


Ms. Emma Howard -2- February 3, 2014

27) of the May 2, 2013, Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan. The Districts requested these same
adjustments in a comment letter dated August 30, 2007; however, the adjustments have not been
incorporated in this iteration.

3. Valencia Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). The Valencia WRP is shown in Figure 3. We
appreciate Regional Planning’s prior efforts to retract the SEA boundary to exclude the Valencia
WRP. We request small additional adjustments shown as red hatching to eliminate encroachment
onto the Valencia WRP parcel. While the areas shown in green are conservation easements and
will not be developed, we request that the SEA boundary not encompass those areas because the
current proposed ordinance requires a SEA review process for any work on a parcel that has even
a minute coverage by a SEA. Requiring such SEA reviews for an active water reclamation plant
would not be in the public’s best interest.

4. Calabasas Landfill. The active Calabasas Landfill is shown in Figure 4. We appreciate Regional
Planning’s prior efforts to adjust the SEA boundary to exclude the Calabasas Landfill. We
request a slight adjustment to the proposed SEA boundary (shown hatched in red) so that the
boundary does not encroach on landfill property.

5. Whittier Narrows WRP. The Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant is shown in Figure 5.
We request that the red hatched area be removed from the proposed SEA boundary. Without
such adjustment, any work on this active WRP would require SEA review under the current
proposed ordinance and such reviews would not be in the public’s best interest.

6. Puente Hills Landfill. The Puente Hills Landfill is shown in Figure 6. While this landfill has
stopped receiving waste, there will be ongoing maintenance and post-closure construction
projects for years to come. Similar to previous comments, we request that the red hatched area be
removed from the proposed SEA extents so that SEA does not encroach on landfill property and
trigger SEA reviews for routine work onsite.

7. General Comment Regarding Extent of Proposed SEA Boundaries. We wish to reiterate our prior
request that boundaries be drawn more precisely and exclude areas where a high percentage of
the land has been developed or otherwise previously disturbed. Designating previously disturbed
areas as a SEA would require users of the land to go through a site plan review. These efforts
require time and resources by both the applicant and the County that are not justified given that
the potential significant ecology resources no longer existing due to prior disturbance. While the
intent of the Type A CUP (822.52.2935) seems to be a less rigorous review process for such
properties, we believe that the current proposed process is too burdensome. For example, the
Type A CUP requires a site visit by a biologist, a determination ($503), site plan review ($945),
and hearing officer review ($8,619). We believe the process should be simplified to: (1) the
applicant furnishing some sort of proof (e.g., dated aerial photographs) that the portion of the
property where work is to take place was disturbed prior to the date that the land was added to the
SEA, and (2) Regional Planning staff reviewing the veracity of the proof.

8. Developed Area Exemption (822.52.2915.2). The Districts agree that projects located entirely
within developed or disturbed areas are appropriate permitted uses. However, to best use public
resources, such projects should be exempt or required to go through a simple process to verify the
location within a previously disturbed area. With the wide availability of aerial imagery
including Google Street View, Bing oblique imagery, and high quality imagery available from the
Los Angeles Regional Imagery Acquisition Consortium (LARIAC), applicants and County staff
could usually verify the disturbed status of a parcel without physically visiting the site. As
currently worded, such projects would require a site plan review which would require application
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