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Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Issues for Inclusion in the AVAP Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Nadela:

The Blue Ribbon Committee (BRC) requesting the issues contained in this letter be
included in the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Antelope
Valley Areawide General Plan Update (AVAP).

Economic Opportunity Areas:

Identified within the AVAP are three Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) centered around
major transit corridors that “would bring tremendous opportunities for growth and
economic development in the vicinity of these projects”. These EOAs would bring stable
economic growth for the future generations of the Antelope Valley.

In the AVAP, DRP staff has indicated that further studies and a more detailed planning effort
will need to be done for each EOA by way of a Community Plan. The EIR will be inaccurate if
some future Community Plan is postulated now with changes to the currently projected
AVAP analysis and data. Any discussion of a future Community Plan to re-visit the EOA’s
must be only part of a Project Alternative and not part of the Project.

The EOA’s are an important concrete part of the AVAP and must not have an open-ended
reviewing/studying component; They need to be addressed directly in the EIR as the activity
nodes that they are. The AVAP EIR must accurately address any impacts associated with the
We ask that

the EIR include the EOA’s in its analysis as is and that Community Plans not be a part of the AVAP. Future land owners
will still have to submit a project level EIR for any development plans they want the County to approve and the EOA
concept is already sufficient for programmatic determinations at the AVAP EIR level. This will ensure Los Angeles
County’s ability to review proposed development within these EOAs in more detailed without adding the unnecessary
Community Plan that will alter the EIR currently being drafted. Additionally, the EIR must address how the EOA’s balance
environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely
on this valley to provide both habitation and sustenance.

Community Standards Districts:

The EIR of the AVAP will analyze impacts associated with land use changes and zoning changes proposed by the County.
The Land Use portion proposes to down-zone much of the land within currently adopted and proposed Community
Standards Districts. The AVAP EIR should address these changes and provide research-based substantiation for those
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changes. The activities that have led to the existing and the proposed Community Standards Districts have been vetted
by the various communities and any changes via the AVAP to the underlying densities and land use designations have
the potential for substantial alterations to housing, population and other human activity-related environmental
activities. No environmental analysis will be considered complete unless the existing district land use patterns are
included in all project alternatives, including the No Project Alternative.

Use of all the most recent information and studies:

The AVAP is shaping the Antelope Valley for future generations. The EIR must include with its analysis current and
proposed transit projects, including NW 138, High Speed Rail and High Desert Corridor. And population growth
associated with Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS projections. With these projections included
in the AVAP EIR, it will give a unified planning effort that will allow the community’s future housing and jobs to be pro-
active and bring economic growth to that region.

Rural town centers/Rural Town Areas vs. Rural preservation areas:

The AVAP has created hard-line boundaries for existing activity nodes without providing any substantiation for their
existence. While a “town center” concept can help focus a balance between housing and jobs, the manner does not
provide for the diversity of housing and population that is always found in rural areas of the country and in the existing
land use patterns of the Antelope Valley. The areas identified as Rural Town Centers and Rural Town Areas need to
include softer edges that allow for reasonable opportunities for the addition of a more diverse set of housing and
commercial activities. The other area identified is the Economic Opportunity Areas whose creation is the provision of
new locations for reasonable growth within the rural milieu of the valley. However, the down-zoning of the rural
preservation areas, which include all remaining unincorporated areas, has the potential to create substantial
environmental impacts across the Antelope Valley. The AVAP EIR must address those potential impacts, including, but
not limited to, agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning, mineral resources, population and housing,
delivery of public services, recreation and transportation. The AVAP Project postulates a near vacancy of a substantial
amount of the valley. At least one of the Project Alternatives must address a more open, organic {rather than
proscribed) maturity of the those open portions of the valley so a more diverse pattern of development closer to the
existing pattern may continue. In addition, the rural preservation concept may not be consistent with the adopted or
proposed with Community Standards Districts. The EIR should include an alternative with the Community Standards
Districts zoning. Additionally, the EIR must address the balance of development patterns and development diversity with
environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely
on this valley to provide both habitation and sustenance.

Health Concerns:

The RL-10 and RL-20 will allow one unit per 10 or 20 acres. While the AVAP is trying to create larger lots outside of the
rural town centers, this could have a negative effect on both air quality and health impacts. Many lower density lots are
graded and cleared of vegetation to allow the full use of the property. This can cause a significant increase in wind and
borne dust. Particles with diameters of 10 micrometers or less are referred to as Particulate Matter 10 or PM 10 and
those with diameters of 2.5 micrometers or less are PM 2.5, With the windy conditions in Antelope Valley, PM 10 and
PM 2.5 are a common worry. The AVAP EIR should address how such low density zones will affect the inherent health
problems associated with Valley Fever or other airborne viruses that are directly related to large vacant lots with no or
little vegetation or development to break up prevailing winds. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental justice
concerns for the existing and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to
provide both habitation and sustenance.
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Land Use Proscription by Pre-defined Constraint:

The land use patterns, densities and designations shown in the AVAP as proposed for the Project were developed under
what has been described as a Hazard, Environmental and Resource Constraints Model (ECM) created by the county. The
ECM is described as “a tool to inform stakeholders of potential site constraints and regulations” (General Plan Appendix
C, Public Review Draft, 1/2014).

However, the “tool to inform” about regulation has become the regulation itself.

The ECM is purported to ‘front-load’ all the underlying environmental hazards, issues, constraining factors and resources
(or lack thereof) that could affect the ability of a particular site to be developed with improvements. However, the
model’s concept as presented does not provide any quantitative analysis or qualitative set of findings or determinations
as to how the constraints identified translate into the development designations and densities imposed let alone the
three ‘classes’ identified in the appendix.

After a thorough analysis of the ECM itself and the underlying data and assumptions, the EIR should address ‘how’, ‘why’
and ‘with what data’ the links between the ECM and the AVAP land use designations were arrived at. This substantiation
is critical to all the land use, population, housing and environmental justice analysis throughout the EIR and will also
inform many portions of the other areas of review and analysis.

School District and Education Issues:

The AVAP EIR must address the potential impacts on the several school districts in the valley (Eastside, Wilsona, Keppel,
Gorman, Westside, Acton-Agua Dulce, Antelope Valley Union High School and Antelope Valley College). Each of these
sovereign jurisdictions regularly reviews its demographic and growth parameters. The AVAP EIR must address how the
activities of the plan effect those plans and policies and, in so far as is possible, provide how there is a conflict or
consistency between the AVAP and the work of each district including but not limited to the areas of land use planning
(over which the district hold certain levels of sovereignty), population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation
and transportation. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential
future school and residential populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide habitation,
sustenance and education. Consideration must also be given to the long term impact that any change in land use has on
the delivery of educational services. Decreasing rural density has a profound impact on delivery of instruction, length
and cost of transportation, limitations on services to students, loss of revenue to school districts and thus reductions in
staff. These may be unintended consequences of the proposed EIR.

Please feel free to contact us with any questions you may have, or clarifications you may need. We appreciate
the opportunity to request these additional analyses which we believe will produce a better plan for the
Antelope Valley.

Sincerely,
vyl
Harvey way James Vose
Co-Chair Co-Chair
Cc: Supervisor Antonovich
Edel Viscera

Norm Hickling
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Mr. Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: AVAP Environmental Impact Report Scoping Comments
Dear Mr Nadela:

The Los Angeles-Ventura Chapter of the Building Industry Association of
Southern California, Inc. (BIA) is the voice of residential building and
development in Los Angeles and Ventura counties. We represent the
thousands of men and women and their member companies who
design, plan, build, and remodel homes, condominiums and apartments
throughout our region.

As an association of industry professionals, technicians and skilled
craftsmen we have deep knowledge and expertise in residential building
and development. As such, we support safe, healthy, sustainable and
quality rental and ownership housing, and measures that assure an
adequate supply and range of housing types, sizes and costs that support
a variety of lifestyle choices.

The Association has participated since 2011 on the Blue Ribbon
Committee in the Antelope Valley, reviewing the progress of the
Antelope Valley Areawide Plan of the County General Plan. We have
provided input into the drafting of the Plan and support aspects of the
revised Plan, and continue to have concerns in others. We respectfully
request the information below be included in the AVAP EIR study.

Significant Ecological Areas:

The Antelope Valley Areawide Plan has included the proposed SEA
Ordinance with an expansion of 150,000 acres in the Antelope Valley.
This expansion brings the SEA area in the Antelope Valley to over
290,000 acres of SEA designated property in its Land Use Plan. This
ordinance has not been approved by the Regional Planning Commission
and is still being vetted through public comment. The AVAP EIR should

28480 Avenue Stanford, Suite 240, Santa Clarita, California 91355 Office: 661.257.5046 Fax: 661.705.4489 www.bialav.org
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only analyze adopted ordinances and its EIR should not study a proposed draft ordinance, unless it
is considered as a Project Alternative and not as the Project.

The SEA analysis, should include detailed scientific, research-based justification for the extent of
the proposed designation areas including, but not limited to primary research on the potential
impacts on agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning, mineral resources, population
and housing, delivery of public services, recreation and transportation. Especially because of the
extent of the potential degradation of population, housing and other human activity-related
environmental activities, justification of the boundaries and the incumbent regulation of that land
needs a substantial basis to give the lead agency an opportunity to weigh the impacts. Additionally,
the EIR must address the balance of the SEA’s to environmental justice concerns for the existing
and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide
both habitation and sustenance.

Economic Opportunity Areas:

Identified within the AVAP are three Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) centered around major
transit corridors that “would bring tremendous opportunities for growth and economic
development in the vicinity of these projects”. These EOAs would bring stable economic growth for
the future generations of the Antelope Valley.

In the AVAP, DRP staff has indicated that further studies and a more detailed planning effort will
need to be done for each EOA by way of a Community Plan. The EIR will be inaccurate if some
future Community Plan is postulated now with changes to the currently projected AVAP analysis
and data. Any discussion of a future Community Plan to re-visit the EOA’s must be only part of a
Project Alternative and not part of the Project.

The EOA’s are an important concrete part of the AVAP and must not have an open-ended
reviewing/studying component; They need to be addressed directly in the EIR as the activity nodes
that they are. The AVAP EIR must accurately address any impacts associated with the allotted
residential units and projected commercial acreage that will bring jobs/housing to those areas.

We ask that the EIR include the EOA’s in its analysis as is and that Community Plans not be a part of
the AVAP. Future land owners will still have to submit a project level EIR for any development
plans they want the County to approve and the EOA concept is already sufficient for programmatic
determinations at the AVAP EIR level. This will ensure Los Angeles County’s ability to review
proposed development within these EOAs in more detail without adding the unnecessary
Community Plan that will alter the EIR currently being drafted. Additionally, the EIR must address
how the EOA’s balance environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human
populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation and
sustenance.

28480 Avenue Stanford, Suite 240, Santa Clarita, California 91355 Office: 661.257.5046 Fax: 661.705.4489 www.bialav.org
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Community Standards Districts:

The EIR of the AVAP will analyze impacts associated with land use changes and zoning changes
proposed by the County. The Land Use portion proposes to down-zone much of the land within
currently adopted and proposed Community Standards Districts. The AVAP EIR should address
these changes and provide research-based substantiation for those changes. The activities that
have led to the existing and the proposed Community Standards Districts have been vetted by the
various communities and any changes via the AVAP to the underlying densities and land use
designations have the potential for substantial alterations to housing, population and other human
activity-related environmental activities. No environmental analysis will be considered complete
unless the existing community district land use patterns are included in all project alternatives,
including the No Project Alternative.

Use of all the most recent information and studies:

The AVAP is shaping the Antelope Valley for future generations. The EIR must include with its
analysis current and proposed transit projects, including NW 138, High Speed Rail and High Desert
Corridor. And population growth associated with Southern California Association of Governments
RTP/SCS projections. With these projections included in the AVAP EIR, it will give a unified planning
effort that will allow the community’s future housing and jobs to be pro-active and bring economic
growth to that region.

Rural Town Centers/Rural Town Areas vs. Rural Preservation Areas:

The AVAP has created hard-line boundaries for existing activity nodes without providing any
substantiation for their existence. While a “town center” concept can help focus a balance between
housing and jobs, the manner does not provide for the diversity of housing and population that is
always found in rural areas of the country and in the existing land use patterns of the Antelope
Valley. The areas identified as Rural Town Centers and Rural Town Areas need to include softer
edges that allow for reasonable opportunities for the addition of a more diverse set of housing and
commercial activities. The other area identified is the Economic Opportunity Areas whose creation
is the provision of new locations for reasonable growth within the rural milieu of the valley.
However, the down-zoning of the rural preservation areas, which include all remaining
unincorporated areas, has the potential to create substantial environmental impacts across the
Antelope Valley. The AVAP EIR must address those potential impacts, including, but not limited to,
agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning, mineral resources, population and
housing, delivery of public services, recreation and transportation. The AVAP Project postulates a
near vacancy of a substantial amount of the valley. At least one of the Project Alternatives must
address a more open, organic (rather than proscribed) maturity of the open portions of the valley
so a more diverse pattern of development closer to the existing pattern may continue. In addition,
the rural preservation concept may not be consistent with the adopted or proposed with
Community Standards Districts. The EIR should include an alternative with the Community
Standards Districts zoning. Additionally, the EIR must address the balance of development patterns
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and development diversity with environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential
future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation
and sustenance.

Land Use Proscription by Pre-defined Constraint:

The land use patterns, densities and designations shown in the AVAP as proposed for the Project
were developed under what has been described as a Hazard, Environmental and Resource
Constraints Model (ECM) created by the county. The ECM is described as “a tool to inform
stakeholders of potential site constraints and regulations” (General Plan Appendix C, Public Review
Draft, 1/2014). However, the “tool to inform” about regulation has become the regulation itself.
The ECM is purported to ‘front-load’ all the underlying environmental hazards, issues, constraining
factors and resources (or lack thereof) that could affect the ability of a particular site to be
developed with improvements. However, the model’s concept as presented does not provide any
guantitative analysis or qualitative set of findings or determinations as to how the constraints
identified translate into the development designations and densities imposed let alone the three
‘classes’ identified in the appendix.

After a thorough analysis of the ECM itself and the underlying data and assumptions, the EIR should
address ‘how’, ‘why’ and ‘with what data’ the links between the ECM and the AVAP land use
designations were arrived at. This substantiation is critical to all the land use, population, housing
and environmental justice analysis throughout the EIR and will also inform many portions of the
other areas of review and analysis.

In summary, we request the above issues be studied as a part of the AVAP EIR process. The CEQA
EIR process is designed to provide a sound understanding of the impacts of a project and in this
instance the impacts of the new Antelope Valley Areawide Plan. The final EIR will provide
alternatives for consideration by the community and the Board of Supervisors. We look forward to
reviewing the final Project and its proposed Alternatives, as we seek a Plan that gives the Antelope
Valley community an adequate supply and range of housing types, and a jobs-to-housing ratio that
allows residents to enjoy economic prosperity close to home.

Sincerely,
L AN

Tim Piasky
CEO
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July 16, 2014

Mr. Carl Nadela, AICP, Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email: thc@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Programmatic Environmental
Impact Report for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General
Plan Update, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Nadela:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the above-
referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the comprehensive update of the Los Angeles
County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
(DPEIR) (project), which is part of the Los Angeles County General Plan.

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department’s
authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project
(California Environmental Quality Act, [CEQA] Guidelines § 15386) and pursuant to our
authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines section 15381 over those aspects
of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California Endangered Species Act
(Fish and Game Code § 2050 ef seq.) and Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq.

The County of Los Angeles (County) will be the Lead Agency for the project which is part of the
Los Angeles County General Plan. The project includes goals, policies, implementing programs
and ordinances that will be implemented to protect important ecological and agricultural
resources and preserve the rural character in the Antelope Valley communities, while
accommodating subsequent projects that will facilitate new housing and employment
opportunities in appropriate, clearly defined, specific areas of the Antelope Valley. The project
will replace portions of the existing Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan adopted in 1986.

The 1,800 square mile project planning area (planning area) is in the unincorporated area of the
Antelope Valley in Los Angeles County and includes over two dozen communities. The planning
area is located in the northern part of Los Angeles County, stretching from the Ventura County,
Kern County, and San Bernardino County border lines and the Angeles National Forest
(inclusive). It excludes the Cities of Lancaster and Palmdale.

The Department offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the County in
avoiding or minimizing potential project impacts on biological resources:

Specific Comments

1. Sensitive Biological Resources. The NOP describes the project site as including the
unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County within the Antelope Valley (West Mohave

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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resources that are dependent on these resources. Project should be required to set
aside a portion of the project's water resources for fish and wildlife purposes.

2. Best Management Practices. The Department recommends that the project address
measures to protect biological resources when considering solar and wind development
approvals in the Antelope Valley. On a regional level, and as part of the State’s commitment
to SB 32, the Department is working with stakeholders (including local governments,
environmental groups, and renewable energy developers) and other State and federal
agencies to complete the DRECP). The purpose of the DRECP is to facilitate permit
streamlining of renewable energy projects while providing a large-scale conservation
strategy for the biological resources of the Planning Area, which includes the Mojave and
Sonoran deserts of California. The portion of the Antelope Valley within the County is within
the boundary of the DRECP planning area. The Department encourages the County fo
utilize current resources on the DRECP website (see website at www.drecp.org) drafied by
the Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT). The REAT’s founding members include the
California Energy Commission, the Bureau of Land Management, the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Department. The REAT developed the Best Management Practices and
Guidance Manual ("BMP Guidance Manual”, located on the website) to provide guidance to
project proponents, which includes detailed measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts to sensitive species known to occur within the Planning Area. The Department
recommends the County utilize the BMP Guidance Manual in its efforis to address impacts
to biological resources from wind and solar projects.

3. Program EIR and Tiering. The NOP describes that the County has determined that a
DPEIR will be prepared for the proposed project. The DPEIR will focus on the primary
effects that can be expected fo foliow from adoption of the project and will not be as detailed
as an EIR on the specific development or construction projects that may follow.

The Department recognizes that there are several advantages to a DPEIR, such as
subsequent project activities within the scope of the PEIR would not require preparation of
an additional environmental document (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168). Based on the large
scale and scope of the project and anticipated preparation of a program EIR, the
Department anticipates that additional environmental documents will need to be prepared
and tiered from the EIR for certain subsequent project activities (CEQA Guidelines, §§
156152 & 15162).

Establishing a procedure in the DPEIR for determining if subsequent project activities are
within the scope of the EIR, or require an additional environmental document, will be critical
to ensuring adequate analysis of project activity effects on biological resources. CEQA
Guidelines section 15168 states: fwjhere the subsequent aclivities involve site-specific
operations, the agency should use a written checklist or similar device to document the
evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation were covered in the program EIR. Such a procedure and checklist, which could be
used as a model, was recently developed for infill projects and can be found in CEQA
Guidelines section 15183.3, which includes the requirement for the lead agency to file a
Notice of Determination for each subsequent project activity.

The checklist should be accompanied by enough relevant information and reasonable
inferences from this information to support each conclusion concerning biological resources.
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d)

lead to direct or indirect impacts off site. Habitat mapping at the alliance level will help
establish baseline vegetation conditions.

Sensitive Wildlife Species. An inventory of rare, threatened, and endangered, and other
sensitive species on site and within the area of potential effect. Species to be addressed
should include all those which meet the CEQA definition (see CEQA Guidelines, §
15380). This should include sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species.
Seasonal variations in use of the project area should also be addressed. Focused
species-specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year and time of day
when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable, are required. Acceptable
species-specific survey procedures should be developed in consultation with the
Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

California Natural Diversity Database. A current inventory of the biological resources
associated with each habitat type on site and within the area of potential effect. The
Department’s California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento should be contacted
at www.wildlife.ca.gov/biogeodata/ to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas identified
under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code. The Department recommends a 8 quad
search around the project vicinity to identify potential sensitive species within the Project
area.

Impact analysis. To provide a thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative

impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset
such impacts, the following should be addressed in the DEIR.

a)

Impacts to Streams and Riparian Habitat. The Depariment has responsibility for
streams and riparian habitats. It is the policy of the Department to strongly discourage
disturbance o wetlands or conversion of wetlands to uplands. All wetlands and
watercourses, whether intermittent episodic or perennial, should be retained and
provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and
maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations.

i) Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. The Depariment also has regulatory
authority over activities in streams and/or lakes that will divert or obstruct the natural
flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated riparian
resources) of a river or siream, or use material from a streambed. For any such
activities, the project applicant (or “entity”) must provide written notification to the
Department pursuant to section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on
this notification and other information, the Department determines whether a Lake
and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) with the applicant is required prior to
conducting the proposed activities. The Department’s issuance of a LSA for a
project that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by the
Department as a Responsible Agency. The Department as a Responsible Agency
under CEQA may consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) Environmental
Impact Report for the project. To minimize additional requirements by the
Department pursuant fo section 1600 ef seq. and/or under CEQA, the document
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b)

d)

impacts. The Department considers these communities as threatened habitats
having both regional and local significance.

Restoration and Protection of Land for Sensitive Species. The DEIR should include
mitigation measures for adverse Project -related impacts to sensitive plants, animals,
and habitats. Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance and reduction of
project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, on-site habitat restoration or
enhancement should be discussed in detail. If on-site mitigation is not feasible or
would not be biologically viable and therefore not adequately mitigate the loss of
biological functions and values, off-site mitigation through habitat creation and/or
acquisition and preservation in perpetuity should be addressed.

Long Term Management of Protected Lands. For proposed preservation and/or
restoration, the DEIR should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted
habitat values from direct and indirect negative impacts. The objective should be to
offset the Plan-induced qualitative and quantitative losses of wildlife habitat values.
Issues that should be addressed include, but are not limited to, restrictions on
access, proposed land dedications, monitoring and management programs, control
of illegal dumping, water poflution, and increased human intrusion.

Nesting Birds. The Depariment recommends that measures be taken to avoid
impacts to nesting birds during the implementation of the Project. 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 activities
(including, but not limited to, staging and disturbances to native and nonnative
vegetation, structures, and substrates) should occur outside of the avian breeding
season which generally runs from February 1- September 1 (as early as January 1
for some raptors) to avoid take of birds or their eggs. If avoidance of the avian
breeding season is not feasible, the Department recommends surveys by a qualified
biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys to detect protected
native birds occurring in suitable nesting habitat that is to be disturbed and (as
access to adjacent areas allows) any other such habitat within 300 feet of the
disturbance area (within 500 feet for raptors). Project personnel, including all
contractors working on site, should be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.
Reductions in the nest buffer distance may be appropriate depending on the avian
species involved, ambient levels of human activity, screening vegetation, or possibly
other factors.

Habitat Restoration Plans. Plans for restoration and revegetation should be
prepared by persons with expertise in southern California ecosystems and native
plant revegetation techniques. Each plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the
location of the mitigation site; (b} the plant species to be used, container sizes, and
seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; (d) planting schedule;
(e} a description of the irrigation methodology; (f) measures to controi exotic
vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program; (i)
contingency measures should the success criteria not be met; and (j) identification of
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7/11/2014

Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email to: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

RE: Comments on Notice of Preparation for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley
Areawide General Plan Update — June 12, 2014

Mr. Carl Nadela,

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity (Center)
regarding the Notice of Preparation for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide
General Plan Update dated June 12, 2014. At the Center for Biological Diversity, we believe
that welfare of human beings is deeply linked to nature — to the existence in our world of vast
diversity of wild animals and plants. Because diversity has intrinsic value, and because its loss
impoverishes society, we work to secure a future for all species, great and small, hovering on the
brink of extinction. We do so through science, law and creative media, with a focus on protecting
lands, waters and climate that species need to survive. We want those that come after us to
inherit a world where the wild is still alive. Many of our 775,000 staff, members and on-line
activists in California and throughout the United States, live in, know and enjoy the biological
diversity and world class landscape of northern Los Angeles County, including the Antelope

Valley area.

Los Angeles County is a globally unique county which spans incredible topographic
diversity — from the Pacific Ocean to Mount San Antonio (Mt. Baldy) at 10,068 feet and back
down to the Mojave Desert. Because of the topographic diversity often coupled with significant
development, many rare, threatened and endangered species occur within the County. While
much of the coastal basin has been developed, the mountainous areas and desert areas remain
ecologically intact and home to numerous rare species. The proposed Antelope Valley Areawide
General Plan Update (AVAP) is a key document where the County has an opportunity to craft a
plan that will indeed protect and sustain our world class natural heritage.

L. Inappropriate and Conflicting Land Use/Zoning Proposals

It appears that the AVAP includes the yet-to-be proposed Centennial project located in
the western part of the Antelope Valley. The proposed land use designations of H5 — high
density residential 5 (0-5 du / net ac), RL1 - Rural Land 1 (1 du/ gross ac) and IL — Light
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Illeene Anderson, Senior Scientist
8033 Sunset Boulevard, #447 ® Los Angeles CA 90046-2401
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Industrial is in complete conflict with the surrounding land use designations of OS-C — Open
Space Conservation, and RL 20, 10 and 2 — Rural Land 20 (1 du/20 gross ac), Rural Land 10 (1
du/10 gross ac) and Rural Land 2 (1 du/2 gross ac) respectively. In addition, the RL.1 and IL and
most all of the H5 are located in a Significant Ecological Area (SEA). While we recognize that
some development of private lands are allowed in SEAs, certainly high density and industrial
land use designations are inappropriate in SEAs. Interestingly and appropriately, none of the
other SEA areas in the AVAP proposal have the extensive high development land use proposed
within the boundary of the SEA. West of this area the document proposes CR — Commercial
Rural designations in areas again that are proposed SEAs and surrounded by OS-C — Open Space
Conservation, RL 20 - Rural Land 20 (1 du/20 gross ac) and OS-PR — Open Space Parks and
Recreation. We urge the County to remove the H5, RL1, CR and IL designations and conform
them to land use designations that are compatible with the SEA designation. The County need
not create land use conflicts by layering incompatible land use designations in the same area.

To confuse matters further, the zoning maps show the yet-to-be-proposed Centennial
project area as A-2-10, which is not clearly defined in the legend other than A-2 is heavy
agriculture. At the current time, the land use appears to be primarily grazing, not crops. The
zoning map also proposes MPD-PD - Manufacturing Industrial Planned Development (legend
does not indicate what the —PD stands for), CR-U — Commercial Rural and CPD-DP -
Commercial Planned Development (legend does not indicate what the —PD stands for here
either} and is surrounded by O-S — Open Space and A-2 — Heavy agriculture. Again, the majority
of the area is also within the boundaries of the SEA. To date, there have not been public
proposals for commercial or industrial developments in this area that is highly significant for
biological resources which need to be maintained as part of Los Angeles County’s natural
heritage. We urge the County to remove the MPD, CR-U and CPD designations and conform
them to land use designations that are compatible with the SEA designation. The County need
not create land use conflicts by layering incompatible land use designations in the same area.

Regarding the Rural Preservation Strategy map, the Rural Preserve Areas are defined as
“largely undeveloped and generally not served by existing infrastructure and public facilities.
Many of these areas contain environmental resources, such as Significant Ecological Areas,
Scenic Resource Areas, and Agricultural Resource Areas” (Land Use Element at pg. 5). Virtually
the whole of the yet-to-be-proposed Centennial project area and Gorman area are identified as
Rural Preserve Areas. Proposing land use categories of HRS5, RL1, CR and IL in these areas
clearly undermines preserving rural areas and, as mentioned above, sets up conflicting
designations. We urge the County to maintain the Rural Preserve Area designation and place
more appropriate zoning and land use designations on these areas.

Additionally the Rural Preservation Strategy Map legend does not include all
designations on the map. For example, cross hatching occurs in different areas of the map. If
the cross-hatching represents Economic Opportunity Areas, this is clearly misplaced because a
significant portion of the lands in the cross-hatched areas are identified as Rural Preserve Areas,
which seems to conflict with Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs). The NOP describes the
EOAs as “areas where plans for major infrastructure projects are underway that would create
conditions for development vastly different than currently existing on the ground.” (NOP at pg



4). While we are aware of the highway projects, the County should not be encouraging sprawl
development in remote areas of the County by altering land use and zoning in the AVAP (which
basically covers all of the north Los Angeles County).

I1. “Smart” Development

While the Center’s focus is protecting rare and common species and their habitats, one
key aspect to achieve habitat protection and ensure ecological sustainability is to avoid sprawl
development. The County needs to concentrates growth in compact walkable urban centers and
avoid sprawl. It also needs to plan compact, transit-oriented, walkable, bicycle-friendly land use,
near existing development. Planning Economic Opportunity Areas and Rural Town Areas in far-
flung regions of the County where little County infrastructure including emergency services is in
place, and will be expensive to maintain is an anathema to smart planning.

III. Public Qutreach

While the Introduction touts “highly inclusive and extensive community participation
program”, the Center did not become aware of this effort until mid-June of 2014, and only then
through local contacts. We have worked with County planning staff on different projects in the
past and specific to this project put in email and phone messages to the County Planning which
remain unanswered. We have great interest in the County’s planning and development activities
and ask again to be put on the interested public list for projects. We also specifically ask to be
put on the interested parties’ list for the AVAP as it moves forward through the CEQA process.

IV. Conclusion

We urge the County to adopt land use, zoning and planning that encourages sustainable
development while protecting our incredible diversity and natural heritage in Los Angeles
County for future generations.

Respectfully submitted,

Ileene Anderson

Senior Scientist

Center for Biological Diversity
8033 Sunset Blvd., #447

Los Angeles, CA 90046

ianderson(@biologicaldiversity.org

oC:
Scott Harris, CDFW Scott.P.Harris@wildlife.ca.gcov
Julie Vance, CDFW Julie.Vance@wildlife.ca.gov







ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

DEDICATED TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE LAND USE

July 7, 2014

Carl Nadela, AICP, Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

RE: Notice of Preparation for Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide
General Plan Update (AVAP)

Dear Mr. Nadela:

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on this project. For your reference, EHL is Southern California’s only regional
conservation group.

EHL first wishes to voice its strong support for the expanded Significant
Ecological Areas (SEAs) that are proposed'. These are a foundation for the future of the
County and are the repository of the citizens’ natural heritage.

“Smart growth” planning reduces the land consumed for development, reduces
GHG emissions, and protects natural resources while accommodating population and job
growth. We therefore support a framework of Town Centers and Rural Preserve Areas.
Contingent upon location, Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) also make sense. Our
comments focus on how to implement these goals.

Due to a long history of large lot parcelization in the Antelope Valley, achieving
the town and preserve framework will be challenging. Even where lands are rezoned to 1
unit per 20 acres, this will be insufficient to protect the biological values of the most
important preserve areas, that is, the Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs). Such
densities, on top of existing parcelization, create habitat fragmentation and edge effects
incompatible with maintaining existing biological values. (See enclosure, documenting
adverse impacts beginning roughly at 1:40.) In addition, the EOAs as proposed will
cause significant growth induction along highway infrastructure, which would obviate the
goal of community separation via rural preserves.

We therefore request that the Antelope Valley Update and its EIR contain four
measures to address the adverse impacts of development and to achieve the goal of

' When determining the compatibility of the proposed AVAP with an affected SEA, it would
make sense to consider the unique and exceptional circumstance of the Tejon Ranch Land-Use
and Conservation Agreement, which in effect clusters development on a larger scale, albeit with
some of the resulting ecological benefit occurring on the other side of a jurisdictional boundary.
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preserves. Where possible, these should be included in the AVAP as feasible mitigation
measures for the reduction of biological and other impacts, allowing subsequent,
expeditious tiering by future development during CEQA review.

Reduced densities in environmentally constrained land

As you consider the framework for land use, we urge that land use designations—
and the densities therein—fully reflect infrastructure, public safety, and environmental
constraints. It costs the taxpayer to provide services, utilities, roads, and police and fire
protection to more distant locations. Often, such areas have high wildlife values,
including but not limited to Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs). These same areas
typically have high fire hazard. Reducing density automatically puts less life and
property at risk of fire and, during a fire event, ensures that limited fire-fighting resources
are spent stopping the fire’s spread rather than defending dispersed home sites that should
not have been built in the first place.

Therefore, outside of urban centers and EOAs, densities should be Rural,
preferably at the RL40 category but at RL20 or RL10 where existing patterns of
parcelization preclude the lowest density category®. Within SEAs, it is particularly vital
to retain the RL40 densities that were changed in the most recent draft map to RL20. But
in any case, RL40 within SEAs and other habitat areas must be analyzed in the DEIR as
part of an Environmentally Superior alternative. Estate and ranchette designations (H2,
R1, R2, and RS5) rarely support agricultural uses and are the epitome of inefficient, auto
and GHG-intensive, and land-consumptive land use. Such categories should only be used
when existing parcelization has already converted an area to “rural sprawl.”

By down-planning estate densities to rural categories, the County of San Diego
found billions of dollars in taxpayer savings® and will avoid putting life and property at
risk of wildfire. Los Angeles County should follow suit, and focus growth at higher
densities in appropriate locations.

Transfer of development rights (TDR)

In order to protect the natural resource value of SEAs, Los Angeles County needs
an effective strategy in addition to traditional acquisition and to the mechanisms (e.g., set
asides, mitigation) in the SEA Ordinance. This is particularly the case in the Antelope
Valley, where scattered estate and ranchette subdivision is the norm, rather than large
development projects that can more effectively concentrate density and preserve open
space through site design.

? The unique circumstance of the Tejon Ranch Land-Use and Conservation Agreement may
justify an exception to an RL designation because the Agreement effectively concentrates urban
development on a small portion of its holdings, facilitating conservation over vast areas.

3 The San Diego County General Plan Update EIR found savings of $1.6 billion in road
construction costs alone, irrespective of ongoing maintenance. Also see
<http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/docs/bos_may03 report.pdf> at page 21, Public Costs, for
comparison of municipal vs unincorporated service costs.




TDR is a proven mechanism to preserve open space and one that creates positive
outcomes for property owners who sell development rights and those who acquire them.
It gives economic value to the open space that the public desires. TDR may be of the
classic variety® or streamlined as a fee program. The latter would require payment of an
open space fee as a condition of obtaining density and would allow the agency receiving
the fees to effectively prioritize conservation properties. TDR should always use the
post-Update, rezoned density as baseline for sending areas and should require
participation by receiving sites not only to increase density above a baseline (bonus
density) but also to attain plan density (at least beyond the lower end of the density
range). Coordination with nearby cities would be ideal.

Because it shifts growth from more remote and habitat-rich lands to locations
closer to jobs and services, TDR could be incorporated into the EIR as mitigation for
impacts to biological resources, traffic, GHG, aesthetics, etc. We recommend retaining
an experienced consultant to explore options and fashion a program.

Site design

In order to implement biologically sound site design during the land use process,
the AVAP should “decouple” lot size from density. This allows development to be
consolidated on smaller lots in the last sensitive portion of the site. To maintain
community character in non-urban locations, a minimum lot size of 2-acre should be set,
as it has in many rural San Diego communities.

Such consolidation of development should be mandatory at the Rural designations
of RL5 - RL40, and should be used in the EIR as a key mitigation measure for biological,
public safety, agricultural, and other impacts. The land set aside through such a
subdivision could serve habitat or agricultural purposes but could not be developed in the
future. An “off the shelf” model that provides standards, guidelines, and allowable uses
(including agriculture) in the resulting open space is San Diego County’s Conservation
Subdivision Program’.

Growth policies

Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) that concentrate jobs and housing and
provide improvements in services and transportation and water and sewerage
infrastructure are growth inducing. As a mitigation measure, it is thus essential that the
AVAP include protections against the sprawl that would otherwise follow such
development, particularly along highway corridors. The most worrisome case is
Highway 138. EHL recommends an urban growth boundary around EOAs or at a
minimum a land use policy that prohibits extension of urban services between the
proposed West and Central EOAs absent another comprehensive update of the AVAP.

* For example, see the City of Livermore’s program at
<http://www.cityoflivermore.net/civicax/filebank/documents/3051/>.
> See <http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/advance/conservationsubdivision.html>.




EHL looks forward to continuing to work with the County of Los Angeles on a
successful Update.

Enclosure:

Yours truly,

,éﬁ:/@%)

Dan Silver
Executive Director

Conservation Biology Institute, Analysis of General Plan-2020 San Diego
County, December 2005
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July 11, 2014

Mr. Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Comments on the Scope and Content of the Environmental Information and
Analysis in the Antelope Valley Area-Wide General Plan (Plan)

Dear Carl:

The Los Angeles County Farm Bureau appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
subject Plan. We will be pleased to work with you and the Department of Regional Planning to
improve the Plan by providing data, identification of technical experts to help in the preparation
of an improved Plan, etc.

GENERAL SUMMARY

Although the Area Plan proposes to help the environment, a closer examination of the
Area Plan suggests that many environmental factors in the Plan’s preparation were not
considered, and the net effect on the environment by the Area Plan is negative. The Area Plan
proposes to devalue significant arcas of land and considerably reduce the property tax revenue
stream into the County of Los Angeles.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Not Considering Some of the Most Important Issues

Summary

Any plan is not credible and practically useless if the significant issues are not
acknowledged and analyzed. One severe problem that has been overlooked is the effect of the
Antelope Valley Groundwater Adjudication on the Plan. In addition, the natural. historical
pattern of build-out (or lack thereof) of the rural areas of the Antelope Valley over the last many



decades is also not identified and the effect of this natural phenomenon on the Plan is not
considered.

Discussion

As aresult of the adjudication, parcels with no pumping history most likely will not
receive any affordable water. Small pumpers and shareholders and customers of mutual water
companies will only have enough water for indoor use. Farmers will be cut back over 50%.
Estimates have been given that roughly 30,000 acres of previously irrigated and disturbed land
will no longer be irrigated. The consequence is that the supply of water will be very minimal
and the cost will be unaffordable. This means that the unincorporated area of the Valley is
automatically doomed to be rural without the Area Plan. In fact, the threat of the adjudication is
so real that some rural communities, such as those served by mutual water companies, do not
believe they can sustain their existing rural lifestyle.

Need for Additional Analysis

The adjudication is nearing an end and the rights of the various parties are becoming
defined. The effect of the Adjudication on the Antelope Valley community needs to be clearly
discussed and the impacts inserted into any planning activities that include the Antelope Valley.

‘The natural and historical pattern of development (or lack of development) of the rural
areas of Antelope Valley also needs to be identified and considered in any planning activities
that include the Antelope Valley.

Agricultural Resources

Summary

Based on the behavior of Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40 in the
Antelope Valley Groundwater Adjudication and the Department of Regional Planning in their
Area Plan, many believe these agencies are working together to destroy agriculture in the
Antelope Valley. These two County agencies appear to be giving the farmer a “double
whammy™ to drive him or her out of the Valley.

Discussion

Rights under the adjudication are becoming defined. The Court wants to examine the
proposed settlement at a Court date of August 4, 2014. It appears that farmers and growers will
be cut back to less than 50% of their historical groundwater pumping. Most cannot exist with
these small amounts of water. Replacement water will be too expensive for agriculture.

In addition, the Area Plan decimates the value of property in the unincorporated area of
the Valley because of the limitation on dwelling units per acre. For example, hardly any market
exists for parcels restricted to 1 dwelling unit per 10, 20 or 40 acres. Many farmers have worked
their entire lives with the expectation of selling their property to a developer to have enough



financial resources to retire, pay “death taxes,” pay off debts, etc. To remove this opportunity
which folks have planned for and enjoyed in perpetuity is unjust.

In addition, banks and other financial institutions consider the net worth of farmers.
ranchers and other property owners when making loans. To eliminate the value of their land will
make obtaining operating loans for farmers extremely difficult if not impossible. The Area Plan
will significantly devalue all property in the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County thereby
putting a sudden financial hit on these property owners.

Need for Additional Analysis
Please examine the Area Plan in light of the foregoing concerns. Quantify the impacts on

the agricultural industry and include these impacts in the Plan

Compact Development

Summary
Although the concept of Compact Development may be environmentally helpful in some

scenarios, difficulty is encountered in believing this concept is applicable under the Antelope
Valley conditions.

Discussion

The proposed Area Plan promotes the concept of Compact Development as an
environmental benefit without considering the drawbacks and problems.

Proponents of compact development argue that rebuilding American urban areas to
higher densities is vital for reducing greenhouse gas emissions because less vehicle miles are
travelled. Compact development policies represent a huge intrusion on private property rights,
personal freedom, and mobility. Some planners raise the possibility that compact city policies
could increase emissions by increasing roadway congestion. Costs associated with this policy
include reduced worker productivity, less affordable housing, increased traffic congestion, higher
taxes or reduced services and higher consumer costs.

Given the variety of jobs and the number of jobs in the San Fernando Valley and greater
Los Angeles area, the likelihood that such a policy would ever be effective is remote. Consider
that this policy assumes that global warming exists, that human activity leads to global warming,
and that compact development is environmentally helpful. Each assumption is very
controversial. Therefore, for these assumptions to exist together demonstrates a low probability
of success.

The time necessary to implement such a policy to be effective seems enormous.

Need for Additional Analysis
Please examine the concept Compact Development, not in a general sense. but directly
applicable to Antelope Valley. The basis behind Compact Development rests on three issues that



are controversial: Global warming exists, global warming is significantly exacerbated by human
activities, and that compact development is useful under the Antelope Valley conditions. Provide
a thorough scientific analysis, based on peer-reviewed literature citations and opinions of
nationally-recognized experts. Traffic modeling, with several variations, would be helpful to
estimate the effect of compact development in this community.

Overlays

Summary
Large parcels such as those specified as RL 10, RL 20, and RL 40 represent significant
environmental and health problems in arid and windy Antelope Valley and should be avoided.

Discussion

The overlays, e.g. RL 10, RL 20, RL 40, etc. propose to limit development to 1 dwelling
unit per 10 acres, 1 dwelling unit per 20 acres, etc. History in the Antelope Valley has shown that
when a party purchases parcels of this size, they immediately clear the property of native
vegetation to improve appearances or level the property. Also, since irrigating a parcel of this
size is expensive considering water and labor, parcels of this size are rarely adequately
maintained. Since these properties have been disturbed, the potential for blowing dust and sand
from the surface of these properties in the windy Antelope Valley is enormous and certain.

In contrast to relatively large parcels with 1 dwelling unit, parcels with many dwelling
units are not subject to the scouring produced by the wind as a large parcel with only 1 unit.
Many dwelling units per parcel tend to break up the flow pattern of the wind. that is. the
“boundary layer,” and do not allow the scouring action of the wind upon the exposed soil to the
extent of only 1 unit on a large parcel.

Inherent health problems associated with Valley Fever, PM 10, PM 3.5, etc. are very real
concerns. Valley Fever, for example, is a disease caused by a fungus found in the soil. The
fungal spores are released when soil is disturbed, such as during scouring, then breathed into the
lungs of those who become infected. They can devastate the body, causing skin ulcers,
abscesses. bone lesions, swollen joints with severe pain, heart inflammation, urinary tract
problems, and meningitis, which can lead to death. In some cases, the infection may manifest
itself repeatedly or permanently over the life of the host.

Particles with diameters of 10 micrometers or less are referred to as Particulate Matter 10
or PM 10 and those with diameters of 2.5 micrometers or less are PM 2.5. With the windy
conditions in Antelope Valley, PM 10 and PM 2.5 are a common worry. The World Health
Organization designates particulates as a Group 1 carcinogen. Particulates are the deadliest form
of air pollution due to the ability to penetrate deep into lungs and blood streams. causing
permanent DNA mutation, heart attacks, and premature death. For instance, PM 10 can
penetrate into the deepest parts of the lungs. PM 2.5 tend to penetrate into the gas exchange
regions of the lung and very small particles may pass through the lungs to affect other organs. It



has been found that small particulate matter can cause similar brain damage as that found in
Alzheimer patients.

Need for Additional Analysis

Many environmental and health issues of the RL 10, RL 20 and RL 40 overlays have
been identified. Others may occur. Please provide a comprehensive list of environmental and
health problems resulting from imposition of these overlays. Include miti gation measures if
possible and identify problems which cannot be significantly mitigated. Provide a thorough
scientific analysis, based on peer-reviewed literature and opinions of nationally-recognized
experts. Specialties represented by desert ecologists and health professionals would be
appropriate.

Significant Ecological Area (SEA)

Summary
Folks are concerned that the Significant Ecological Areas were arbitrarily designated
without sufficient scientific analysis and justification.

Discussion

The identification of SEA areas is very troublesome because it is a method of devaluing
large amounts of land that people have depended on for appreciation for many decades. The
proposed SEA is not well documented and supported by science. Therefore, this approach can
cause more harm than good. Existing farm land, especially that which has been disturbed for
decades, should be excluded from these areas.

Need for Additional Analysis
Provide a thorough scientific analysis, based on peer-reviewed literature citations and
opinions of nationally-recognized experts.

Air Quality

Summary

The Area Plan uses the concept of Compact Development with reduced vehicle miles to
provide an environmental benefit. However, with a closer examination of the impact of the
overlays, etc., the Area Plan may not only provide a negative environmental impact and health
threats, but make the planned rural centers difficult to inhabit.

Discussion
Reducing vehicle miles may reduce greenhouse gas emissions under the proper
environment. As discussed above, reducing greenhouse gas emissions by implementing the



concept of compact development is speculative under the conditions of Antelope Valley. The
literature indicates that alfalfa has an enormous capacity to sequester carbon in the soil as well as
the plantitself. Unlike most crops, alfalfa does not release oxides of nitrogen and methane into
the atmosphere. Yet, the Area Plan focuses on a speculative plan for reducing greenhouse
emissions and ignores proven approaches.

As discussed in the “Overlays™ section above, the Area Plan increases the annoyance and
health problems associated with windblown dust and sand. Also, the effects of the adjudication
do the same. As a result of the adjudication, parcels with no pumping history most likely will
not receive any affordable water. Small pumpers and shareholders and customers of mutual
water companies will only have enough water for indoor use. Farmers will be cut back over
50%. Estimates have been given that roughly 30,000 acres of previously irrigated and disturbed
land will no longer be irrigated. Many have said that the Adjudication together with the Area
Plan will turn the Antelope Valley into a “dust bowl.” This means that existing rural
communities may not be desirable to concentrate future development because of the annoyance
of dust and the threat of health problems.

Need for Additional Analysis
These concerns need (o be quantified and shared with the Supervisors and public.

Economic Impacts

Summary

The proposed Area Plan will devalue large amounts of land in the Antelope Valley. As
mentioned above, no market exists, or has ever existed, for large amounts of land restricted to 1
dwelling unit per 10, 20, or 40 acres. The effect of imposing SEAs will exacerbate the problem
of devaluation. The reduction in the property tax revenue stream will also be significant

Discussion

In addition to significantly devaluing farmers’ and other landowner property for
questionable environmental gains, the County of Los Angeles should expect the Area Plan to
reduce the property tax revenue considerably. 1 have heard estimates of a reduction of $50
million per year, which assuming 5 to 6 % as the value of money, amounts o a present worth
over twenty years or more of approximately $1/2 billion. Additional costs of the health effects
associated with the overlays discussed above should be considered.

Need for Additional Analysis
The Department of Regional Planning should quantify these property value and property

tax income stream reductions for the Supervisors and landowners of Antelope Valley to review.

Environmental Solution to Consider




Summary

The Area Plan aims to maintain a rural lifestyle with some environmental benefits. Many
have expressed concerns and an alternate solution is discussed here for consideration. This
approach is essentially “time-tested” and deserves some review and analysis.

Discussion

Historical evidence over many decades has shown the natural development of the rural
arcas of the Antelope Valley to be extremely slow. Therefore, si gnificant dispersed suburban
development is expected to be naturally prohibited. The results of the current groundwater
adjudication driven by Los Angeles County Waterworks 40 will assure that this slow process of
dispersed urban development will become even slower or non-existent because affordable water
most likely will not be available to rural properties.

This approach to sustaining the rural identity of the unincorporated areas will not be
based on unfounded theoretical assumptions but will be based on historical activity plus the
obvious lack of affordable water in the future.

Need for Additional Analysis
Please analyze this approach as something that may be modified and improved by
considering all the elements and perhaps modifying some to attain an improved solution.

Carl, the Los Angeles County Farm Bureau will be pleased to work together with other
community groups and the Department of Regional Planning to prepare an improved Plan that
provides certain, measurable benefits.

Eugene B. Nebeker, Ph.D., P.E.
President

o7 Supervisor Antonovich
Edel Viscera, Planning Deputy
Norm Hickling, Senior Deputy



Greater Antelope Valley Association of REALTORS®

1112 West Avenue M-4 » Palmdale, CA 93551 = 661.726.9175 « Fax: 661 726.9199 WWW.ZAvar.org

July 10, 2014

Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Content and scope of the environmental information and analysis to be contained in the EIR for the Los Angeles
County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Nadela:

The Greater Antelope Valley Association of REALTORS® is a local membership organization representing more than
1,500 Realtor® and affiliate members who conduct business in the Antelope Valley. One of the primary charters of
real estate professionals is the protection of private property rights. This is the basis for our request that the
following be included in the content and scope of the environmental information and analysis to be contained in the
EIR for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update (AVAP).

Regarding the Proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEA’s):

The Antelope Valley Areawide Plan has included the proposed SEA Ordinance and a significant expansion of over
150,000 acres of SEA designated property in its Land Use Plan. This overlay will bring the total number of acres
encumbered by the SEA to over 290,000 acres in the Antelope Valley. This ordinance has not been approved by the
Regional Planning Commission and is still being vetted through public comment. The AVAP should only analyze
adopted ordinances and its EIR should not have to study un-adopted ordinance. With the November deadline given
by the BOS, the AVAP EIR should not exhaust DRP’s consultant’s time with the examination of ordinance that may
not even be adopted in the future.

Therefore, we ask that the AVAP EIR include an analysis of the approved SEA ordinance only. The proposed
expansion should be studied only in the Project Alternatives and not the Project as proposed. In that analysis,
include detailed scientific, research-based justification for the extent of the proposed designation areas including,
but not limited to primary research on the potential impacts on agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use
planning, mineral resources, population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation and transportation.
Especially because of the extent of the potential degradation of population, housing and other human activity-
related environmental activities, justification of the boundaries and the incumbent regulation of that land need a
substantial basis to give the lead agency an opportunity to weigh the impacts. Additionally, the EIR must address the
balance of the SEA’s to environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human populations and
constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation and sustenance, therefore the analysis should
address the economic impact on individual properties.

Regarding the Rural Preservation Strategy:

Please provide as an alternative study in the EIR for the AVAP the inclusion of land densities as presented in all
currently approved CSD’s and use those densities, which have been previously adopted by the county. Also, include
in this alternative an extrapolation of those densities throughout the planning area as an alternate to the reduced



densities found in the rural preservation strategy. For example if the minimum lot size in an adopted CSD is 2.5
acres, then the study should use that density in the rural preserve area surrounding that community. If the
minimum lot size is 5 acres, that is the density which should be used in studying the land use impacts in the rural
preserve area surrounding that community.

Regarding Agricultural Resources:

The EIR should include a study which excludes current or previous agricultural lands from the rural preserve
designation. Land which is currently, or has previously been used for agricultural uses and which is located outside
of rural town centers should not be considered as “rural preserve” and subject to the extremely low densities which
are associated with this designation. If this land is not removed from the “rural preserve” designation and its
attendant low densities, farmers and ranchers may suffer extreme economic impacts. Their property values will be
greatly reduced which will result in a dramatic limitation in the amount of money they can borrow against their land
for continuing agricultural uses. The first five words in the preamble to the REALTORS® Code of Ethics are “Under ali
is the land,” we believe this to be true and are concerned that if the perceived value of the land is stripped away by
this plan due to extremely low densities for future development the farmer/rancher will likely not be able to afford
financing to continue their current use of the land, or their current way of life thus defeating the stated goal of
preserving agricultural resources. Potential devaluation of farmland and the consequences of doing so should be
specifically studied.

Regarding the Economic Opportunity Areas (EQA’s):

Please provide as an alternative study in the EIR for the AVAP a study which assumes the EOA’s will be adopted as
shown, without further action such as development of community plans prior to adoption of the EQA. Future tand
owners will still be required to submit a project level EIR for any development plans they want the County to
approve. This will ensure Los Angeles County’s ahility to review proposed development within these EQAs in more
detail without adding the unnecessary provision of creating a new Community Plan that will alter the EIR currently
being drafted, or trigger the need for an amendment to the General Plan.

Regarding Economic Impacts:

The proposed AVAP focuses the majority of growth within specific areas, where most of the housing and local
economic activity is currently located, in an effort to help strengthen a localized jobs housing balance. The
extensive downzoning of all rural preserve areas outside of the rural town centers are extremely limiting to any
future development. The EIR for the AVAP should include an analysis of the impacts of this plan to current property
owners as they will not be able to use their land as freely as they could when they purchased it, or in the way in
which they may under the guidelines of the current AVAP.

Regarding Economy/Property Values/ Public Services and Infrastructure;

The EIR should include an alternative economic study of potentially lower property tax revenue being generated for
the county based on the value of properties which, due to the plan may be encumbered with a lower density or any
other impediment to development, including but not limited to SEA’s, HMA’s, Hazards Constraints, and the
extremely low densities associated with the Rural Preservation Strategy. It is believed that properties which are
overly burdened with overlays will lose much of their future value to property owners, thereby reducing the taxable
value. As any potential loss of property tax revenue will affect the ability of the County to continue to provide
services and infrastructure maintenance, the potential decrease of property value and thereby property tax
generation should be studied and quantified for the decision makers.

Regarding Schools:

The AVAP EIR must address the potential impacts on the several school districts in the valley (Eastside,
Wilsona, Keppel, Gorman, Westside, Acton-Agua Dulce, Antelope Valley Union High School and Antelope
Valley College). Each of these sovereign jurisdictions regularly reviews its demographic and growth
parameters. The AVAP EIR must address how the activities of the plan effect those plans and policies and, in so
far as is possible, provide how there is a conflict or consistency between the AVAP and the work of each
district including but not limited to the areas of land use planning (over which the district hold certain levels of
sovereignty), population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation and transportation. Additionally,



the EIR must address environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future school and
residential populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide habitation, sustenance and
education. Consideration must also be given to the long term impact that any change in land use has on the
delivery of educational services. Decreasing rural density has a profound impact on delivery of instruction,
length and cost of transportation, limitations on services to students, loss of revenue to school districts and
thus reductions in staff. These may be unintended consequences of the proposed EIR.

Use of the most recent information and studies:

The AVAP is shaping the Antelope Valley for future generations. The EIR must include with its analysis current and
proposed transit projects, including NW 138, High Speed Rail and High Desert Corridor. And population growth
associated with Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS projections. With these projections
included in the AVAP EIR, it will give a unified regional planning effort that will allow the community’s future
housing and jobs to be pro-active and bring economic growth to that region.

Land Use Proscription by Pre-defined Constraint:

The land use patterns, densities and designations shown in the AVAP as proposed for the Project were developed
under what has been described as a Hazard, Envircnmental and Resource Constraints Model (ECM) created by the
county. The ECM is described as “a tool to inform stakeholders of potential site constraints and regulations”
(General Plan Appendix C, Public Review Draft, 1/2014). However, the “tool to inform” about regulation has
become the regulation itself.

The ECM is purported to ‘front-load’ all the underlying environmental hazards, issues, constraining factors and
resources {or lack thereof) that could affect the ability of a particular site to be developed with improvements.
However, the model’s concept as presented does not provide any guantitative analysis or qualitative set of findings
or determinations as to how the constraints identified translate into the development designations and densities
imposed let alone the three ‘classes’ identified in the appendix.

After a thorough analysis of the ECM itself and the underlying data and assumptions, the EIR should address ‘how,
‘why’ and ‘with what data’ the links between the ECM and the AVAP land use designations were arrived at. This
substantiation is critical to all the land use, population, housing and environmental justice analysis throughout the
EIR and will also inform many portions of the other areas of review and analysis.

We look forward to reviewing the analyses of the impact this plan will have on our local environment. it is our
sincere hope that these analyses will lead to a good balance and appropriate land uses for the Antelope Valley.

Respectfully, —

Rob Talbot, President

Cc: Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
Senator Steve Knight
Assemblyman Steve Fox
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Los Angeles
World Airports

July 11, 2014

- Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 W Temple Street Room 1354
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Nadela,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Los Angeles County Antelope
Valley Areawide General Plan Update. The Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA) is a proprietary department of the City of Los Angeles that owns and
operates the Los Angeles International Airport, LA/Ontario International Alrport
Van Nuys Airport, and Palmdale Regional Airport (PMD). LAWA owns over
17,000 acres of land within the Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan and
would to preserve the future possibility to develop a regional airport. As a major
property owner LAWA has a keen interest in the outcome of the Plan Update.

We are writing this letter to submit comments about the future zoning so that we
can help facilitate the interim use of the property, such as renewable energy
use and the possibility of a future airport down the line. Specifically, we wouid
like to recommend that the County create a more uniform zone for the LAWA
owned Palmdale properties that would be consistent with the M-2.5 zone
because it would allow for heavy-industrial (airport) uses that occur in nearby
airports, and is appropriate to low-intensity mdustnal and agricultural zones
found here.

Among other uses, LAWA maintains existing leases on the property for light
industrial and for agricultural uses. LAWA also believes that there is an
opportunity to pursue potential renewable energy uses as interim projects. The
airport M-2.5 zone could also be appropriate for the lots across LAWA property
so that it creates sufficient flexibility and the range of land uses continues to
include heavy renewable energy interim uses, agriculture and future airport
facilities. LAWA recognizes that area west of the Little Rock Wash may be
constrained by biological and environmental constraints.

As indicated in our letter on June 2, 2014, LAWA acknowledges and supports
the County DRP’s goal to bring consistency and predictability to the
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development of renewable energy facilities. Revisions of the draft ordinance
should consider M-2.5 zones for ministerial review or site plan review for energy
projects, consistent with the policy decision made for M-1.5 and M-2 zones.

It is important to note the M-2.5 zone is a heavy-industrial (airport) use zone
that occurs only surrounding airports and does not appear to pose the
residential-adjacency issues found in low-intensity industrial and agricultural
zones. If the goal of the ordinance is to promote renewable energy operations
while protecting residential uses from adjacency impacts, encouraging such
uses where the impacts do not occur is a logical policy tool.

Where special permits are required, applicants should be given the fiexibility to

- apply for a Master Permit across large amounts of property with implementation
on individual parcels over time. Water use should be analyzed in reference to
existing and alternative uses. For example, water demand for a concentrated
‘solar thermal plant may be substantial in some scenarios but is actuaily lower
than existing alfalfa growing operations or like agricuitural uses.

Finally, LAWA would like to work with County staff to understand how the
Significant Environmental Area (SEA) Ordinance area can be crafted in a way
that can accommodated roadway constructions issues that may arise should
there ever be the full build out of the airport.

Thank you for allowing us to comment on this environmental document. For
your reference, we have attached our previous letters on these related subjects
here for your reference (see attached).

it has always been LAWA’s sincere pleasure to work the County DRP team on
important planning initiatives impacting the Antelope Valley. If we can provide
any further information or support, please do not he3|tate to contact us at (424)
646-5186.

Sincerely,

WVM

Lisa Trifiletti
Director of Environmental & Land Use Planning
Los Angeles World Airports

Attachments:

Letter to Thuy Hua dated June 4, 2014

Letter to Chair Valadez dated February 26, 2014
Letter to Connie Chung, AICP dated October 4, 2014
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Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, 13" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Hua,

L.os Angeles World Airports (LAWA) has great appreciation for the various

meetings and the mutual cooperation we have had with Department of Regional
Planning staff over the past several of years. We are writing this letter to
reaffirm our comments and positions in regards to the County of Los Angeles
proposed Renewable Energy Ordinance. These commentaries reiterate those
made to staff and we remain confident that we can collectively find solutions
that address all our concerns. As a proprietary department (LAWA), of the City
of Los Angeles that owns and operates Los Angeles International Airport,
LA/Ontario International Airport, Van Nuys Airport, and has future plans to
develop Palmdale Regional Airport (PMD). LAWA acknowledges and supports
the County’s goal to bring consistency and predictability to the development of
renewable energy facilities.

LAWA's main concern with the draft Renewable Energy Ordinance in its current
form (i.e., second draft of proposed ordinance) is that, according to Table
22.52.1620-A, Utility-Scale Ground-Mounted Renewable Energy facilities would
be prohibited in areas zoned A-1 Light Agriculture. LAWA feels strongly that
renewable energy development is a very worthy and compatible use within such

- agricultural areas, and the draft ordinance offers no basis for why it should be

prohibited. Should the County have concerns about potentiai land and
development compatibility issues associated with such renewable energy
development in areas zoned A-1, such issues, if any, could be better evaluated,
addressed, and likely resolved if subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
requirement. An outright prohibition of this type of renewable energy facility in
A-1 areas does not serve the County or the environment, especially in a day an
age when a true need for access to clean alternative/renewable energy exists.
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Additionally, the final ordinance should consider M-2.5 zones for ministerial
review or site plan review for renewable Utility-Scale Ground-Mounted
Renewable Energy projects. The M-2.5 zone is a heavy-industrial (airport) use
zone that occurs only surrounding airports and does not appear to pose the
residential-adjacency issues found in low-intensity industrial and agricultural
zones. If the goal of the ordinance is to promote renewable energy operations
while protecting residential uses from adjacency impacts, encouraging such
uses where the impacts do not occur is a logical policy tool. For long range
plans PMD could serve as a future regional airport; however, for the short term,
LAWA is evaluating for renewable energy use, in the interim, and other
economically productive limited-time uses on the property. This zone — M-2.5 -
creates a synergetic land use for the property, its intended function, and the
ability to use it for clean, renewable energy.

It has always been LAWA's sincere pleasure to work the County DRP team on
important planning initiatives impacting the Antelope Valley such as the
Renewable Energy Ordinance. [f you have any questions or comments
regarding these declarations or if LAWA can provide any information that will be
beneficial to your planning efforts, please do not hesitate to contact us at (424)
646-5186.

Thank you,

W

Lisa Trifiletti
Director of Environmental & Land Use Planning
Regional Planning & Environmental Assessment
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2 Los Angeles
< World Airporis

February 26, 2014

Esther Valadez, Chair

Regional Planning Commission
Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Plannlng
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Dear Chair Valadez,

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is thankful for the meetings and cooperatlve
relationship we have had with Department of Regional Planning staff. We are glad to
offer the following comments in regards to the County of Los Angeles proposed
General Plan Update, the Antelope Valley Plan Area Update, the Renewable Energy
Ordinance, and the Significant Environmental Area Ordinance (SEA). These
comments reiterate those made to staff and we remain confident that we can
collectively find solutions that address all our concerns. LAWA is a proprietary .
department of the City of Los Angeles that owns and operates Los Angeles
International Airport, LA/Ontarioc International Airport, Van Nuys Airport, and has
future plans to develop Palmdale Regional Airport (PMD).

General Plan Update

LAWA remains agnostic in terms of the changes proposed outside its properties.
Consistent with regional planning documents and stakeholder consensus LAWA has
consistently pursued the long-term development of PMD. LAWA will continue to

pursue this vision but must caution that potential downzoning, enlargement of SEAs, and
other land use restrictions presently contempiated by County DRP may have an indirect

effect of reduction in demand for a future airport in the Antelope Vallley.

Major infrastructure improvements to increase access to the Palmdale Airport, such as the
Caltrans/Metro High Desert Corridor are also essential to airport development and should be
reflected in the General Plan. It is important to state that the current jobs and population
statistics do not justify profitable commercial air service and the fact that under any scenario
LAWA will maintain a need for interim uses that will provide economic benefit from LAWA's
Palmdale land holdings. LAWA believes the General Plan and Area plan can work together
to facilitate both interim-and long-term uses at PMD.

Antelope Valley Area Plan Update

The Antelope Valley Area Plan’s current and proposed zoning is inconsistent across

- LAWA'’s Palmdale property. As you know, LAWA has long range plans to use the entire

property for a future regional airport and short term interim plans for renewable energy use
and other economically productive interim uses. LAWA also maintains existing leases on the
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property for light industrial and agricultural uses. inconsistent zoning may lead to frequent
entitlement requests which are costly and time-consuming to process, both for County DRP and for
LAWA. Specifically, Agricultural zoning on certain lots within the LAWA owned property i8
inconsistent with potential renewable energy interim uses and more importantly with future airport
uses. The airport M-2.5 zone could potentially be an appropriate zone for all lots across the LAWA
property if the range of land uses included heavy agriculture, light and heavy industrial, renewable

energy and future airport facilities. :

~ Renewable Energy Ordinance

LAWA acknowledges and supports the County’s goal to bring consistency and predictability to the
development of renewable energy facilities. Revisions of the draft ordinance should consider M-2.5
zones for ministerial review or site plan review for energy projects, consistent with the policy
decision made for M-1.5 and M-2 zones. .

It is important to note the M-2.5 zone is a heavy-industrial (airport) use zone that occurs only
surrounding airports and does not appear to pose the residential-adjacency issues found in low-
intensity industrial and agricultural zones. If the goal of the ordinance is to promote renewable
energy operations while protecting residential uses from adjacency impacts, encouraging such uses
where the impacts do not occur is a logical policy tool.

Where special permits are required, applicants should be given the flexibility to apply for a Master
Permit across large amounts of property with implementation on individuat parcels over time. Water
use should be analyzed in reference to existing and alternative uses. For example, water demand
for a concentrated solar thermal plant may be substantial in some scenarios but is actually lower
than existing alfalfa growing operations or like agricultural uses.

Significant Environmental Area (SEA) Ordinance

LAWA acknowledges that resource management and habitat preservation is subjectto a constantly
evolving regulatory landscape. In addition to complying with the County’s SEA Ordinance, potential
development of PMD is subject to habitat regulations from the regional water quality control board,
the State Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fish and Wildiife Service as well as
multiple responsible and trustee agencies that all participate in the CEQA and NEPA process.
LAWA's ability to develop PMD and create economic activity is dependent not only on the
constraints of the SEA Ordinance but also the ability (or inability) of the SEA process to align with
instructions and regulations from the resource agencies.

LAWA supports the defined timelines and responsibilities in the draft ordinance. Based upon our
initial reading of the ordinance, the proposed entittlement process will provide greater certainty and
timely outcomes than the current oftentimes-unruly SEA review process. LAWA'’s concerns with the
proposed ordinance pertain primarily to the proposed mapped area boundaries themselves, as well
as the ability to develop essential roadways and infrastructure through SEA areas. .

Road construction, particularly for roads and facilities anticipated in the General Plan, through the

SEA will also be necessary for the full build-out of a commercial airport. Construction of such

~ essential infrastructure should be given deference and expediting in the SEA review process. Two
for one habitat set-aside provisions may not be appropriate for public works projects, particularly as

road construction will still result in large contiguous parcels and provisions for wildlife undercrossing

or tunnels may be incorporated into roadway design.
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October 4, 2013

Connie Chung, AICP

Supervising Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Pianning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

LAX

LA/Ontario

VanNws Dear Ms. Chung,

City of Los Angeles

Erc Garcotd Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is pleased to offer the followmg comments in
_regards to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning’s (County DRP)

commasonbtoposed General Plan Update, the Antelope Valley Plan Area Update, the Renewable

sean 0. ua-NENGY Ordinance, and the Significant Environmental Area Ordinance. LAWA is a

Presicent * proprietary department of the City of Los Angeles that owns and operates Los Angeles

valeria ¢. veisbiiternational Airport, LA/Ontario International Airport, Van Nuys Airport, and has future

Yiee Freshlans to develop Paimdale Regional Airport (PMD).

Gabriel L. Eshaghian
Jackie Geldberg

seatice C. HsGG@aneral Plan Update

Matthew M. Johnson
Dr. Cynthia A. Telles

aina marie LrkByorder to provide a guiding and effective planning document, the County DRP should

Brecue Diedi¥ovide a defined vision for PMD in the General Plan Update. This should include but is
not limited to the development of projected facility requirements and capacity, economic
growth and future demographics that will either facilitate or hinder airport development.
Consistent with regional planning documents and consensus LAWA has consistently
pursued the long-term development of PMD. LAWA will continue to pursue this vision
but must caution that potential downzoning, enlargement of SEAs, and other land use
restrictions presently contemplated by County DRP may have an indirect effect of reduction in
demand for a future airport.

Major infrastructure improvements to increase access to the Palmdale Airport, such as the
Caltrans/Metro High Desert Corridor should also be reflected in the General Plan. It is important
to state that the current jobs and population statistics do not justify profitable commercial air
service and the fact that under any scenario LAWA will maintain a need for interim uses that will
provide economic benefit from LAWA’s Paimdale land holdings. LAWA believes the General
Plan and Area plan can work together to facilitate both interim and long-term uses at PMD.

Antelope Valley Afea Plan Update

The County DRP Antelope Valley Area Plan Update’s current and proposed zoning is
inconsistent across LAWA's Paimdale property. As you know, LAWA has long range plans to
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use the entire property for a future regional airport and short term interim plans for a renewable
energy use. LAWA also maintains existing leases on the property for light industrial and
agricultural uses. Inconsistent zoning may lead to frequent entitlement requests which are costly
and time-consuming to process, both for County DRP and for LAWA. Specifically, Agricultural
zoning on certain lots within the LAWA owned property is inconsistent with potential renewable
energy interim uses and more importantly with future airport uses. The airport M-2.5 zone could
potentially be an appropriate zone for lots across the LAWA property if the range of land uses
included heavy agriculture, renewable energy and future airport facilities. Areas west of the Littie
Rock Wash are priorities for consistent zoning as properties east of the wash contain biological
and access constraints.

Renewable Energy Ordinance

LAWA acknowledges and supports the County DRP’s goal to bring consistency and
predictability to the development of renewable energy facilities. Revisions of the draft ordinance
should consider M-2.5 zones for ministerial review or site plan review for energy projects,
consistent with the policy decision made for M-1.5 and M-2 zones.

It is important to note the M-2.5 zone is a heavy-industrial (airport) use zone that occurs only
surrounding airports and does not appear to pose the residential-adjacency issues found in low-
intensity industrial and agricultural zones. If the goal of the ordinance is to promote renewable
energy operations while protecting residential uses from adjacency impacts, encouraging such
uses where the impacts do not occur is a logical policy tool.

Where special permits are required, applicants should be given the flexibility to apply for a
Master Permit across large amounts of property with implementation on individual parcels over
time. Water use should be analyzed in reference to existing and alternative uses. For example,
water demand for a concentrated solar thermal plant may be substantial in some scenarios but
is actually lower than existing alfalfa growing operations or like agricultural uses.

Significant Environmental Area (SEA) Ordinance

LAWA acknowledges that resource management and habitat preservation is subject to a
constantly evolving regulatory landscape. In addition to complying with the County's SEA
Ordinance, potential development of PMD is subject to habitat regulations from the regional
water quality control board, the State Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service as well as multiple responsible and trustee agencies that all participate in the
CEQA and-NEPA process. LAWA's ability to develop PMD and create economic activity is
dependent not only on the constraints of the SEA Ordinance but also the ability (or mabnllty) of
the SEA process to align with instructions and regulations from the resource agencies.

LAWA supports the defined timelines and responsibilities in the draft ordinance. Based upon our
initial reading of the ordinance, the proposed entitlement process will provide greater certainty
and timely outcomes than the current oftentimes-unruly SEA review process. LAWA's concerns
with the proposed ordinance pertain primarily to the proposed mapped area boundaries
themselves, as well as the ability to develop essential roadways and infrastructure through SEA
areas.

Road construction, particularly for roads and facilities anticipated in the General Plan, through
the SEA will also be necessary for the full build-out of a commercial airport. Construction of
such essential infrastructure should be given deference and expediting in the SEA review



process. Two for one habitat set-aside provisions may not be éppropriate for public works
projects, particularly as road construction will still result in large contiguous parcels and
provisions for wildlife undercrossing or tunnels may be incorporated into roadway design.

it is unclear how the SEA ordinance relates to master plans or projects that involve multiple
entittements at an early programmatic stage. It is essential to LAWA that once a project is
cleared, the entitlement should not lapse or change during the long range 25+ year
development timeframe for an airport.

In regards to the proposed SEA map itself LAWA anticipates that the areas within our land
holdings east of the Little Rock Wash (the wash) will be protected habitat areas in the eventual
full development of PMD as a commercial airport. Any SEA designation west of the wash will
have impacts on that future airport feasibility. LAWA will continue to review and comment on the
technical details of the proposed maps and habitat types in the coming months.

Where areas are set-aside as mitigation or permanent open-space, a Conservancy or other
mechanism must be established to transfer liability and maintenance for the parcel.

Conclusions

it has been LAWA's sincere pleasure to work the County DRP team on these important
planning initiatives impacting the Antelope Valley. It is our hope that your multiple plan
updates will reflect a unified zoning and land use scheme for the Palmdale Regional
Airport that allows for seamless future airport development as well as economically
beneficial interim uses. If you have any questions regarding these comments or if LAWA
can provide any information that will be beneficial to your planning efforts, please do not
hesitate to contact us at (424) 646-7690.

Thank you,

(ot Lo

Christopher Koontz
Chief of Airport Planning |
Regional Planning & Environmental Assessment



Ana Verde Hills Town Council
412 West Lake Drive ® Palmdale, CA 93551

Mr. Carl Nadela, Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Topics for Consideration in the AVAP Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Nadela:

The Ana Verde Town Council is responding to the Notice of Preparation for the Antelope Valley
Areawide General Plan Update (AVAP) Environmental Impact Report. We are requesting the
issues contained in this letter be included in the scope of the EIR. The issues discussed are
important to the residents of Ana Verde Hills specifically and the Antelope Valley community in
general.

Significant Ecological Areas:

The Antelope Valley Areawide Plan has included the proposed SEA Ordinance with an expansion of
150,000 acres in the Antelope Valley. This expansion brings the SEA area in the Antelope Valley to over
290,000 acres of SEA designated property in its Land Use Plan. This ordinance has not been approved by
the Regional Planning Commission and is still being vetted through public comment. The AVAP EIR
should only analyze adopted ordinances and its EIR should not study a proposed draft ordinance, unless
it is considered as a Project Alternative and not as the Project.

The SEA analysis, should include detailed scientific, research-based justification for the extent of the
proposed designation areas including, but not limited to primary research on the potential impacts on
agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning, mineral resources, population and housing,
delivery of public services, recreation and transportation. Especially because of the extent of the
potential degradation of population, housing and other human activity-related environmental activities,
justification of the boundaries and the incumbent regulation of that land needs a substantial basis to
give the lead agency an opportunity to weigh the impacts. Additionally, the EIR must address the
balance of the SEA’s to environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human
populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation and sustenance.

Economic Opportunity Areas:

Identified within the AVAP are three Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) centered around major transit
corridors that “would bring tremendous opportunities for growth and economic development in the
vicinity of these projects”. These EOAs would bring stable economic growth for the future generations
of the Antelope Valley.

In the AVAP, DRP staff has indicated that further studies and a more detailed planning effort will need to
be done for each EOA by way of a Community Plan. The EIR will be inaccurate if some future Community
Plan is postulated now with changes to the currently projected AVAP analysis and data. Any discussion
of a future Community Plan to re-visit the EOA’s must be only part of a Project Alternative and not part
of the Project.
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The EOA’s are an important concrete part of the AVAP and must not have an open-ended
reviewing/studying component; They need to be addressed directly in the EIR as the activity nodes that
they are. The AVAP EIR must accurately address any impacts associated with the allotted residential
units and projected commercial acreage that will bring jobs/housing to those areas. We ask that the
EIR include the EOA’s in its analysis as is and that Community Plans not be a part of the AVAP. Future
land owners will still have to submit a project level EIR for any development plans they want the County
to approve and the EOA concept is already sufficient for programmatic determinations at the AVAP EIR
level. This will ensure Los Angeles County’s ability to review proposed development within these EOAs
in more detailed without adding the unnecessary Community Plan that will alter the EIR currently being
drafted. Additionally, the EIR must address how the EOA’s balance environmental justice concerns for
the existing and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to
provide both habitation and sustenance.

Community Standards Districts:

The EIR of the AVAP will analyze impacts associated with land use changes and zoning changes proposed
by the County. The Land Use portion proposes to down-zone much of the land within currently adopted
and proposed Community Standards Districts. The AVAP EIR should address these changes and provide
research-based substantiation for those changes. The activities that have led to the existing and the
proposed Community Standards Districts have been vetted by the various communities and any changes
via the AVAP to the underlying densities and land use designations have the potential for substantial
alterations to housing, population and other human activity-related environmental activities. No
environmental analysis will be considered complete unless the existing district land use patterns are
included in all project alternatives, including the No Project Alternative.

Use of all the most recent information and studies:

The AVAP is shaping the Antelope Valley for future generations. The EIR must include with its analysis
current and proposed transit projects, including NW 138, High Speed Rail and High Desert Corridor. And
population growth associated with Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS projections.
With these projections included in the AVAP EIR, it will give a unified planning effort that will allow the
community’s future housing and jobs to be pro-active and bring economic growth to that region.

Rural town centers/Rural Town Areas vs. Rural preservation areas:

The AVAP has created hard-line boundaries for existing activity nodes without providing any
substantiation for their existence. While a “town center” concept can help focus a balance between
housing and jobs, the manner does not provide for the diversity of housing and population that is always
found in rural areas of the country and in the existing land use patterns of the Antelope Valley. The
areas identified as Rural Town Centers and Rural Town Areas need to include softer edges that allow for
reasonable opportunities for the addition of a more diverse set of housing and commercial activities.
The other area identified is the Economic Opportunity Areas whose creation is the provision of new
locations for reasonable growth within the rural milieu of the valley. However, the down-zoning of the
rural preservation areas, which include all remaining unincorporated areas, has the potential to create
substantial environmental impacts across the Antelope Valley. The AVAP EIR must address those
potential impacts, including, but not limited to, agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning,
mineral resources, population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation and transportation.
The AVAP Project postulates a near vacancy of a substantial amount of the valley. At least one of the
Project Alternatives must address a more open, organic (rather than proscribed) maturity of the those
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open portions of the valley so a more diverse pattern of development closer to the existing pattern may
continue. In addition, the rural preservation concept may not be consistent with the adopted or
proposed with Community Standards Districts. The EIR should include an alternative with the
Community Standards Districts zoning. Additionally, the EIR must address the balance of development
patterns and development diversity with environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential
future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation and
sustenance.

School District and Education Issues:

The AVAP EIR must address the potential impacts on the several school districts in the valley ( Eastside,
Wilsona, Keppel, Gorman, Westside, Acton-Agua Dulce, Antelope Valley Union High School and Antelope
Valley College). Each of these sovereign jurisdictions regularly reviews its demographic and growth
parameters. The AVAP EIR must address how the activities of the plan effect those plans and policies
and, in so far as is possible, provide how there is a conflict or consistency between the AVAP and the
work of each district including but not limited to the areas of land use planning (over which the district
hold certain levels of sovereignty), population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation and
transportation. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental justice concerns for the existing and
potential future school and residential populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to
provide both habitation, sustenance and education. Consideration must also be given to the long term
impact that any change in land use has on the delivery of educational services. Decreasing rural density
has a profound impact on delivery of instruction, length and cost of transportation, limitations on
services to students, loss of revenue to school districts and thus reductions in staff. These may be
unintended consequences of the proposed EIR.

The Ana Verde Town Council would welcome a presentation by the Department of Regional
Planning on the updated Antelope Valley Areawide Plan. Please contact Forrest McElroy at 805-
338-4358 to schedule a time for a presentation. We look forward to hearing from you soon.

Respectfully,

“Forrest McElroy, Director
For: Patty Rardon, President

Cc: Ana Verde Town Council
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July 1, 2014

Mr. Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

L.os Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, California 90012

Telephone: (213) 974-6411

E-mail: thc@planning.lacounty.gov

RE: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update [SCAG
NO. IGR8079]

Dear Mr. Nadela:

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update (“proposed project”) to
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment.

SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) of programs
proposed for federal financial assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to
Presidential Executive Order 12372. Additionally, SCAG reviews the Environmental Impact
Reports of projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.

SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law, and
is responsible for preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including its
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) component pursuant to SB 375. As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Executive Order 12372, SCAG reviews
the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional plans.’ Guidance
provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take
actions that contribute to the attainment of the regional goals and policies in the RTP/SCS.

SCAG staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update. The proposed
project would be a comprehensive update to the existing Antelope Valley Areawide General
Plan, which was adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors on December 4,
1986. The proposed project would refine the countywide goals and policies in the General
Plan by addressing specific issues relevant to the Antelope Valley.

When available, please send environmental documentation to SCAG'’s office in Los
Angeles or by email to suni@scag.ca.gov providing, at a minimum, the full public
comment period for review. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments,
please contact Lijin Sun at (213) 236-1882 or suni@scag.ca.qov. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e Jha (’/‘\;/ZZ L'V{/L/
Jonagthan Nadler,
Manager, Compliance and Performance Assessment

' SB 375 amends CEQA to add Chapter 4.2 Implementation of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, which allows for certain CEQA
streamlining for projects consistent with the RTP/SCS. Lead agencies (including local jurisdictions) maintain the discretion and will be solely
responsible for determining “consistency” of any future project with the SCS. Any “consistency” finding by SCAG pursuant to the IGR process
should not be construed as a finding of consistency under SB 375 for purposes of CEQA streamlining.

The Regional Counal consists of 86 elected officials representing 191 cities, six counties, six County Transportation Commissions, one representative

from the Transportation Cortidor Agencies, ene Tribal Government representative and one representative for the Air Districts within Southern Californis
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COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY
ANTELOPE VALLEY AREAWIDE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
[SCAG NO. IGR8079]

CONSISTENCY WITH RTP/SCS

SCAG reviews environmental documents for regionally significant projects for their consistency with the
adopted RTP/SCS.

2012 RTP/SCS Goals

The SCAG Regional Council adopted the 2012 RTP/SCS in April 2012. The 2012 RTP/SCS links the goal of
sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and
equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial limitations (see
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov). The goals included in the 2012 RTP/SCS may be pertinent to the proposed
project. These goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed project within the
context of regional goals and policies. Among the relevant goals of the 2012 RTP/SCS are the following:

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS GOALS

RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and
competitiveness

RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G3: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system
RTP/SCS G5: Maximize the productivity of our transportation system

RTP/SCS G6:  Protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging
active transportation (non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking)

RTP/SCS G7: Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible
RTP/SCS G8: Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation

RTP/SCS G9: Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system monitoring,
rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies

For ease of review, we encourage the use of a side-by-side comparison of SCAG goals with discussions
of the consistency, non-consistency or non-applicability of the policy and supportive analysis in a table
format. Suggested format is as follows:
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i - SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS Goals
Goal Analysis
RTP/SCS Align the plan investments and policies with improving | Consistent. Statement as to why
G1: regional economic development and competitiveness. | Not-Consistent: Statement as to why
or

Not Applicable: Statement as to why

DEIR page number reference

RTP/SCS Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and | Consistent: Statement as to why
G2: goods in the region. Not-Consistent: Statement as to why

or

Not Applicable: Statement as to why

DEIR page number reference

elc. etc.

RTP/SCS Strategies

To achieve the goals of the 2012 RTP/SCS, a wide range of strategies are included in SCS Chapter
(starting on page 152) of the RTP/SCS focusing on four key areas: 1) Land Use Actions and Strategies;
2) Transportation Network Actions and Strategies; 3) Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Actions and Strategies and; 4) Transportation System Management (TSM) Actions and Strategies. if
applicable to the proposed project, please refer to these strategies as guidance for considering the
proposed project within the context of regional goals and policies. To access a listing of the strategies,
please visit bttp://ripscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/f2012RTPSCS.pdf (Tables 4.3 — 4.7,

beginning on page 152).

Regional Growth Forecasts

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed project should reflect the most recently adopted
SCAG forecasts. To review the most recently adopted SCAG forecasts, please visit
http://scaq.ca.gov/Documents/2012AdoptedGrowihForecastPDFE pdf, which consists of the 2020 and
2035 RTP/SCS population, household and employment forecasts. The forecasts for the region and
applicable jurisdictions are below.

"""  Adopted SCAG Reglon | gioried UHnCoporsted | pdopted Gounty of Low
* Wide Forecasts County of Los Angeles Angeles Forecasts
e e R cooForecasts oo 1
Forecast Year 2020 Year 2035 Year 2020 Year 2035 Year 2020 Year 2035
Paopulation 19,663,000 22,091,000 1,159,100 1,399,500 10,404,000 11,353,000
Households 6,458,000 7,325,000 336,100 405,500 3,513,000 3,852,000
Employment | 8,414,000 9,441,000 266,100 318,100 4,558,000 4,827,000

MITIGATION

SCAG staff recommends that you review the SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR Mitigation
Measures for guidance, as appropriate. See Chapter 6 (beginning on page 143) at:
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/Final201 2PEIR. pdf

As referenced in Chapter 6, a comprehensive list of example mitigation measures that may be considered as
appropriate is included in Appendix G: Examples of Measures that Could Reduce Impacts from Planning,
Development and Transportation Projects. Appendix G can be accessed at:
hitp://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/iDocuments/peir/2012/final/2012fPEIR AppendixG ExampleMeasures pdf




From: Virginia Stout

To: Carl Nadela

Cc: Jay Lee

Subject: NOP-A V Area Wide Plan

Date: Saturday, June 28, 2014 1:19:05 PM

Dear Mr. Nadela:

The Antelope Acres Town Council request the following changes in the DEIR for the
Antelope Valley Area Wide Plan :

1. Removal of the EOA designation for the areas between Ave B to the north;
Ave J to the south; 60th Street West to the east ; and 110th St. to the west.
We wish a return to the previous designation as an agricultural opportunity area.
The majority of this area is within Antelope Acres Town borders, and it appears
that the EOA designation may make it easier for Lancaster to annex this area if enough
people feel Lancaster will allow them to develop easier than the County.

2. Delete rural commercial and mixed use zones fromthe above named area, except in the
identified Town Center.

3. Remove Energy Ordance areas from within the borders of Antelope Acres. We already
have
more than our share of industrial solar, making it difficult to plan for an agricultural
opportunity residential town for the future with so much of our land in industrial dead
zones.

4. Please add the following streets to a designation of proposed scenic highways:
90th St. West from Ave J to Ave. A ; Ave | to Lancaster Road to Highway 138/Ave. D;
Ave D/ Highway 138 from 60th St. West to the 5 Freeway.

5. Change the terms "degraded" and "disturbed farmland" to "second growth desert",
which more accurately reflects the condition of the land. Like second growth forests,
the desert is always in the process of reclaiming itself. The results are stunning displays
of blue, orange, brilliant yellow wildflowers that carpet the whole west end of the AV
in Spring with the slightest of rain; the kit foxes, badgers, rabbits, roadrunners, quail,
fairy shrimp, hawks and eagles and those birds that migrate through the AV; and
the various native bushes and willows, such as the rabbitbrush that turns the desert
brilliant yellow in Fall.

6. Why was RL 40 changed to RL 207??


mailto:briaspirit@hotmail.com
mailto:cnadela@planning.lacounty.gov
mailto:JALee@planning.lacounty.gov

7. Are the temporary solar industrial jobs counted in the jobs build out numbers??
These are some of our concerns. Thank for your time.

Sincerely,

Ginger Stout

Antelope Acres Town Council Vice President
9136 W. Avw F4

Antelope Acres, CA 93536



Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council
P.O. Box 76
Lake Hughes, CA 93532
3pointsliebremountain@gmail.com

11 July 2014
SENT VIA EMAIL

Mr. Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1354

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

Dear Mr. Nadela,
Subject: Notice Of Preparation, Antelope Valley Areawide Plan

We are writing in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Antelope Valley Areawide
Plan (AVAP). Members of our town council and several residents attended the numerous Town &
Country Outreach meetings that began in 2007. We felt the meetings were useful, and believed
that our desires for the future development of our community and other rural town council areas
were sufficiently addressed through the outreach and additions to the AVAP, but now question
recent input from special interests who have no particular inclination to rural preservation touted
by Regional Planning, the AVAP, their insertions to AVAP, and the NOP.

We understand that economic development is important to the future of the Antelope Valley and its
residents. However, our mission, as a council, has not changed; we formed through response to an
unpopular local project that has adversely affected the community, and we continue our efforts to
maintain our rural atmosphere and protect our area from ill-conceived development. What is so
obvious to us—is that the Western Antelope Valley and its important offering of rural lifestyle and
agricultural areas, visual and recreational resource areas, and crucial wildlife areas, must be
protected. Please see the list below regarding our concerns and comments that we believe require
attention in the Environmental Impact Review document.

Aesthetics
Please discuss visual effects of transportation, commercial, industrial, and “economic opportunity

areas” along the western portion of Highway 138 and surrounding roadways, listed in the Los
Angeles County's Recreation Plan 1965, and the Scenic Highway Element 1974. Previously
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mentioned current planning documents identify an extensive network of scenic roadways in the
north county; proposed documents do not detail those roadways or scenic areas. With the very
real possibility of increased encroachment in scenic areas from areas of increased density of
proposed development (including renewable energy), we are concerned with maintaining our
views from the standpoint of visitors, now and in the future, that will most likely seek recreation
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and solitude in our area due to proximity to the greater Los Angeles Area. Higher fuel costs may
dictate areas of local interest will support increasing numbers of visitors seeking respite in our

rural areas possessing great natural beauty, adding to the economic vitality of our region through
tourism. Identify potential impacts to loss of viewshed and related tourism to wildflower fields,
Ripley Desert Woodland, California Poppy Reserve, Desert Pines Wildlife Sanctuary, and others
listed on the map above. Consider, too, the Historic Ridge Route, listed on the National Register

of Historic Places, and Angeles Forest scenic viewpoints.

Dark night skies will most likely be affected by substantial development areas and RE
installations, solar fields, wind turbines, and the like. Discuss all potential development impacts to

dark night skies.

Agriculture and Forest

The AVAP claims to preserve agricultural lands, yet continues to support the placement of utility-
scale renewable energy on so-called “disturbed” agricultural land (ag land). How will this affect
the potential of ag land to provide food sources in the future? Please explore the effects of utility-
scale renewable energy (RE) development build-out on A-2 Heavy Agriculture, and A-1 Light
Agriculture zoned parcels. Explain impacts that arise from conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use, as proposed by promoting utility-scale RE and commercial/industrial uses in
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agricultural areas. Thousands of acres of proposed RE projects will have tremendous effect on
neighboring rural residents, rural communities, and natural areas; explain impacts of this
objective.

Increased housing densities recommended by land use policies directing all future growth to rural
communities and rural town areas, and those along the San Andreas Significant Ecological Area
that border the Angeles National Forest must be assessed for their effects on residents whose land
adjoins or is near Forest Areas. Most of these lands are extremely high fire hazard areas,
earthquake fault hazard areas, watershed areas, as well as wildlife habitat. Increased fire danger to
Forest areas adjacent to industrial and high density housing will occur, i.e., expansion of urban-
wildland interface and correlative increase in human induced ignitions and increased use in
general. Also, evaluate scenic viewpoints and and Scenic Byways from Forest lands that will be
impacted by proposed land uses and development.

How will changed land use, air quality, traffic, and added recreational use affect the Angeles and
Los Padres Forests, and including Fish Canyon, Salt Creek, and Frazier-Sespe Wilderness Areas

proposed by the new Southern California Forest Management Plan?

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Air quality issues have been ongoing in the Antelope Valley. Particulates are often above
acceptable levels, and westerly winds drive pollutants and dust into and around the Antelope
Valley. Residents here have been subjected to air pollution from hazardous waste fuels burned by
the National Cement Company. Bakersfield and the Central Valley have some of the worst air in
the country, and air pollution drifts into the Northern Antelope Valley. Addition of approximately
one hundred thousand people, at Centennial's build-out, will encourage commuting and other
traffic, and along with industrial and commercial development, will add pollution. Added traffic
in the Interstate 5/ Highway138 zone could load the Tejon Pass and Northwest Antelope Valley
with pollution that will affect sensitive receptors.

Recent studies have revealed that arid environments have value in their ability to sequester
greenhouse gases. Those landscapes may well sequester even more greenhouse gases as the
amount of carbon dioxide in our atmosphere increases. Address the use of desert environments for
utility-scale solar and urban-suburban sprawl, and the loss of this ability to convert CO,.

Please explain how greenhouse gases, automobile pollutants, energy generation, industrial uses,
particulate matter (which carries Coccidioidomycosis—Valley Fever) will affect air quality in the

North County, while viewed through the lens of projected build-out.

Biological Resources

Examine effects of land use and zoning changes to the Western Antelope Valley, which the
Audubon Society identifies as a globally Important Bird Area. Explore the effects of thousands of
acres of utility-scale renewable energy development; commercial, industrial, and housing
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development on migratory passerines, raptors, and waterfowl that frequent the Antelope Valley.
Consider the effects of Centennial's development, as California Condor territory, near Critical

Condor Habitat.
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Detail impacts of high density and industrial development in the proposed Centennial area, to the
San Andreas Significant Ecological Area (SEA) 21, encompassing this development along with
the proposed “economic opportunity zone” in the North Western Antelope Valley. How does the
land use map for this area comport with low density development in SEAs? The designation of
this area as an SEA recognizes its importance as a major wildlife corridor that connects the San
Gabriel, Sierra Pelona, Central and Northwestern Transverse Ranges, and Tehachapi Mountains.
The United States Geological Survey recognizes this area as a biological “evolutionary hotspot”--
crucial to biodiversity; so, explain how development here will affect this important aspect of the

environment.

This corridor, and mountain/valley floor areas may also be considered “transitional habitat,”
crucial to species ability and opportunity to move up and down elevations in order to adjust to
changes in temperature, as possible climate change takes place and warming (from local
development) encroaches on valley environments. So, far no EIR document has specifically
discussed the urban heat island effect of large-scale solar development or wind towers, or addition
of other development and how they may heat our desert valleys, and make the need to preserve
these areas more urgent. Describe urban heat island effect of development as a result of the AVAP

and Land Use Map changes.

Utility-scale solar development is considered by California Department of Fish and Wildlife as
complete loss of habitat for sensitive species in the Antelope Valley. Address impacts of thousands

of acres of of this type of development.
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“Are hotspots of evolutionary potential adequately protected
in southern California?,” USGS, April 2008.
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Economic/Jobs

We have reservations about the targeting of rural areas for industrial development. Please explain
the consistency of AVAP rural preservation and the promotion of utility-scale RE, other energy
production, and industrial uses incongruous with rural communities. The “Economic Opportunity
Areas,” especially the Western Antelope Valley zone, which is situated in the previously
mentioned wildlife corridor, the SEA 21, and where there is essentially no development in the area
now. What would be the effects on local businesses in Gorman and Lebec? If one considers those
areas as economic opportunity or commercial development zones, why have they not become
more developed to date? These areas are not serviced by any mass transit, the proposed High
Speed Rail will not travel through the West Valley; please tell us how more individual commuters
on our roads and highways will affect local residents. Typically, no suburban area in Southern
California has been able to rely completely on local employment opportunities, encouraging
reliance on automobile commuting, in turn, causing increased traffic on local roads and highways.

The Eastern Highway 138 road widening effort has not produced an economic boon to the Eastern
Antelope Valley; describe how the new industrial zones would benefit local residents, when
current commercial zones along the highway have fallen into decay, and the additional commercial
and industrial development directed to the proposed High Desert Corridor will likely spell further
demise. How does this plan affect current local business?
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Hazards

Special Hazards Management dictates low density housing in fire, earthquake, and flood zone
areas. Many rural communities, suburban and municipal development occur along the San
Andreas Rift Zone. Our community has requested large lot size minimums to not only preserve
rural living and environmental quality here, but we understand high density development puts
increased numbers of residents at risk during hazardous events. What are impacts to residents in
areas of high density housing (Centennial) planned for the Western Antelope Valley, at the
intersection of the Garlock, San Andreas, and Big Pine Faults?

Explain impacts from increased fire danger, due to increased proposed development, in light of the
fact that services usually lag behind need.

There is no countywide comprehensive flood control plan. How will increased development of
housing, industrial, utility-scale RE, areas affect flood zones and adjacent properties that currently

do not experience flooding issues requiring flood control plans.

Hydrology/Water

Explain how adequate water supply will be available to support increased housing, commercial,
and industrial uses in light of the current water adjudication, historic overdraft of the Antelope
Valley Groundwater Basin, and additional pumping by water purveyors during periodic and
predictable drought. Detail effects of potential pumping that will accommodate proposed growth
and Economic Opportunity Areas and dropping water levels on local existing residential wells.
Additional pumping may dry up seeps, springs and vernal pools, thereby affecting local wildlife
and natural environments. How does the AVAP protect water quality for humans and wildlife?
How will the AVAP assure these water resources continue to exist and allow major projected
growth in rural areas? There are finite supplies of water in the county and the state with increasing
competition for those supplies. How does the AVAP envision adequate water supply and at what
cost to existing water users?

Noise

Please consider the effects of increased traffic and diesel truck transport, highway expansion, and
industrial development in light of EOAs, and insertion of industrial and commercial areas in rural
towns and areas. Also, individual renewable energy systems, utility-scale RE installations create
increased noise levels; how will they affect unincorporated county residents?

Land Use

Please explain how first indicating that land use policy will “direct[s] new investment to areas
with existing services and facilities and away from areas with natural hazards and environmental
resources” with the insertion of Economic Opportunity Areas (EOA) and high density housing and
industrial development in the proposed Centennial area, where no services or infrastructure exist at
the present. The same can be said of Neenach and its proposed EOA. This is leapfrog development
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of the worst kind. The area at the crux of Interstate 5 and Highway138, with water resources at
Quail Lake, a major wildlife corridor, and essentially no development of any kind does not align
with policies that promote transit oriented areas or infill development with existing infrastructure
and public services.

Directing a majority of growth to unincorporated areas, rural town centers, and rural town areas is
antithetical to the original intent of protecting rural communities like ours from development we
do not want and has diminished our efforts to the Town & Country outreach program. Discuss the
effects of directing a majority of Antelope Valley growth to outlying areas. Would this create even
more commuter traffic and transit issues in rural areas? Winter closures due to inclement weather
often close the major Interstate 5, and drivers looking for a way around closures converge on rural
roads unfriendly to unknowing travelers. How will increased population, more industrial
development, and the Highway138-High Desert Corridor creating massive truck traffic from the
proposed “inland port” transportation hub affect rural residents? How does this comport with
AVAP Policy that suggests land use patterns should reduce the total amount of potential
development requiring vehicle trips in the unincorporated Antelope Valley, to decrease greenhouse
gas emissions?

How would a majority of new residential development located between rural town centers and
rural preserve areas provide appropriate buffering, infrastructure, and services in areas in which
there are fewer services, currently. Strangely, the policy description states, “These areas will
provide transportation linkages to rural town center areas and other nearby destination points, as
directed in the policies of the Mobility Element.” Ironically, development increases the need for
public services and infrastructure that the AVAP says rural residents must choose to live without in
order to preserve their lifestyle. How does this work?

There are issues with allowing the Centennial project to request land use and zoning changes to
circumvent their specific plan submitted to Regional Planning. If RP was inclined to approve the
specific plan, why would Tejon Ranch-Centennial approach land use mapping via the overall
planning process? The public is denied a comprehensive environmental review of the total build-
out area. If the land use and zoning desires of the Centennial area are approved, then a
“piecemeal” approach of phased building would ensue. Cumulative effects would be considered
on a first-come basis, with successive individual projects carrying incrementally more burden of
significant impacts, allowing initial projects the benefit of “no cumulative impacts.” Is this a
violation of California Environmental Quality Act, since the specific plan existed and was in
process prior to request for land use mapping changes? Residents, here, were promised an EIR at
least two years ago that was never released. The map of the area conflicts with the premise of
rural preservation; low density, scattered rural development in outlying, unpopulated areas, SEAs,
Special Hazard Areas, Forest, recreation, and conservation resources, and areas with little
infrastructure and public services. Please explain how this is congruent with surrounding land use,
and how this project's intense development intentions will avoid concomitant sprawl and adverse
effects to nearby local communities.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment, and look forward to participating in the environmental
review process as it relates to the AVAP. As you see, we have many questions regarding the plan,
its effects, its consistency with purported preservation of rural communities, and the value of our
input as it pertains to Regional Planning documents that will certainly affect our area of the
unincorporated Los Angeles County.

Sincerely,

A

Susan Zahnter
Vice President



TriCounty Watchdogs
15616 Mil Potrero, Box 6413
PineMountainClub, CA93222

July 9, 2014

SENT VIA EMAIL

Mr. Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1354

Los Angeles, CA90012

Email: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

Dear Mr. Nadela:
Subject: Notice Of Preparation, AntelopeValleyAreawide Plan

We write in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Antelope Valley Areawide Plan
(AVAP), having attended the recent outreach meeting in Lancaster. The TriCounty Watchdogs
are an environmental organization whose mission is to protect natural and cultural resources, and
promote ecotourism and responsible growth in the Frazier Mountain Communities area near the
GrapevinePass that connects the San JoaquinValley and northern California to Southern
California. We are your neighbors.

We know that development provides economic opportunities for businesses to expand, new
ventures to form, and provide employment for nearby residents to earn a paycheck to spend in
the community. These opportunities are offered by the prospect of a new city like Centennial.

We insist, however, that the Centennial project prepare an Environmental Impact Review to
illustrate how it will be a responsible neighbor to important rural and agricultural areas.

1. Aesthetics

We understand that work has previously been done to designate portions of Highway 138 as a
scenic highway, thus limiting commercial and housing use. In addition, please review these plans
and discuss the idea of a view corridor as well. It is our understanding that the land across
Highway 138 nearest the proposed Centennial is light industrial, meaning office buildings. We
would like to see that light industrial use sited on Tejon land itself, and not in current or
proposed Significant Ecological Areas.

Please discuss visual effects of transportation, commercial, industrial, and “economic
opportunity areas” along the western portion of Highway 138 and surrounding roadways, listed
in the Los Angeles County's Recreation Plan 1965, and the Scenic Highway Element 1974.



We are concerned that areas designated along I-5 as CR (Commercial Rural) will become the
“fast food alleys” that already blight the Frazier Mountain offramp area.We would like more
information on the Economic Opportunity Area sited near Gorman, in particular its impact on
current businesses in Gorman and the surrounding area.

Please identify potential impacts to loss of viewshed which brings visitors to wildflower fields,
Ripley Desert Woodland, California Poppy Reserve, Desert Pines Wildlife Sanctuary, and others
listed on the map.Consider, too, the impact of Centennial City looming over the Historic Ridge
Route.

We would like to see discussed as well the impact of intensive development , RE installations,
solar fields, wind turbines, and the like on dark skies and the tourism it brings to the Mt Pinos
areas.

Similarly, we are concerned how the plan mitigates the impact on significant ecological areas in
the RL1 area south of the Economic Opportunity zone and west of Centennial and north of Quail
Lake.

2. Air Quality

The TriCounty Watchdogs would like to see discussed the following issues in relation to air
quality.

Agriculture Buffer Zones to protect air quality: As there is a need for safe buffer zones from
major goods corridors, there is also a need to protect people from the air pollution of aerial
spraying of pesticides in agricultural areas. We ask you todiscuss an AntelopeValley quarter
mile buffer zone to include all sensitive sites listed.

Goods Movement Corridors: Please discuss ensuring a major roadway buffer zone of at

least 500 feet when constructing homes, schools, hospitals, nursing homes etc. that will maintain
vulnerable populations (young, elderly and those with compromised health.) Particulate matter
in the air near highly trafficked roads damages the health of all who live, work and play near
them. This damage is severe in the case of children, ill people, and those with compromised
immune systems.

We ask you to discuss the planting of trees or block walls near major roadways to reduce
emission exposures to already existing sensitive sites as stated above. Antelope Valley already
suffers from poor air quality.

Stronger air quality standards should be established for communities bordering highways and
large renewable energy projects. TCW asks that an Ultra-Fine Particle air quality analysis be
performed by The Antelope Valley Air District as a baseline for future monitoring. In addition,
we ask that you discuss siting air pollution monitors along I-5, proposed economic opportunity
areas, and commercial and industrial development areas, monitoring for diesel particulates.
Ultra-fine particulate matter should be included in what government and health agencies report.



If air pollution levels exceed health based thresholds, nearby homes, businesses and schools
should be notified.

3. Biological Resources

The areas radiating out from the intersection of Hwy 138 and I-5 represent the merging of five
major biological regions. This crux is the center of more distinct biological regions (or biomes)
than in any other location in California. Maintenance of interconnection between these natural
regions is paramount so that gene flow can continue to proceed among all groups of organisms
found naturally in the regions. With serious climate changes imminent, unhampered gene flow
becomes all the more important as species need to move in order to survive.

These natural regions as defined and delineated by Allan Schoenherr in A Natural History of
California, University of California Press, 1992, include: 1) The Sierra Nevada Mountains
represented at its southern end by the Tehachapi Mountains (which end westward at I-5 in the
grapevine area, and southward within Tejon ranch north of Hwy 38), 2) the Mojave Desert which
ends at a pointed wedge from the Mojave/Lancaster area to I-5 at Hwy 138, 3) The Transverse
Mountains coming westward from San Bernardino Mtns through San Gabriel Mountains, and
heading on out through Ventura and Santa Barbara Mtns into the Channel Islands (the area of 1-5
between Hwy 138 and Hwy 14 passes through this range), 4) the Coast Range, which comes
south from the Eureka/Redding line to San Luis Obispo/Santa Barbara border, then east to
include Mt Pinos - Frazier Mtn - San EmidgioMtn-Tecuya Ridge and stop at I-5, and 5) the San
Joaquin Valley ending at the base of the Grapevine grade on I-5.

In 2002, a workshop was held in Frazier Park to address bioregion interconnectivity issues
indicated above. We include as Appendix 1 an abbreviated sample of some of the remarks made
by experts at this workshop concerning the need for bioconnectivity in this region.

Consider the impact of Centennial’s development on California Condor territory. Elaborate for
us how high density population and industrial development in this area will affect the San
Andreas Significant Ecological Area (SEA21) as well as the proposed “economic opportunity
zone” which, because of its nature and its location, is so vague as to be alarming.

Utility-scale solar development presages a total loss of habitat to sensitive species. This is a
major concern for TCW.

3. Cultural Resources
These lands were used by Native American peoples for centuries, and we expect thorough
preservation of all artifactsand burial sites. These cultural resources must be taken into
consideration during the preparation of the EIR.

4. Geology/Soils

lleene Anderson, California Native Plant Society — Linkages from a Plant Perspective



This is taken from 2003 remarks
Ileene Anderson, now with Center for Biodiversity made the following statements:

8 There are many ways in which linkages favor long-term plant persistence

8§ Linkages are essential for pollination; wind and water transfer pollen between populations for
some species, but wildlife movement is needed for pollination of many plants; linkages reduce
effects of fragmentation; recent studies have shown benefits of corridors for plants, particularly
through insect pollination

8 Dispersal of seeds, other plant materials, and spores is also a linkage issue, accomplished by
wind, water, erosion of unstable soils, and critters (including insects) that cache seeds, ingest
them, and otherwise move them around

8 Rare plant studies show that substrate-specific species live in naturally fragmented landscapes;
linkages between such sites are important for seed dispersal and pollination

8 Disturbance regimes (fire, flood): if vegetation is wiped out and propagates destroyed,
linkages are essential to allow return of native plant material to site

8 Geologic timescale: plants move around over time; connectivity is important for long-term
persistence of vegetation communities; plants need linkages to move around as they have
historically to disperse across the landscape in response to global changes; must consider
elevational and latitudinal linkages

8 Study area includes Transverse Ranges, Great Valley, Tehachapi Mountains, and Southern
Sierra Nevada Mountains, and is a meeting area for multiple ecoregions / ecotones leading to
great botanical diversity; plant species of Carrizo Plains were evolutionarily connected to
western deserts (consider long-term geologic timescales)

8 CNPS manual of California vegetation identifies plant communities at lower levels as series,
alliances, or associations; overlapping habitats result in hundreds of such series in the linkage
planning area (and many have not yet been identified due to limited access); some Pleistocene
relicts include great basin sagebrush and blackbrush scrub, which need connectivity to remain
viable into the future

8 Photographs shown: great basin sagebrush, California juniper association (threatened by
increasing human activity and fire occurrence), San Gabriel Mountains, desert scrub, Joshua tree
woodland (not adapted to fire - causes type conversion to desert scrub)

8 In the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains, hydrology and soils dictate naturally occurring
fragments of mountain meadows in pinyon forest; alluvial processes provide opportunity for
movement of plant propagules

§ Botanically exciting area with localized populations of possible undescribed species (such as
new onion found on pebble-based soils with no exotic weed competition); substrate-specific rare
plants present

8 Linkages encourage plant movement, but may also allow spread of exotic weeds; corridors
with disturbed habitats may allow invasive plants to exploit resources

8 Some plant communities require fire for persistence (such as chaparral); desert plants not
adapted to fire, and may type convert to support invasive species

8 In San Gabriel Mountains and Great Valley, nitrogen deposition from poor air quality may
effect vegetation by supporting exotic species over native vegetation

In addition, conversions of farmland to thousands of acres of renewable energy projects have



already had, and will continue to have, huge impacts on surrounding residents and communities.
Please discuss the objective in light of these disturbances on local areas.

5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Please discuss the cumulative impact that increased traffic servicing the population of the
proposed Centennial project will have. Please provide responsible estimates of the impact of
another one hundred thousand residents driving to far-off employment when air quality is
already compromised.

6. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Please discuss a heavy industry buffer zone surrounding the cement plant, in addition to
proposed land use changes designating light industrial uses in the Western Antelope Valley.

Heavy industries, such as the cement plant, are a suspected source of air pollution and there must
be sensible buffer zones in place to protect residents who may live, work, or go to school near
these sources of toxic pollution. Rubber tires are burned at the cement plant as fuel. What
becomes of that toxic smoke and particulate matter released into the air?

7. Natural Resources: Water

Our fragile and finite supply of water is the most critical subject of all. If the drought and global
warming continue, Los Angeles will have to desalinate the ocean to supply any substantial
development for many years to come.

Many communities on the edge of the plan area are losing their water sources. They are having
to buy and transport water from other water municipalities. Big businesses are water-banking
public water sources for the future to sell to the highest bidder. Agencies are already in litigation
on the control of the state aquifer water supply. What over-burdened agencies are going to
oversee this complex transfer of water, and what enforcement teeth will they have to ensure a
fair and affordable supply?

Please discuss the water quality issue if water is being transported from different and far off
sources. What agency will regulate these transfers? Communities which have contracted for a
supply from a developer or other sources are reaching the end of those contracts. Similarly, new
developments are signing, or attempting to sign, contracts to build new communities. What
happens when those contracts reach an end and communities discover they have to come up with
new—and very expensive—water supplies? Again, we stress our awareness that water is finite.

In particular, we would like Tejon Ranch Company to detail how scarce water will be guaranteed
to hundreds of thousands of future residents. This is a matter for an Environmental Impact
Report and the reason for our insistence that this critical matter not be subsumed in this AVAP.



Please also discuss water allocation resources and how long-ago state contracts have allocated
those supplies. It is time to push for a review of the current distribution of water and plan for the
emerging and future competitions for water to supply agriculture, development, industrial uses.

Please discuss how the current drought affects those allocations. Use responsible estimates to
project how a continuing drought might affect the competition for this scarce resource.

Wells have gone dry in Lockwood Valley, in Gorman, and in many places in the Central Valley.
The entire community of Lake of the Woods is importing water. Lebec has had trouble with its
water supply, and the Frazier Park Estates development in Lebec foundered because the
developer could not find water to support his plans. We question also whether water is adequate
to supply the new businesses that will be built in the Commercial Rural sections along
Interstate-5.

Centennial will alter our communities forever. We are unconvinced there is water to service this
new leapfrog development in perpetuity. Water can be deviated or purchased, but there is a finite
supply. If it is taken to supply a very much for-profit enterprise, it is taken from somewhere else.
Fine new homes and roads can be built, but will grass be growing up in the living rooms when
the taps run dry?

Population/Housing

Please explain how Centennial City, built in a rural and agricultural area, will benefit current
residents in surrounding communities. Regional governments approve projects thinking they are
“providing jobs” in what they seem to consider "empty land". The current residents are not
crying for this empty land to be improved. Real estate and development folks will prosper.
Please discuss how current residents will prosper from these huge alterations in our communities
and way of life.

Public Services

We know from living here what a thin carpet of public services Kern, Ventura, and Los Angeles
County lay over the land at present. Please discuss how counties which are already strapped for
cash will provide adequate schools, hospitals, police, and fire services for an enormous future
development.

10. Transportation/Traffic

The TriCounty Watchdogs’ (TCW) work focuses on the mountain communities, a string of
villages that lead away from Interstate-5twenty miles upward into the transverse range that
defines the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley. This area overlaps Kern, Ventura, and Los
Angeles Counties.

These communities are in the vicinity of the I-5 Highway, which connects the Central Valley of
California with southern California. Approximately 70,000" vehicles, of which an estimated

!California Dept. of Transportation, 2010 AADT, Los Angeles/Kern Co. Line (Line 637).



18,000 are large trucks with diesel-fuel engines, travel through a narrow mountain pass, through
the communities of Gorman and Lebec, California per day.

Residents attending public meetings have voiced concerns about the visible dirty air that drifts up
a narrow canyon connecting the San Joaquin valley floor to the Frazier mountain communities.
Due to the topography of the area, air pollution collects in the narrow canyon. Air quality is
further compromised by the heavy truck traffic that passes through the communities on I-5.
Residents are concerned about the incomplete data on 0zone suggesting that their children’s
asthma and severe allergies may be attributed to air pollution.

Residents of the proposed Centennial project must commute to far off workplaces. There are no
big box stores for shoppers nearer than Santa Clarita.

Residents of our communities are well aware of the frequent closures of I-5 to traffic in the
winter. These disruptions tie up the continuous river of cars and trucks for hours and for miles in
each direction, and pour traffic onto less accommodating rural roads in our communities. Traffic
density can only increase. Adding lanes goes only so far. Please discuss how the infrastructure
will accommodate this increased traffic burden and deal with the complexities of winter weather.

11. Utilities/Service Systems

There is a viewpoint on Gorman Post Road which shows where the nexus of the Garlock and San
Andrea Fault collide. An important natural gas facility is located here and the electricity grid
marches across the valley. The I-5 runs right next to the Aqueduct. We are told that the prospect
of a regional disaster knocking out electricity, water, gas and transportation could happen any
day. Please discuss how the plan will provide emergency services for an extended period of time.

We join with other small communities across the 1-5 in foreseeing the long shadow of
approaching sprawl, drains on our water supply, a worsening of air quality, threats to our cultural
and historical heritage, and our economic opportunities being centralized around the leapfrog
building of the city of Centennial.

We understand that Tejon Ranch has been working with LACo. Planning to have their
development plans integrated into the Antelope Valley Areawide Plan Land Use Policy Map,
thus circumventing the Specific Plan they originally submitted to LA Co. years ago. We want to
see an EIR released for the Centennial Project. Please move forward to see the Centennial project
detached from the plan and an EIR submitted for community study.

Sincerely,
Mar Preston

Vice-President
TriCounty Watchdogs

http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/
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Please confirm that this communication as well as attachment was received July 11, 2014 as
county offices are closed.



AVAP Appendix 1

I am including an abbreviated sample of some of the remarks made by experts at this workshop
concerning the need for bioconnectivity in this region.

The process of determining future development/protection for the western end of Antelope
Valley through which Hwy 138 runs, and particularly in the immediate area of the proposed
Cenntenial City is crucial. The EIR for the General Plan should deal with this very carefully and
thoroughly.

South Coast Missing Linkages Workshop Minutes
September 30, 2002 at the Frazier Park Recreation Building

Below are a few of the topics covered by knowledgeable speakers.

Rick Rayburn, California State Parks — Welcome and Opening Remarks

Mr. Rayburn has been Chief of the Natural Resources Division at California State Parks since
1986.
Some of his points made at the Workshop include the following:

é dah 235K @M participates in acquisition planning for State Parks, Wildlife
Conservation Board, and California Department of Fish & Game; South Coast Missing
Linkages Project is crucial to this (most important acquisition planning effort going on in
the state)

Many biological reports discuss habitat fragmentation and conversion, and the need to
establish linkages to maintain biodiversity, but recommendations are lacking in how to
overcome obstacles and actually plan for connectivity

For major land managing agencies in California (including the military), land acquiring
agencies, and nonprofit organizations, fragmentation is a difficult issue to address

Most linkages involve lands connecting areas that have already been preserved due to on-
site habitat values; there is less enthusiasm to protect connective habitats as they may
seem less desirable based on habitat characteristics

= Connections necessary to protect previous investments in preserved areas

= Acquisition planning is limited throughout the state; usually driven by opportunity
purchases, lacking thorough assessment; this project will establish locations of important
habitat linkages based on biological needs of focal species and practical design, not just
according to cost and opportunity

= Next round of workshops will involve land planners and agents for conservation design

= California State Parks’ top acquisition program objective for natural resources is
maintenance of landscape linkages, which will support quality of already protected lands;
this timely effort will identify key areas for land purchases and conservation easements

= This project will also help agencies enforce laws to avoid subdivision and land conversion
in priority connectivity areas to allow wildlife movement



Paul Beier, Northern Arizona University — Regional Overview of Linkage Planning Area

Some of his points made at the Workshop are as  follows:

= San Gabriel - Sierra Madre Mountains: this linkage is seriously threatened and needs
swift action to maintain a connection; no continuous natural routes exist across SR-14
(100 to 300-foot filled slopes with no bridges); break is 4-7 miles wide between Angeles
National Forest protected lands; two potential corridors for terrestrial wildlife discussed:

o Route through Soledad, Bee, Spring (quiet underpass), Agua Dulce (busy
underpass) and Tick Canyons; about ¥ mile wide at narrowest area; will be
challenging for animals to move through corridor while avoiding developed areas

o Ritter Ranch route crosses SR-14 at major highway interchange that will be
difficult to span, with railroad tracks, access roads, parking areas, and trenches

= Eastern - Western Sierra Madre Mountains: crossing I-5 between Angeles and Los
Padres National Forests is main concern; no bridged streams; filled slopes along I-5;
only large vehicle underpass is on private property (Canton Canyon); second vehicle
underpass is large box culvert (gravel dispenser); third possible option is bridge or over-
pass at Cherry Canyon (lots of deer here); these routes connect to Piru Creek

= Sierra Madre - Tehachapi - Sierra Nevada Mountains: million-acre core habitat area

o0 I-5, SR-138 and aqueduct are barriers in southern area; six small box culverts
present;, triangle of land at quiet, well-bridged highway interchange is
undeveloped and prime candidate for connectivity between Angeles National
Forest, Tehachapi foothills and Hungry Valley SVRA — also includes Gorman
Creek riparian area; fenced aqueduct and overflow canal are serious barriers

0 SR-58 is movement barrier for terrestrial wildlife in central linkage area; 3 quiet
vehicle underpasses present; 5-foot-high concrete divider down center of
highway; heavy traffic; some bridges and one paved overpass exist near
Tehachapi, where much natural habitat remains; BLM owns land located east of
Tehachapi near three good underpasses (Cache Creek, Sand Creek Rd,
railroad) and one overpass (Cameron Rd, where Pacific Crest National Scenic
Trail crosses); potential corridor leads through windfarms

lleene Anderson, California Native Plant Society — Linkages from a Plant Perspective
Ileene Anderson, now with Center for Biodiversity made the following statements:

= There are many ways in which linkages favor long-term plant persistence

» Linkages are essential for pollination; wind and water transfer pollen between populations
for some species, but wildlife movement is needed for pollination of many plants;
linkages reduce effects of fragmentation; recent studies have shown benefits of corridors
for plants, particularly through insect pollination

» Dispersal of seeds, other plant materials, and spores is also a linkage issue, accomplished
by wind, water, erosion of unstable soils, and critters (including insects) that cache
seeds, ingest them, and otherwise move them around



» Rare plant studies show that substrate-specific species live in naturally fragmented
landscapes; linkages between such sites are important for seed dispersal and pollination

= Disturbance regimes (fire, flood): if vegetation is wiped out and propagules destroyed,
linkages are essential to allow return of native plant material to site

» Geologic timescale: plants move around over time; connectivity is important for long-term

persistence of vegetation communities; plants need linkages to move around as they
have historically to disperse across the landscape in response to global changes; must
consider elevational and latitudinal linkages

Study area includes Transverse Ranges, Great Valley, Tehachapi Mountains, and

Southern Sierra Nevada Mountains, and is a meeting area for multiple ecoregions /
ecotones leading to great botanical diversity; plant species of Carrizo Plains were
evolutionarily connected to western deserts (consider long-term geologic timescales)

CNPS manual of California vegetation identifies plant communities at lower levels as

series, alliances, or associations; overlapping habitats result in hundreds of such series
in the linkage planning area (and many have not yet been identified due to limited
access); some Pleistocene relicts include great basin sagebrush and blackbrush scrub,
which need connectivity to remain viable into the future

Photographs shown: great basin sagebrush, California juniper association (threatened by

increasing human activity and fire occurrence), San Gabriel Mountains, desert scrub,
Joshua tree woodland (not adapted to fire - causes type conversion to desert scrub)

» In the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains, hydrology and soils dictate naturally occurring
fragments of mountain meadows in pinyon forest; alluvial processes provide opportunity
for movement of plant propagules

» Botanically exciting area with localized populations of possible undescribed species (such
as new onion found on pebble-based soils with no exotic weed competition); substrate-
specific rare plants present

= Linkages encourage plant movement, but may also allow spread of exotic weeds; corridors
with disturbed habitats may allow invasive plants to exploit resources

= Some plant communities require fire for persistence (such as chaparral); desert plants not
adapted to fire, and may type convert to support invasive species

» In San Gabriel Mountains and Great Valley, nitrogen deposition from poor air quality may
effect vegetation by supporting exotic species over native vegetation



VENTURA COUNTY WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT
PLANNING AND REGULATORY DIVISION
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009
Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director — (805) 650-4077
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 3, 2014
TO: Laura Hocking, RMA/Planning Technician
FROM: Sergio Vargas, P.E., Permit Manager g( '

SUBJECT: RMA 14-014, Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide
General Plan
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR): Request for Comments

Pursuant to your request, this office has reviewed the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Los Angeles
County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The County of Los Angeles is preparing an environmental impact report for the
comprehensive update of the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide
General Plan, which is part of the Los Angeles County General Plan. The project
area is the unincorporated area of the Antelope Valley in Los Angeles County
and is approximately 4,083 square miles. It is bordered to the west by Ventura
County, to the east by the counties of Orange County and San Bernardino, and
to the north by Kern County. The Plan proposes to protect environmental and
agricultural resources and preserve the rural character of the Antelope Valley
communities while accommodating new housing and employment opportunities
in defined, specific areas of the Valley. The Plan will replace portions of the
existing Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan that was adopted in 1986.

WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT PROJECT COMMENTS:

The Ventura County Watershed Protection District (District) would like the Los
Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan to acknowledge the
importance of managing the flood hazard along the Santa Clara River on a
collaborative inter-County (Los Angeles/ Ventura) basis so as to ensure that both
Counties can mutually achieve their General Plan goals of protecting the health,
safety, and welfare of their respective residential and business communities as
well as protecting their natural environments. The District would like to suggest
the following additional flood hazard policy for inclusion in Chapter 5: Public
Safety, Services and Facilities, in the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley
Areawide General Plan.
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1. Chapter 5: Public Safety, Services and Facilities, Flood Hazards,
Goal PS3 — Protection of the public through flood hazard planning
and mitigation.

Policy PS 3.5: Require potential development in Flood Zones
designated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency to achieve No Adverse Impact to downstream
locations including the Santa Clara River which
traverses westerly into Ventura County. Where
applicable, work in collaboration with Ventura County
so that both Counties can mutually achieve their
respective goals of protecting the health, safety, and
welfare of their respective residential and business
communities as well as protecting their natural
environments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. Feel free to contact
me for any further information or if you have further questions.

END OF TEXT



Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA90012

Email: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Scoping comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Antelope Valley Area Plan
Issued June 12, 2014.

Dear Mr. Nadela;

Please accept these scoping comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation
of an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) issued by the Los Angeles County Department
of Regional Planning pursuant to the proposed “Town and Country” plan (Antelope Valley
“AV” Area Plan).

To ensure that the potentially significant adverse impacts of commercial, industrial, and
non-residential uses in Acton are sufficiently mitigated in the AV Area Plan and attendant
EIR, I recommend that the following specific development impacts be addressed in the
environmental analysis of the Land Use and Planning Element:

e Density of commercial, industrial, and non-residential uses in rural areas

¢ Intensity of commercial, industrial, and non-residential uses in rural areas

e Traffic impacts in rural areas resulting from freeway- and highway- serving
commercial, industrial, and non-residential land uses.

These impacts must be particularly addressed for the community of Acton because Acton is
the only rural community in the Antelope Valley which is located at the confluence of a
freeway and three major highways (namely the 14 Freeway, and Escondido, Sierra
Highway, and Soledad). Acton is therefore subject to unique and significant pressures to
develop high density, high intensity commercial businesses to serve the traveling public.
No other rural community in the Antelope Valley (and probably the entire county) faces
such pressures because no other rural community is so uniquely located. Therefore, the AV
Plan and the attendant EIR must provide Acton with specific and particular protections and
mitigation measures to preserve the Acton’s rural profile in the decades to come.

This approach is consistent with Camp v. County of Mendocino (1981) 123 Cal.App.3d 334
which held that an adequate general plan must contain standards for building intensity.
This was interpreted by Twain Harte Homeowners Association v. Tuolumne County (1982)
138 Cal.App.3d 664, which held that intensity should be established for each of the various
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land use categories in the plan; general use captions such as "neighborhood commercial”
and "service industrial" are insufficient measures of intensity by themselves; and, building
intensity is not synonymous with population density. Intensity depends upon the local
plan's context and may be based upon a combination of variables such as height and size
limitations, and use restrictions. Over the past decade, California courts and the State
Attorney General have issued a number of opinions regarding the requirements for an
adequate land use element, and intensity standards established therein must address not
only qualitative issues such as “permitted land uses”, but also quantitative issues such as
“concentration of use”. Agencies often address the “intensity” standard by resorting to the
concept of limiting the floor-to-area (“FAR”) of a development. This approach is wholly
inadequate for the community of Acton because it fails to address the “concentration of
use” aspect of the “intensity” issue that is of primary concern to the community; namely
traffic. The community of Acton has always supported neighborhood-serving commercial
and industrial uses on parcels with these land use designations as long as the resulting
traffic impacts do not required mitigation via traffic signalization (in fact, the existing Acton
CSD does not specify a FAR and I believe it allows a 90% lot coverage for commercial
developments). With this submittal, [ am clearly articulating for the record that reliance on
the establishment of a FAR for commercial and industrial developments in Acton is
insufficient for the purpose of addressing and mitigating “intensity” and “concentration of
use” impacts, and cannot therefore be solely relied upon by the AV General Plan or the
attendant EIR to comply with Government Code Section 65302(a).

To ensure adequacy of the AV Plan land use element (as well as the attendant EIR), it must
provide development construction and intensity parameters that are appropriate for
Acton. The AV Plan (and its associated EIR) should, like the existing AV Plan, maintain an
advertising sign height standard for Acton to discourage freeway-oriented pole signs which
direct traffic off the freeway and into the community. Additionally, the AV Plan and
attendant EIR must consider substantive commercial and industrial development
mitigation measures that will demonstrably serve to preserve Acton’s rural profile in a
meaningful way and do more than just address paint color and “western appearance”. The
EIR must address (and the AV Plan must adopt) commercial and industrial development
mitigations and restrictions on height, size, and use to ensure preservation of Acton’s rural
profile. For example:

e A maximum FAR of 0.20 or .25 shall be imposed

e Advertising signs shall have a maximum height of 7 feet (as the CSD now states) and
a maximum surface area of 100 square feet.

e Commercial and industrial developments proposed within 1000 feet of a freeway or
highway shall prepare a traffic study to establish potentially significant traffic
impacts within the community resulting from such developments.

e Commercial and Industrial uses that have the potential to generate impacts to such
an extent that they require urban-style mitigation measures (such as traffic



signalization, sewer development, streetlights, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, etc) shall
not be permitted.

For several reasons, it is crucial that these mitigation measures be developed in the EIR and
adopted by the AV Plan and not simply relegated to the zoning code and the Acton CSD.
First and foremost, these types of constraints are required to ensure general plan adequacy
and consistency with Government Code Section 65302(a). Second (and equally important)
is the fact that the approval threshold for a zoning variance is shockingly low, thus
relegating these protections (which are necessary for securing Acton’s rural profile) to
merely the zoning code is tantamount to ensuring they are sidestepped. The only way to
secure Acton’s rural profile is to firmly imbed these protections within the AV General Plan
because no variance from general plan provisions are permitted by law.

[ am concerned that none of these issues were addressed in the Draft EIR prepared for the
County General Plan (issued June 2014). In fact, (according to Table 1-4) not one single
Land Use and Planning Impact identified in the Draft was found to be significant or require
any mitigation at all. I trust that this will not be echoed in the AV General Plan. The fact s,
over the last 20 years, high density projects have been approved in Acton that are the
antithesis of rural development and which would never have happened if this issue was
properly and thoroughly addressed in the existing AV General Plan that was adopted in
1986. I hope to avoid these problems in the future by addressing them in both the new AV
Plan and the EIR which supports it

Respectfully submitted;

/s/ Jacqueline Ayer

Jacqueline Ayer

Resident of Acton



31880 Aliso Cyn. Rd.
Acton, CA 93510

June 26, 2014

Carl Nadela, AICP

Regional Planner

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple St., Rm 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Nadela,

I attended your scoping meeting today and I have several comments.

I was involved in the 1986 General Plan , Antelope Valley Plan , and your
people lied to us then saying that if the land use acreage was changed in the
future there would be hearings. The size under A-2-10 was later changed to

A-2-2 2 without any hearings.

People are confused because for the last 7 years this was called Town and
Country — now it is the Antelope Valley Area Plan.

The land use was A-1, A-2, etc, and now you have CR, MU-R, H2, HS, ETC,,
AND RL1,RL2, R.5, RL10 & RL30, and you wonder why people are
confused.?

I want to know who decided these changes should be made.

I have attended numerous meetings for the past 7 years and the plans and
How can I believe anything that is said now will be true 6 months from now!

Sincerely,

ey S By 2

Ray F. Billet

g% Jun3oom




John Blalock
32810 165" Street East
Llano, CA 93544

July 11, 2014

Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Content and scope of the environmental information and analysis to be contained in the EIR for the Los
Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Nadela:

Thank you for the presentation at the scoping meeting. | appreciate the work of Regional Planning in drafting
and moving towards completion the AV Town and Country.

I am hopeful,and suggest,that the EIR address’ some alternatives concerning issues related to water and its
broadening of most of theSEA areas.

The SEAs appear to be larger in the plan than currently exists and in addition, thereis something new called
Connectivity and Constriction Lines (C&C Lines).l understand this allows SEA expansion in any direction 1,500
feet. These “lines” and the description of their purpose are a further potential expansion to the current SEA
boundaries. These lines are not necessarily in the middle of the SEA so it could result in a further dramatic
increase of those boundaries. An alternative should be to include only the existing boundaries, without
expansion, nor the C&C Lines.If it is determined that the expansion of an inclusion of the C&C Lines is a
“taking” of the private property then an alternative should be reviewed as to extent that the “taking” will
compensate private property owners. The alternative is to leave the SEA’s the same as in 1986, (I think later
amended in the 1990s) and then expand on a case by case basis with possible “in-kind” compensation to the
private property owners for the addition taking and restrictions.The expansion without a study is contrary to
the existing 1986 Plan. (See below)

It is not clear from the documentation whether water conservation programs and water banking is allowed in
an SEA? This use within an SEA should be mentioned and supported by the plan, if not perhaps deemed
compatible by right. It is critical for the Antelope Valley to have the ability to conserve its local water from
runoff of the San Gabriel Mountains along withbanking by percolation of imported water. Imported water
would generally be along the State aqueduct system but may be piped to other areas within or outside an
SEA. There should be an alternative that includesthe necessity and promotion of these water conservation
programs. In addition, the AV Groundwater Adjudication suit will be eventually besettled, and onecrucial
element of a promising settlement is to include these types of water conservation and water banking
programs to re-supply the groundwater. The AV Plan by itself should not interfere with this conservation but
embrace it with acknowledgement of a compatible use in the SEAs. There are already other capable agencies
that give adequate oversight to these programs without the added layer of the AV Land Use Plan.

The same will be true for the sand and gravel operations. The Antelope Valley may be the last area in Los
Angeles County for the mining of sand and gravel operations. It represents a significant asset to LA



County.While it is clear that we need this aggregate resource for growth, it may not be as clear that these
resources are needed for day to day maintenance of the great infrastructure in LA County. Again,
acknowledging this important resource for our land use plan creates sense that water conservation and
mining are recognized in the plan as a necessity of future trade-offs. Not addressing this in the plan or
alternative is short sighted. | might add that LA County, in acknowledgement of water as a vital resource to
the Antelope Valley is currently reviewing the reactivation of the cloud seeding programfor such water
conservation practices. If not conserved and planned, any additional water gained through runoff runs off to
the dry lake beds of Edwards AFB where the conditions do not allow for recharging the AV ground water
basin.

The AV Plan needs to be in concert with the LA County General Plan but our unique area (or for that matter
any Supervisorial area) will need to have area specific policies that may need to be exempt from those
general plan policies and there should be a written acknowledgment of this potential in both plans and how
to resolve it. The alternative is to mention that there will in fact be some inconsistencies between the two
plans in the future and the initial guideline to resolve is to use the AV Plan, provided the specific AV Land Use
policy is not in violation of rule, law or ordinance. | don’t believe it is the intent of the general plan to
purposely “trump” the specific wishes of the residents of the Antelope Valley and vice versa.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

John Blalock



FROM THE 1986 PLAN
A. Land Use Policy Map, 2.
Page VI-11
#2. Interpreting the Land Use Policy Map (d)
Minor adjustments to the lines to more closely conform to the statements of intentfound in Paragraph 3
may be appropriate provided that the following conditions are found to exist:
1.) The basic relationship between land us types depicted by the Land Use Policy Map is maintained.
2.) The adjustment in boundaries does not result in major, unanticipated impacts on existing or planned
service systems;
3.) The property is appropriate from a capability and suitability standpoint for the intended use;
4.) No significant adverse environmental, social or economic impacts are anticipated; and
5.) The boundary adjustment can be shown to further the goals and objectives of the AV Areawide
General Plan and the other chapters and elements of the County of LA General Plan.

Page VI-17

#8.Significant Ecological Areas...

Future additions and deletions to identified SEA’s may be appropriate based upon updated, more detailed
biotic surveys. It is the intent of the General Plan policy to preserve the Antelope Valley’s significant
ecological resources and habitat areas in as viable and natural condition as possible. Major factors
influencing the realization of Plan objectives in this regard include the County’s ability to accurately identify
areas of significant resource value; the availability of financial and other resources necessary to support
preservation, restoration and enhancement efforts; and competing priorities between resource preservation
and other critical public needs.

Recognizing the resource values at stake and the constraints imposed by competing priorities and objectives,
the General Plan seeks to provide a process for reconciling specific conflicts between proposed land use and
the preservation of identified SEAs. The Plan does not, however, suggest that this can be accomplished by
applying single set of requlatory standards to all SEA’sNor does it infer that reasonable use of privately held
lands within such areas shall be precluded without just compensation. Instead, the Plan recognizes that
measuresnecessary to preserve and enhance SEAs will vary depending on the nature of resource values
present and the degree of threat implied by potentially incompatible development. Within the context, the
following general conditions and standards are provided to guide specific land use decisions.

Page VI-18
SEA Compatible Land Uses
Within Significant Ecological Areas the following activities are considered compatible by definition: requlated
scientific study; passive recreation including wildlife observation and photograph, limited picniking, riding and
hiking; overnight camping. In addition, the following uses may be compatible as determined by a detailed
biotic survey and such conditions as may be necessary to ensure protection of identified ecological resources:
a.) Residential uses at densities compatible with the resource values present, and consistent with
community character in terms of both overall density and magnitude as set forth in this plan
b.) Where provided for in this plan, commercial uses of minor nature serving olocal residents and visitors;
c.) Where no alternative site or alignment is reasonable, public and semi-public uses essential to the
maintenance of public health, safety and welfare;
d.) Agriculture uses compatible with the resource values present;
e.) Where compatible with identified biotic resources, extractive uses including oil and gas recovery, and
rock, and gravel quarrying; and
f.) Uses related to the conservation of water.
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Please be as specific as possible regarding what you would like the EIR to analyze. Thank you.
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To: Carl Nadela
candela@planning.lacounty.gov

General Plan EIR NOP Comments

From: Judith Fuentes
47458 92" Street West
Antelope Acres, CA 93536

Date: July 10, 2014

The following eight comments are a clarification of the remarks | submitted at the
Scoping Meeting on June 26, 2014

Please use this revised list along with several other new integrated observations.

1. Agricultural Opportunity Areas must be included in the Plan. They have
been completely eliminated. Economic Opportunity Areas are not the answer for
a rural lifestyle and do not provide the chance for a non-urban education.

2. EOA should not be in rural zones past 70™ Street West.

3. All rural town areas and rural town centers, with the exception of one or
two, look exactly alike in the photo representations. Each place has its distinct
look but will blend in with every other town center to “look rural” if build out is like
the photos. Disneylandish.

4, Solar generating facilities must be in industrial areas. They are not
economical, not rural, not commercial and only support a few full time,
permanent jobs (that are not agricultural, either). They take up open space,
farmlandand reduce the space available for rural residential living that Antelope
Acres had planned on in developing their unique community.

5. Fox Field contributes to industrial sprawl in a rural area. Fox Field creates
light pollution, more traffic and noise due to warehouse trucking business. No
more commercial overlay or manufacturing should be designated in this area.
There are abundant vacant buildings and locations in the interior, not outskirts, of
cities of Lancaster and Palmdale to fulfill any commercial or manufacturing
needs.

6. Highway 138 (west section) should not be improved other than for safety
(two lanes, pull outs, slightly inclined shoulders).

o Put up more Speed Limit 55 mph signs, placed at closer intervals, and
more Headlights On signs.
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Embed large, raised, yellow or white painted dots on the lanes so drivers stay
on their side.

Keep heavy trucking traffic from using 138 as a by-pass.

Improve the State 5 Freeway so it is safer.

Install more lanes on State 5 Freeway for LA commerce.

Expansion of the NW corridor should not occur. It only encourages
development, more traffic, noise, pollution, and it divides in half the rural
communities of Antelope Acres, Fairmont and Neenach with any expansion of

Avenue D (Highway 138).

Expressways bring development with them. Development in the northwest
AntelopeValley would produce undesirable urban sprawl.

Additional lanes and connector ramps would lead to more traffic in a rural
area.

Additional traffic would produce more air pollution from diesel and gas fumes,
along with increased respiratory and health problems.

It will disrupt wildlife movement across the valley.

Any ‘improvements’ for increasing mobility options create a region
permanently ready to cater to a vehicle-dependent population.

Rural property owners would be affected by improvements where a 200-foot
width must encroach on their land.

A goal of the MTA to ease truck traffic from north I-5 to Riverside area and
beyond, and vice-versa for traffic from east to central or north California, is
completely flawed.

Please note: Little, if any, of that traffic is generated in the Gorman-Grapevine area
or the Victorville area. Since SR-58 (2004) is almost all freeway from Bakersfield to
Kramer Junction, it seems a better and less expensive option to upgrade SR-58 and
US-395 to the freeway from Kramer Junction to its intersection with 1-5. Millions of
dollars have already been spent to create a truck-friendly bypass in the Mojave area.

General Plan EIR NOP 2 J. Fuentes



7. There are no buffer zones for rural areas. Land use in the Antelope Acres goes
from commercial to sparsely inhabited. Economic Areas will be commercial centers.

8. | request specifically to not be in the EOA.

9. The scope of the Plan takes in overwhelming consideration for build-out and
growth, favoring the cities’ pressure against anything rural around Antelope Acres. No
further development, light manufacturing or commercial building should be planned.
Please take it out. There is enough of this on the outskirts of Lancaster that infringes on
the rural heritage of our area.

10 | strongly object to the zoning and land use adjacent to Fox Field. The section of
land there should be left undeveloped and as a buffer zone upon leaving the cities.
Manufacturing and industrial uses there will demolish open space and contribute to
unsightly mechanized sprawl. What was once a small county airport is nowhidden
among a rambling construction of trucking warehouses and business park enterprise
zone.

11. The Economic Opportunity Area designated for Antelope Acres must be removed
and it should be replaced to reflect an Agricultural Opportunity Area. The recently
constructed over-sized market/gas station/meat market/sandwich shop competes with a
tiny market, a small restaurant, and a feed/hardware store, which is enough enterprise
for a non-urbanlocale. Truck storage and truck parking businesses are undesirable and
incompatible.

12.  Populations of rural unincorporated areas have as much right to be objective
about where manufacturing belongs. Since a majority of workers would supposedly
come from more densely occupied areas, cities should fill the vacant buildings and land
within the city core, keeping a buffer on all sides for a transition to rural. This was the
strategy a while ago. It was even an attraction point to west Los AngelesCounty.

13.  Parks (other than those that currently exist) should not be considered a priority or
a necessity for rural strategy. They are temporary destinations. Farmland, Agricultural
Opportunity Areas, Equestrian Trails, and Open Spaces are what make final
destinations rural.

14.  Town centers are too structured, like a smaller downtown version of the city.
When older structures are torn down and ‘convenience’ or brand-name chain storesget
here, rural areas become another part of a city, an extension of businesses contributing
to leapfrog development and sprawl.

General Plan EIR NOP 3 J. Fuentes



15.  One of the goals to promote filming in the AntelopeValley won’t happen if, in the
background, there are transmission lines, switching stations and miles of solar panels.
Before additional massive solar generating projects on open space

land are approved, an equivalent amount of energy provided by roof-top solar/electric

systems should be worked into a system that alleges to be renewable.

16. The goal to promote recreation and tourism is for people to come to see the
poppies and wildflowers. The promotion of solar panels puts this goal at odds because
no one will be able to stop and walk out among the wildflowers that cover a great deal of
the west Antelope Valley and Antelope Acres area. There will be no more.

17.  There is light industry at 70" Street West, and no more are needed in an area
where everyone is trying to live a rural lifestyle. Residents either live across the street
from that location or within a few miles.

18.  Although several scenic highways were proposed but never adopted in the
previous general plan, there must be serious consideration to fulfill this mandate in the
new Plan. Avenue | from 90" Street West through Lancaster Road all the way to
Highway 138, (where the road ends) and 90™ Street West from Avenue J to Avenue A
must be considered as Scenic Highways.

19.  Several years of effort went to document GPS information for Equestrian Trails.
They are recorded with the Parks and Recreation. They must be included and
documented in the Plan. This is to help encourage and promote the rural lifestyle by
anticipating rural residential growth.

20. The Centennial Development must strongly figure into the Plan. The loss of
open space, the amount of county resources to maintain an urban environment, the
number of affordable houses proposed, and the impact of urban sprawl will result in
diminishing the incentive of a rural lifestyle. The uniqueness of the WestAntelopeValley
must not be ruined.

Thank you for your attention and taking my comments. Please contact me at 661-723-
1882 if you have any questions, or at the above address.

Judith Fuentes

General Plan EIR NOP 4
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July 11, 2014

Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Issues for Inclusion in the AVAP Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Nadela:

As a lifetime resident of the Antelope Valley and a Commercial Real Estate Agent active in
the sale of vacant land in our region, | request that my concerns expressed in this letter be
included in the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Antelope Valley
Area General Plan Update (AVAP).

Economic Opportunity Areas:

There are three Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) identified in the AVAP that are located
around major transit corridors that provide opportunities for growth and economic
development in the vicinity of these projects. Within these EOA’s, the AVAP designates
areas of varying densities for residential development along with commercial and
industrial designations. These designations will become zoning upon approval of the plan
yet DRP staff has indicated that further studies and a more detailed planning effort will
need to be done for any development within each EOA by way of a Community Plan.

Why is a plan being developed that must be amended in order to implement it? How can
an EIR accurately analyze the impact of this plan if it must be amended before it can be
implemented? The EOAs should be considered as presented in the plan and any
requirement for further approval through a Community plan is redundant,
counterproductive and unnecessary.

Proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEA’s):

The Antelope Valley Area Plan has included the proposed SEA Ordinance and a significant
expansion of over 250,000 acres of SEA designated property in its Land Use Plan. This
ordinance has not been approved by the Regional Planning Commission and is still being
vetted through public comment. The AVAP should only analyze adopted ordinances and its

Each Office is Independently Owned And Operated
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EIR should not have to study un-adopted ordinance. With the November deadline given by
the BOS, the AVAP EIR should not exhaust DRP’s consultant’s time with the examination of
ordinance that may not even be adopted in the future.

Therefore, we ask that the AVAP EIR include an analysis of the approved SEA ordinance
only. The proposed expansion should be studied only in the Project Alternatives and not the
Project as proposed. In that analysis, include detailed scientific, research-based
justification for the extent of the proposed designation areas including, but not limited to
primary research on the potential impacts on agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land
use planning, mineral resources, population and housing, delivery of public services,
recreation and transportation. Especially because of the extent of the potential degradation
of population, housing and other human activity-related environmental activities,
justification of the boundaries and the incumbent regulation of that land need a
substantial basis to give the lead agency an opportunity to weigh the impacts. Additionally,
the EIR must address the balance of the SEA’s to environmental justice concerns for the
existing and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this
valley to provide both habitation and sustenance, therefore the analysis should address the
economic impact on individual properties.

Land Use Proscription by Pre-defined Constraint:

The land use patterns, densities and designations shown in the AVAP as proposed for the
Project were developed under what has been described as a Hazard, Environmental and
Resource Constraints Model (ECM) created by the county. The ECM is described as “a tool
to inform stakeholders of potential site constraints and regulations” (General Plan
Appendix C, Public Review Draft, 1/2014). However, the “tool to inform” about regulation
has become the regulation itself.

The ECM is purported to ‘front-load’ all the underlying environmental hazards, issues,
constraining factors and resources (or lack thereof) that could affect the ability of a
particular site to be developed with improvements. However, the model’'s concept as
presented does not provide any quantitative analysis or qualitative set of findings or
determinations as to how the constraints identified translate into the development
designations and densities imposed let alone the three ‘classes’ identified in the appendix.
After a thorough analysis of the ECM itself and the underlying data and assumptions, the
EIR should address ‘how’, ‘why’ and ‘with what data’ the links between the ECM and the
AVAP land use designations were arrived at. This substantiation is critical to all the land
use, population, housing and environmental justice analysis throughout the EIR and will
also inform many portions of the other areas of review and analysis.

Each Office is Independently Owned And Operated
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Use of all the most recent information and studies:

The AVAP is shaping the Antelope Valley for future generations. The EIR must include with
its analysis current and proposed transit projects, including NW 138, High Speed Rail and
High Desert Corridor. And population growth associated with Southern California
Association of Governments RTP/SCS projections. With these projections included in the
AVAP EIR, it will give a unified planning effort that will allow the community’s future
housing and jobs to be pro-active and bring economic growth to that region.

Community Standards Districts:

The EIR of the AVAP will analyze impacts associated with land use changes and zoning
changes proposed by the County. The Land Use portion proposes to down-zone much of
the land within currently adopted and proposed Community Standards Districts. The AVAP
EIR should address these changes and provide research-based substantiation for those
changes. The activities that have led to the existing and the proposed Community
Standards Districts have been vetted by the various communities and any changes via the
AVAP to the underlying densities and land use designations have the potential for
substantial alterations to housing, population and other human activity-related
environmental activities. No environmental analysis will be considered complete unless the

existing district land use patterns are included in all project alternatives, including the No
Project Alternative.

Rural town centers/Rural Town Areas vs. Rural preservation areas:

The AVAP has created hardline boundaries for existing activity nodes without providing any
substantiation for their existence. While a “town center” concept can help focus a balance
between housing and jobs, the manner does not provide for the diversity of housing and
population that is always found in rural areas of the country and in the existing land use
patterns of the Antelope Valley. The areas identified as Rural Town Centers and Rural
Town Areas need to include softer edges that allow for reasonable opportunities for the
addition of a more diverse set of housing and commercial activities. The other area
identified is the Economic Opportunity Areas whose creation is the provision of new
locations for reasonable growth within the rural milieu of the valley. However, the down-
zoning of the rural preservation areas, which include all remaining unincorporated areas,
has the potential to create substantial environmental impacts across the Antelope Valley.
The AVAP EIR must address those potential impacts, including, but not limited to,
agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning, mineral resources, population and
housing, delivery of public services, recreation and transportation. The AVAP Project
postulates a near vacancy of a substantial amount of the valley. At least one of the Project
Alternatives must address a more open, organic (rather than proscribed) maturity of those
open portions of the valley so a more diverse pattern of development closer to the existing
pattern may continue. In addition, the rural preservation concept may not be consistent
with the adopted or proposed with Community Standards Districts. The EIR should include

Each Office is Independently Owned And Operated
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an alternative with the Community Standards Districts zoning. Additionally, the EIR must
address the balance of development patterns and development diversity with
environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human populations
and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation and sustenance.

Health Concerns:

The RL-10 and RL-20 will allow one unit per 10 or 20 acres. While the AVAP is trying to
create larger lots outside of the rural town centers, this could have a negative effect on
both air quality and health impacts. Many lower density lots are graded and cleared of
vegetation to allow the full use of the property. This can cause a significant increase in
wind and borne dust. The AVAP EIR should address how such low density zones will affect
the inherent health problems associated with Valley Fever, West, etc. that are directly
related to large vacant lots with little or no vegetation or development to break up
prevailing winds. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental justice concerns for the
existing and potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this
valley to provide both habitation and sustenance.

School District and Education Issues:

The AVAP EIR must address the potential impacts on the several school districts in the
valley (Eastside, Wilsona, Keppel, Gorman, Westside, Acton-Agua Dulce, Antelope Valley
Union High School and Antelope Valley College). Each of these sovereignh jurisdictions
regularly reviews its demographic and growth parameters. The AVAP EIR must address
how the activities of the plan effect those plans and policies and, in so far as is possible,
provide how there is a conflict or consistency between the AVAP and the work of each
district including but not limited to the areas of land use planning (over which the district
hold certain levels of sovereignty), population and housing, delivery of public services,
recreation and transportation. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental justice
concerns for the existing and potential future school and residential populations and
constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation, sustenance and
education. Consideration must also be given to the long term impact that any change in
land use has on the delivery of educational services. Decreasing rural density has a
profound impact on delivery of instruction, length and cost of transportation, limitations on
services to students, loss of revenue to school districts and thus reductions in staff. These
may be unintended consequences of the proposed EIR.

Regards,
—7

— ’,/.-g-(: i

- s

e
Jordin Hance

Each Office is Independently Owned And Operated



Carl Vincent C. Nadela, AICP July 11, 2014

Los Angeles County Dept. of Regional Planning

320 W. Temple St. Fax 213-6260434
Los Angeles, CA 90012 tnc@planning. lacounty.gov

Re: Comment on NOP of an EIR for Antelope Valley Area Plan.

Per the slide shown at the L.A. Meeting 7-7-14, this EIR 1is
supposed to "Provide a comprehensive environmental document
that serves as a guiding tool for decision makers.”™ It is
a program EIR not a project EIR and thus i1t projects out 30
years. 30 days i1s too short a period to prepare a proper
EIR without the comprehensive scientific data which proves
the need for the drastic reduction in dwelling units in the
rural areas this EIR calls for.

Even the 90% reduction of dwelling units on my property, or
even one dwelling unit on 80 acres, i1Is subject to
"Additional review."™ This leaves a project open to whatever
environmental whim 1s fashionable and does NOT provide a
"tool for decision makers.' Please produce the scientific
proof for each area of the AVAP so an owner can predict
what he/she can do with the property.

we have paid all our property taxes for thirty-six (36)
years and now the proposed EIR essentially makes continuing
to pay taxes seem not worthwhile. The cost to build
anything makes such a notion insane. Please provide the
EIR with an economic impact study of the rural lands on
which 1t has so drastically reduced the number of dwelling
units to determine i1f the AVAP EIR doesn"t remove so much
property from the tax rolls that L.A. County cannot support
1ts Regional Planning Department and the grand transfer of
rural land from private citizens and iIn essence, to
environmental non tax producing entities.

Please consider putting my 80 acres (APN: 3064-016-021) in
the MU-R land use/zone. We are In a transition area north
of the proposed CR land use/zone for the Jesus Canyon Ranch
(APNs: 3064-016-022,010) and residential land to the north.

Thank you,

Mary Justice

3998 Avenida Verano

Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 (805) 551-0776, fax (805) 531-9529
Attania7@gmail.com



KYLE & KYLE RANCHES, INC.
12345 East Avenue J
Lancaster, CA 93535

Phone (661) 946-1784

Fax (661-946-1514

July 11, 2014

Carl Nadela

Regional Planner, Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Significant Ecological Areas and Land Density

Dear Mr. Nadela,

As per discussions we have had in the past, the current
proposals for SEA’s and land density restrictions will have
significant impacts on our farming operation (as well as other
farmers in our area) and land in general.

As we discussed in previous meetings, agriculture should be
exempt from SEA’s. In our meeting (with Jeff Siebert) we were
informed that “disturbed” or farmed ground would be exempt from
SEA's. I do not see any reference to that now being made.

The proposed SEA’s overlays are unfounded and are based on
theory, not on science and need critical analysis. Where is the
research based data that would support the massive SEA
expansion? In addition, we are uncertain as to how the current



boundaries were selected as they appear to just be arbitrary
boundary lines. We would like to know how the boundary lines
were developed.

We are also disturbed by the acreage restrictions. Placing lot
acreage restrictions, even at the 20 acre lot size, destroys
property values and has a ripple effect on farm land in general
(for example, devaluation of property value inhibits the ability
to obtain financing for cperating expenses). Cur property 1in
particular, 1s surrounded by lots cut primarily in 2 * acre lots
and our property would be an island of large lots - this is an
unfalr restriction and conflicts with surrounding like property.
What is this acreage restriction based upon? Property values are
placed in jecpardy under this proposal.

The excessive down zoning and SEA’s expansicns are destructive
and are of no benefit to the valley in general. Any analysis
should have addressed the economic impact on individual parties.

Sincerely,

\&;&%\,Jg \)

ie Kyie

Kyle & Kyle Ranches, Inc.

cc: Emma Howard



NORTHROP GRUMMAN

July 11, 2014

Mr. Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles

320 West Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Nadela
Subject: Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update

Northrop Grumman appreciates the opportunity provide comments on the Notice of
Preparation related to the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the LA County Antelope
Valley Areawide General Plan Update.

Northrop Grumman Corporation’s operations in Southern California’s Antelope
Valley region include the Palmdale Aircraft Integration Center of Excellence at Air Force
Plant 42, flight test support at Edwards Air Force Base and Scaled Composites in Mojave.

Northrop Grumman has operated in the Antelope Valley since the 1940s, when it
supported flight testing at Muroc Army Air Field (now Edwards AFB). In 1986, Northrop
Grumman moved into Plant 42’s Site 4, which was built for production of the Air Force’s B-
2 Spirit stealth bomber.

Today, Northrop Grumman has about 3,500 employees working in the region, most
of them in Palmdale. Northrop Grumman assembles in Palmdale the center fuselage of the
F-35 Lightning Il multirole fighter for Lockheed Martin, the prime contractor. Other
activities include final assembly of the Air Force RQ-4 Global Hawk and Navy Triton
unmanned reconnaissance systems. The company also built two X-47B air vehicles for the
Navy Unmanned Combat Air System (UCAS) demonstration program, which completed the
first at-sea carrier launch and recovery with a fixed-wing unmanned air system.

The Palmdale Aircraft Integration Center of Excellence also serves as headquarters
for Northrop Grumman’s work on the B-2 bomber. The plant was the site of the B-2’s
rollout in 1988 and its first flight the next year. Every B-2 was assembled there, and the
aircraft come to Palmdale from Whiteman Air Force Base, Mo., for regular airframe
maintenance. In addition, as the B-2 prime contractor, Northrop Grumman is working on a
series of upgrades to improve the B-2’s capabilities.

In 2007, Northrop Grumman acquired Scaled Composites in Mojave. Its world-class
capabilities in innovative design, rapid prototyping and flight test complement Northrop



Grumman’s own expertise in these areas. Scaled Composites continues to operate as a
small, agile resource for advanced research and development.

All of the programs mentioned in this letter have a direct link to the manufacturing
operations at Northrop Grumman’s Palmdale Plant 42 site. Northrop Grumman would like
to offer the enclosed flight path maps to be included in the environmental impact analysis
to ensure that the current future land use and zoning regulations developed with the
Antelope Valley Areawide Plan take into consideration sensitive military operations that
require unrestricted air space separated from all future land use developments. In addition
to manufacturing operations, Northrop Grumman conducts sensitive research and
development and testing in the Antelope Valley to meet its military mission. It is vital that
Northrop Grumman works with Los Angeles County to develop a balanced zoning plan that
takes into consideration encroachment issues from a variety of incompatible land use
sources including commercial, industrial, residential and recreational developments that
may interfere with our current and future operations. Northrop Grumman looks forward
to working with you and the County to develop the most sensible zoning plan that allows
the Antelope Valley to remain the aerospace gem of California.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Josepte . At

Joe Ahn

Division Manager

Government Relations and Public Affair
Aerospace Systems Sector
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Antelope Valley Area Plan Update
Scoping Meeting
Comment Sheet

Please be as specific as possible regarding what you would like the EIR to analyze. Thank you.
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Vance Pomeroy

July 11, 2014

Carl Nadela

Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning

320 West Temple Street, Room 1356

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Transmitted via Electronic Mail to: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan
Update
Comment on scope and content of the environmental information and
analysis to be contained in the EIR

Mr. Nadela and Regional Planning Staff:

It is with pleasure that | transmit to you my comments on the scope and content of
the upcoming environmental impact report for the update of the Antelope Valley
Areawide Plan (AVAP).

As a working professional in the land use field for over thirty years with both heritage
in the department and extensive experience in both private and public spheres, |
have applauded the department's efforts in tackling the update of the comprehensive
plans for the county. While it has taken some time longer than originally envisioned,
we are now at a juncture at which we can now better review the details of all of our
work.

The Environmental Impact Report for the AVAP will be an important document for the
Regional Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors — | hope that the
document provides a thorough examination of the project and a reasonable range of
workable alternatives: These alternatives must include real, public-driven options to
the project as presented, and be offered up in a way that presents the balance
available between their environmental and human value. The key focus of the EIR
needs to be balance, especially as the work turns to the study and review of project
alternatives and how the EIR treats the environmental issue areas that promote
human activity and the livability of the valley for the future.

Director, Association of Rural Town Councils
Past President, Juniper Hills Town Council
Telephone / SMS: (661) 361 - 5619 Electronic Mail :vpomeroy@ravenhillranch.com
29319 121st Street East Juniper Hills, California 93543



Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update
Comment on EIR scope and content
July 11, 2014

The following are the topics and details that | believe will make the AVAP EIR
meaningful and constructive in spirit that CEQA originally intended EIR’s to be: a
useful tool of information to give decision makers a range of choices with the best
data possible for all alternative projects:

Density vs. Dispersal:

The project appears to dwell on both density and exclusion as the only measure
of human activity in the valley. The normal and organic rural land use forms
always also include dispersal and the compatible mix of land uses that would be
unacceptable in an urban setting. Please address how the focus on population
and activity concentration as an exclusive land use planning tool impacts the
environment in all the environmental issue areas as well as how its impacts have
potential effects beyond the land on which the concentration is places. Address
how the inclusion of a rural dispersal model into a diverse collection of land use
planning tools and land use forms impacts the environment in the environmental
issue areas, and how it may or may not alleviate potential impacts and provide for
a more diverse population across the valley.

Land Use Proscription by Pre-defined Constraint:

The land use patterns, densities and designations shown in the AVAP as
proposed for the Project were developed under what has been described as a
Hazard, Environmental and Resource Constraints Model (ECM) created by the
county. The ECM is described as “a tool to inform stakeholders of potential site
constraints and regulations” (General Plan Appendix C, Public Review Draft,
1/2014).

However, the “tool to inform” about regulation has become the regulation itself. No
linkage is explained. No methodology is provided to provide a connection
between the general ideas of the model and the detailed quantitative conclusions
and assignments made in the plan.

The ECM is purported to ‘front-load’ all the underlying environmental hazards,
issues, constraining factors and resources (or lack thereof) that could effect the
ability of a particular site to be developed with improvements. However, the
model’'s concept as presented does not provide any quantitative analysis or
qualitative set of findings or determinations as to how the constraints identified
translate into the development designations and densities imposed let alone the
three ‘classes’ identified in the appendix. Additionally, this ‘front-loading’ was
explained by staff as a way to predict the general outcomes of the development
process that would occur even without the proposed designations — that any
particular parcel could only make it through the existing planning, permitting and
improvement processes to the level of the proposed designations. In other words,
that the ECM is predictive in nature. (The suggestion that land use designations
be predictive of land use patterns is not credible as the imposition of such a model
of prediction in the southerly portion of the county as an academic exercise at any
point in the 20™ century would have rendered this model as false.)

Vance Pomeroy Page 2 of 6



Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update
Comment on EIR scope and content
July 11, 2014

After a thorough analysis of the ECM itself and the underlying data and
assumptions, the EIR should address ‘how’, ‘why’ and ‘with what data’ the links
between the ECM and the AVAP land use designations were arrived at. This
substantiation is critical to all the land use, population, housing and environmental
justice analysis throughout the EIR and will also inform many portions of the other
areas of review and analysis.

Rural town centers/Rural Town Areas vs. Rural preservation areas:

The AVAP has created hard-line boundaries for existing activity nodes without
providing any substantiation for their existence. While a “town center” concept can
help focus a balance between housing and jobs, the manner does not provide for
the diversity of housing and population that is always found in rural areas of the
country and in the existing land use patterns of the Antelope Valley. The areas
identified as Rural Town Centers and Rural Town Areas need to include softer
edges that allow for reasonable opportunities for the addition of a more diverse
set of housing and commercial activities. The other area identified is the
Economic Opportunity Areas whose creation is the provision of new locations for
reasonable growth within the rural milieu of the valley. However, the down-
zoning of the rural preservation areas, which include all remaining unincorporated
areas, has the potential to create substantial environmental impacts across the
Antelope Valley. The AVAP EIR must address those potential impacts, including,
but not limited to, agriculture, biota, geology, hydrology, land use planning,
mineral resources, population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation
and transportation.

The AVAP Project postulates a near vacancy of a substantial amount of the
valley. At least one of the Project Alternatives must address a more open, organic
(rather than proscribed) maturity of those open portions of the valley so a more
diverse pattern of development closer to the existing pattern may continue. In
addition, the rural preservation concept may not be consistent with the adopted or
proposed with Community Standards Districts. The EIR should include an
alternative with the Community Standards Districts zoning. Additionally, the EIR
must address the balance of development patterns and development diversity
with environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future human
populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both
habitation and sustenance.

Community Standards Districts:

The EIR of the AVAP will analyze impacts associated with land use changes and
zoning changes proposed by the County. The Land Use portion proposes to
down-zone much of the land within currently adopted and proposed Community
Standards Districts. The AVAP EIR should address these changes and provide
research-based substantiation for those changes. The activities that have lead to
the existing and the proposed Community Standards Districts have been vetted
by the various communities and any changes via the AVAP to the underlying
densities and land use designations have the potential for substantial alterations
to housing, population and other human activity-related environmental activities.

Vance Pomeroy Page 3 of 6



Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update
Comment on EIR scope and content
July 11, 2014

No environmental analysis will be considered complete unless the existing district
land use patterns are included in most, if not all, project alternatives, including the
No Project Alternative.

Significant Ecological Areas:

The AVAP has included portions* of the proposed SEA Ordinance and a
significant expansion of over 250,000 acres of SEA designated property in its
Land Use Plan. This ordinance has not been approved by the Regional Planning
Commission and is still being vetted through public comment. The AVAP should
only analyze adopted ordinances and its EIR should not have to study an un-
adopted ordinance. With the November, 2014 deadline given by the BOS, the
AVAP EIR should not exhaust DRP’s consultant’s time with the examination of
ordinance that may not even be adopted in the future.

Therefore, we ask that the AVAP EIR include an analysis of the approved SEA
ordinance only as include it only in Project Alternatives and not the Project as
proposed. In that analysis, include detailed scientific, research-based justification
for the extent of the proposed designation areas including, but not limited to
primary research on the potential impacts on agriculture, biota, geology,
hydrology, land use planning, mineral resources, population and housing, delivery
of public services, recreation and transportation. Especially because of the extent
of the potential degradation of population, housing and other human activity-
related environmental activities, justification of the boundaries and the incumbent
regulation of that land needs a substantial basis to give the lead agency an
opportunity to weigh the impacts. Additionally, the EIR must address the balance
of the SEA's to environmental justice concerns for the existing and potential future
human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both

habitation and sustenance.
* - The SEA Ordinance has seen more proposed revisions since the publication of the current
draft AVAP maps (see SEA Connectivity and Constriction Map, April — June, 2014).

Economic Opportunity Areas:

Identified within the AVAP are three Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAS)
centered around major ftransit corridors that “would bring tremendous
opportunities for growth and economic development in the vicinity of these
projects”. These EOAs would bring stable economic growth for the future
generations of the Antelope Valley.

In the AVAP, DRP staff has indicated that further studies and a more detailed
planning effort will need to be done for each EOA by way of a Community Plan.
The EIR will be inaccurate if some future Community Plan is postulated now with
changes to the currently projected AVAP analysis and data. Any discussion of a
future Community Plan to re-visit the EOA’s must be only part of a Project
Alternative and not part of the Project.

The EOA'’s are an important concrete part of the AVAP and must not have an

open-ended reviewing/studying component; They need to be addressed directly
in the EIR as the activity nodes that they are. The AVAP EIR must accurately

Vance Pomeroy Page 4 of 6



Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update
Comment on EIR scope and content
July 11, 2014

address any impacts associated with the allotted residential units and projected
commercial acreage that will bring jobs/housing to those areas. We ask that the
EIR include the EOA’s in its analysis as is and that Community Plans not be a
part of the AVAP. Future land owners will still have to submit a project level EIR
for any development plans they want the County to approve and the EOA concept
is already sufficient for programmatic determinations at the AVAP EIR level. This
will ensure Los Angeles County’s ability to review proposed development within
these EOAs in more detailed without adding the unnecessary Community Plan
that will alter the EIR currently being drafted. Additionally, the EIR must address
how the EOA’s balance environmental justice concerns for the existing and
potential future human populations and constituencies that will rely on this valley
to provide both habitation and sustenance.

Use of all the most recent information and studies:

The AVAP is shaping the Antelope Valley for future generations. The EIR must
include with its analysis current and proposed transit projects, including NW 138,
High Speed Rail and High Desert Corridor. And population growth associated with
Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS projections. With
these projections included in the AVAP EIR, it will give a unified planning effort
that will allow the community’s future housing and jobs to be pro-active and bring
economic growth to that region.

Health Concerns:

The RL-10 and RL-20 will allow one unit per 10 or 20 acres. While the AVAP is
trying to create larger lots outside of the rural town centers, this could have a
negative effect on both air quality and health impacts. Many lower density lots are
graded and cleared of vegetation to allow the full use of the property. This can
cause a significant increase in wind and borne dust. The AVAP EIR should
address how such low density zones will affect the inherent health problems
associated with Valley Fever and other wind-borne health hazards that are
directly related to large vacant lots with no or little vegetation or development to
break up prevailing winds. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental
justice concerns for the existing and potential future human populations and
constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide both habitation and
sustenance.

School District and Education Issues:

The AVAP EIR must address the potential impacts on the several school districts
in the valley (Eastside, Wilsona, Keppel, Gorman, Westside, Acton-Agua Duilce,
Antelope Valley Union High School and Antelope Valley College). Each of these
sovereign jurisdictions regularly reviews its demographic and growth parameters.
The AVAP EIR must address how the activities of the plan effect those plans and
policies, and, in so far as is possible, provide how there is a conflict or
consistency between the AVAP and the work of each district including but not
limited to the areas of land use planning (over which the district hold certain levels
of sovereignty), population and housing, delivery of public services, recreation
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Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan Update
Comment on EIR scope and content
July 11, 2014

and transportation. Additionally, the EIR must address environmental justice
concerns for the existing and potential future school and residential populations
and constituencies that will rely on this valley to provide habitation, sustenance
and education. Consideration must also be given to the long term impact that any
change in land use has on the delivery of educational services. Decreasing rural
density has a profound impact on delivery of instruction, length and cost of
transportation, limitations on services to students, loss of revenue to school
districts and thus reductions in staff. These may be unintended consequences of
the proposed EIR.

| would also like the department to address why the consultant hired to assist the
department in the preparation of the EIR was not on hand at any of the scoping
sessions and why no scoping notes appear to have been taken by staff at those
sessions. Additionally, please comment on how the public was to be sufficiently
informed of the full breadth and depth of the proposed draft AVAP Project prior to the
July 11, 2014 closure date for scoping comments when portions of the draft AVAP
have not yet been finalized and published prior to that date let alone prior to the
beginning of the comment period.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have or clarifications you

may need. | appreciate your attention and look forward to working with you and staff
to keep the Antelope Valley a great place to live.

Singerely,

Vance Pomeroy

Director, Association of Rural Town Councils
vpomeroy@ravenhillranch.com
Voice / Text : (661) 361-5619

Cc: Susie Tae
Supervisor Antonovich
Edel Vizcarra
Norm Hickling
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