marine Protected Areas information should be added to the section following discussion on Areas of 

Special Biological Significance on pg 112. 
 
� Given the requirements of TMDL's and other regulatory standards, we need to make clear connection 

between sources of bacteria and pathogenicity. 
 

Agriculture: 

 
� Vineyards are not identified as a commodity in Table 6.2 (pg 116) and should be added. 
 
� The plan should review agricultural resource areas and correlate these with remaining native 

vegetation communities to identify and track impacts. 
 
� The plan should identify and implement strict standards for protecting slopes from agricultural 

conversion that results in erosion, sedimentation and slope failure. 

 
Mineral and Energy Resources: 

 
� Prioritize local sources of energy to reduce environmental impacts. for example, installing solar 

panels on existing roofs and parking lots could provide local power, and if implemented properly could 
also reduce temperatures in massive parking lots, which in turn reduces evapotranspiration of gas in 
cars as well as improves shade tree potential growth. 

 
Scenic Resources: 

 

� The plan should implement stringent regulations to avoid impacts of ridgetop development. 

 

� Many other highways throughout the County provide significant vistas. Additional potential 

scenic highway designations to protect other important transportation corridor vistas should 

be considered. 

 

Historical, Cultural and Archeological Resources: 

 

� The plan should recognize the interrelationship between the landscape configuration and 

these anthropogenic resources. Often a historic or cultural site would not be so without the 

surrounding environmental conditions. 

 

Parks and Recreation: 

 

� Identify small, county owned areas in more densely populated areas that could be restored 

as parks, local community gardens and open space for local residents.  Continue 

implementation of pocket parks wherever possible. 
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Safety: 

 

� The plan should set the stage for zoning in areas with identified geologic, seismic, flood, fire 

or other natural hazards should be reassigned to open space or lowest possible density use 

to reduce costs associated with extending development into harms way. 

 
Public Services and Facilities: 

 

� We agree that there is a need to effectively track development, and recommend that a review 

of the policies versus built reality of the 1986 plan be evaluated to identify ways to avoid 

making the same mistakes, provide insight into what worked or did not work, and set the 

stage for careful monitoring and development of benchmark metrics to provide annual 

evaluation of proposed goals and policies. 

 
Water: 

 

� With only 33% of water supply local, conservation and landscape restrictions are critical! 

 
Wastewater and sewer: 

 

� The plan should recognize the role of onsite septic systems to assist in the reduction of end 

of pipe pollution and utilize local rather than regional based systems. Establishing 

maintenance and monitoring program that can be fairly and equitably be implemented is 

critical. 

 

Utilities: 

 

� Siting should be localized and decentralized whenever possible to a) reduce impacts, 2) 

reduce transmission losses, 3) promote local conservation by connecting users to their 

systems more directly, and 4) reduce system wide malfunctions. 

 
� Utility companies should comply with all best management practices and environmental 

protection standards imposed on private developers. 

 
Economic Development: 

 

� Given the need for promoting jobs locally, provide an integrated plan that connects jobs more 

directly to transportation and housing by clustering. 

 

� Recognize that economic growth in LA County is directly tied to our environment - extensive portions 
of local economy tourist driven and reliant upon a functional ecosystem from the beaches to the 
mountains.  Avoid fostering short-term growth at the expense of long term sustainability and 
economic value. 
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN: 

 
The plan should identify and incorporate incentives for land conservation via easements or dedications 
accompanied by property tax reductions. 

 
Environmental Resource Management 
 
� Habitat Conservation Planning should extend to all native ecosystems, and incorporate an effective 

tracking system to provide annual assessment of changes to biological resources countywide. 
 
� We also recommend adding the following issues to the Environmental Resource Management Table: 
 

Invasive species Tracking and Response Strategy: 
This is critical to manage introduced threats such as the Gold Spotted Oak Borer and New 
Zealand Mud Snail, which can dramatically reduce ecosystem viability and cause significant 
mortality. 
 
Ecosystem response to climate change and type conversion: 
This would allow the County to monitor landscape level changes to local ecosystems related to 
fire frequency, development and shifts in species distribution and abundance in response to 
climate changes.  An early warning system such as this could be developed in collaboration with 
local scientists and universities to provide the county with the opportunity for rapid response to 
region wide changes. 
 

Agricultural Monitoring Program 
 
� Vineyard expansion into native ecosystems, especially on steep slopes has potentially significant 

impacts, as does that from orchard, row crop or animal husbandry.  The County General Plan should 
provide for tracking such change and develop appropriate guidelines to promote needed agriculture 
developed such that natural systems remain functional as well. 

 
Water Resources Program 
 
� The Water Quality Initiatives section should also include education and potentially regulations to 

reduce urban run off from landscaping. 
 

� The Watershed and River Master Plan should include work to restore the Los Angeles and San 
Gabriel rivers, as well as Ballona Creek. 

 
� Water conservation should emphasize onsite reuse via rainwater harvesting (cisterns, graywater, 

etc.) and in general should seek to slow and naturalize stormwater runoff and avoid creating 
hardened and focused discharges 

 
 
Special Management Area Programs: 

 
� We support the development of countywide ridgeline protection regulations. 
 
� Why is the Local Coastal Plan not listed here? 
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� Floodplain management goals are only as good as the calculations that determine the extent of the 

flood zone. The Plan should ensure that the reference condition used to develop Q values is the 
natural, undisturbed condition, rather than a 50 year bulk and burned Q.  The Plan should also 
incorporate protection to downstream properties when upstream development alters the hydrologic 
regime of a waterway. 

 
� The Implementation Section is missing a critical element of self-evaluation and identification of 

benchmark metrics that would provide the County with on-going feedback regarding whether the 
goals and policies of the plan are being met. 

 
We are thankful for the opportunity to participate during the scoping phase of the EIR the Los Angeles 
County General Plan Update. As a Resource Conservation District, we support sustainable land use: 
growth balanced with conservation of the unique and finite natural resources of the County.  We also 
understand the importance of this planning document as a guide for responsible stewardship within the 
County. 

 
 
If you have any questions regarding this letter please contact me directly. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Clark Stevens 
Executive Officer 
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Town  Country

From: Dan Silver [dsilverla@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 4:43 PM
To: Town & Country
Subject: Notice of Preparation for Antelope Valley Area Plan Update EIR

September 14, 2011 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY 
 
Thuy Hua, AICP 
Department of Regional Planning 
County of Los Angeles  
 
RE:  Notice of Preparation for Antelope Valley Area Plan Update EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Hua: 
 
The Endangered Habitats League (EHL), Southern California's only regional conservation organization, 
respectfully submits the following comments on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report 
for the draft  Antelope Valley Area Plan Update.   
 
EHL is encouraged to note that a rural preservation strategy is a key component of the Updated draft plan.  
Accomplishing this laudable objective, while at the same time providing for an adequate supply of housing and 
establishing the basis for economically healthy communities, will be a challenging, yet necessary task if the 
draft plan is to meet sustainability goals. 
 
Fortunately, there exist several planning tools that can advance these goals, including Urban Growth Boundaries 
(UGBs), Transferable Development Rights (TDR) programs, Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) programs, 
and capacity-based residential caps for designated areas.  EHL requests that the County consider these tools as it 
refines the Project and feasible alternatives in the EIR process.   
 
In particular, EHL encourages the development of an Town Center alternative whereby a UGB would define 
Town Center Development Area(s) within the plan area (or even within municipal boundaries with the 
cooperation of that jurisdiction).  Here, where adequate infrastructure exists and located to minimize 
transportation impacts, increased densities could be attained by "retiring" outlying rural residential units through 
a TDR program.  In this way, open space, habitat, and aesthetic values could be preserved or enhanced while 
providing for appropriate and sustainable development.  Given impending development pressures, EHL believes 
that such a program is necessary to achieve the Update's rural preservation goals.    
 
We would be happy to meet with Regional Planning Staff to discuss this concept in further detail.   
 
If you would acknowledge your timely receipt of these comments by return message, that would be appreciated. 
 Also, please place EHL on all distribution and notification lists for the Project, such as CEQA documents and 
public hearings. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Very truly yours, 
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Dan Silver MD 
Executive Director 
 
Dan Silver, Executive Director 
Endangered Habitats League 
8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592 
Los Angeles, CA  90069-4267 
 
213-804-2750 
dsilverla@me.com 
www.ehleague.org 
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