




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Comments/Responses to Draft EIR

- The following are comments on the Draft EIR received during the public
: review period. All comments dealing with significant environmental
issues are summarized, and responses are provided. A complete record
of the written testimony received is available at the Department of
Regional Planning's main office —— 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles,
Room 1382. Comments are oryanized as follows: I. General Comments,
II. Comments Directed To Specific Environmental Categories, and

III. Comments on Sections 7.0 - 10.0.

I. GENERAL COMMENTS

T

Citizens Planning Council

g
i ,

1. Comment: The Draft EIR does not provide an analysis of impacts on
g areas designated as rural (i.e., rural communities, rural hillside,
. other rural).
1 Response: Potential impacts on rural areas are addressed in the
z Final EIR (see in particular Sections 3.2 and 6.13). Rural areas
% other than rural communities are referred to as "non-urban" areas.
i 2. Comment: The EIR should include a map or series of maps showing
| T———

areas where new urbanization encroaches into environmentally
sensitive areas.

Response: A series of maps used by the staff in preparing the
EIR are on file at the Department of Regional Planning and are
available for public review. Due to problems of scale and map
quality, they could not be included in the Final EIR. Given the
scale of the general plan, it is felt that an identification of
impacts at the planning area level is appropriate, although an

attempt has been made to identify communities/cities affected.
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Malibu Township Council

1.

2.

Comment: The Draft EIR omits a discussion of rural, rural

communities, hillside and other rural areas.

Response: See response to comment #1 of Citizens Planning Council
above.

Comment: The reference to balancing the loss of resources with the
positive aspects of development (page 6-4) should also make
reference to the cost of development (as a negative aspect of
development) .

Response: This discussion on page 6-4 of the Draft EIR has been
eliminated in the Final EIR. A discussion of governmental
expenditures related to development is included in Section 6.21
of the Final EIR. '

Association of Environmental Professionals

1.

Comment: Residential expansion and construction in hazardous areas
does not construe a "loss of resources" which can be balanced nor
justified with econamic dr social tradeoffs.

Response: This statement has been eliminated in the introduction:

to the effects section.

Southern California Association of Governments

l.

Comment: The specific plan policies to mitigate specific impacts
should be identified, and a matrix should be developed in order to

make this determination.

Response: The Final EIR has been revised to make reference to

specific policies (by number in each element) which are identified
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as mitigation measures. The plan's recommended actions are also

identified by element and number where cited as mitigation measures.

Coalition For ILos Angeles County Planning in the Public Interest

£
.
]

1.

2.

Comment: The EIR should assess the plan's implementation techniques

as mitigation measures.

Response: The Draft EIR did not discuss implementation techniques
as these were not to be included as part of the plan approval
process. However, the Final EIR does discuss recommended actions

in Section 6.0. (See explanation in Section 3.2.)

Corment: The EIR must clearly indicate the impacts of urban
expansion on hillside land and include mitigating measures.

Response: The Final EIR has been revised to include a more
thorough discussion of the effects of the plan on hilly areas

(see Section 6.13). The effects/mitigation measures section
discusses the effects of urban expansion and infill development

on sloped land (above 15 percent) and indicates mitigation measures.

Comment: The EIR must fully assess the impacts of 25,200 acres
of new urban development in the Antelope Valley.

Response: The Draft EIR was based on & worst case assumption of
47,000 acres of urban expansion in the Antelope Valley as shown

on the General Development Policy map (see discussion on page 6-2).
The methodology was based on a factor by factor analysis of impacts
on the countywide level but an indication of impacts by planning
area was also included. Thus, the discussion of effects by various

resource and hazard categories included an indication of impacts
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within the Antelope Valley. However, the Final EIR has been
revised to reflect 30,100 acres of urban expansion in the Antelope
Valley shown on the General Development Policy Map, and the plan's
Implementation Chapter includes criteria for new development
within urban expansion areas to ensure that such development

will pay for the marginal public costs thaﬁ it generates

(see discussion in Section 13.0 of Final EIR). A discussion

of effects of infill development by environmental factor and
planning area has also been.added to the Final EIR

(see Sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 6.10, 6.12,

© 6.13) along with a general discussion of impacts in rural

areas (see Section 6.13).
Comment: The Draft EIR must measure the impact of the plan's
38,000 acres of urban expansion. .

Response: The Draft EIR did include an analysis of the impact of
the plan's urban expansion. The effects/mitigation measures
section (Section 6.0) included 24 different impact categories,

all of which dealt with the effects of the plan's urban expansion.
The extent of expansion within areas having natural resources
and/or hazards was quantified and presented by planning area,
based on a "worst case" assumption of the development of all
73,000 acres of urban expansion shown on the plan's mapped policies
(see explanation in Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR). An analysis
of the plan's urban exansion is also included in the Final EIR,
as explained in Section 3. 2.

Comment: The EIR must deal with the impacts of the availability

of water in terms of the loss of hillsides, agriculture, and air
quality brought about by urban and rural expansion. The growth
inducing and other impacts of extending water and waste water

lines into the Puente and San Jose Hills and agricultural areas must
be addressed in the EIR. The growth inducing impacts on hillsides
are not considered.
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Response: Section 13.0 acknowledges the growth-inducing effect
of extending services, including water and waste lines, into urban
expansion areas. Sections 6.13 and 6.10 of the Final EIR discuss
the effecté of development on hillsides and agricultural land as

a result of the urban expansion and infill processes. With regard
to air quality, see response to comment #6 by the Air Resources
Board under Air Quality.

Center For Law in the Public Interest

i

)
[

TR,

&

1. Comment:  Little environmental impact analysis' is provided

regarding policies and designations for the "rdral" areas.
Response: See response to comment #1 by Citizens Planning Council.

2. Comment: The Draft EIR lacked an impact analysis of "infill" and

"recycle" policies and designations.

Response: A discussion of the plan's revitalization policies (this
category includes both recycle and rehabilitation — the General
Development Policy Map does not distinguish between the two) was
considered primarily in Sections 6.13, 6.14, 6.16 and 6.17 (scenic
qualities, land use, communities and housing). The sections
dealing with air quality, energy consumption‘and services (which
were based on the-plan's projections) also considered revitalization
and -infill development, as well as urban expansion and rural
development. The Final EIR has been revised to explain the
methodology for the analysis of effects in revitalization, infill
and rural areas, in addition to urban expansion areas (see Section
3.2). It has also been revised to provide a detailed quantification
-of the effects of infill development on the vérious hazard and
physical resource categories (Sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.7,

6.8, 6.9, 6.10, 6.13).
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Comment: See comment #2 by the Coalition For Los Angeles County
Planning above.

Response: See response to comment #2 by the Coalition For
Los Angeles County Planning above.

Comment: The Draft EIR did not identify the areas of conflict
between proposed urban expansion areas and hazards/natural resources

or explain the necessity for such conflicts.

Response: The Draft EIR does discuss and quantify urban expansion
in hazard/resources areas by planning area. However, no map was
provided showing where the specific acreage affected_is located.
This is felt to be justified given the type and scale of project
(general plan) and the amount of area included in the county.

Such maps used by the staff in preparing the Draft and Final EIRs
are available for review at the Department of Regional Planning
and an effort has been made in the Final EIR to identify cities/
comunities affected. The Final EIR also discusses areas of
multiple constraints (identified as "D" and "E" lands) in Section
7.0. These maps were not included in the Final EIR due to problems
of scale, but are also available for review at the Department of
Regional Planning. The Resolution of the Regional Planning
Commission on the Proposed Plan, dated March 2, 1979, provides

an explanation as to why development is permitted in the various

"constraint" areas..

Comment: The Draft EIR does not discuss the need for and/or impact
of the plan's 62,000 acres of "commercial® uses or the unspecified
number of "industrial" uses.

Response: The Draft EIR's discussion of effects of urban expansion
was based on all of the land use types included within this

category — several residential land use types, as well as
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commercial, industrial and public and semi-public facilities.

The effécts on hazard/reéource landé were considered for the
urban expansion category as a whole, although the acreage of
non-residential uses was pointed out in most cases, and effects
related to specific land use types were also indicated where
appropriate. The Final EIR has been revised to include a
discussion of infill (see response to Comment #2 above) — thus
presenting additional information. However, the discussion

of effects reflects the broad scaie of the general plan —

the Land Use Policy map generally shows major commercial and
industrial uses, not local serving commercial and industrial uses:;
these uses are felt to be more appropriately addressed_at the
areawide or communitywide plan level (see Land Use Element of

the general plan). The general plan provides only a broad indication
of where commercial and industrial uses might be appropriate,
while the "need" for such uses is to be determined at the area

or community plan level, as well as at the specific project level.

Comment: The EIR must set forth and explain the supporting facts
and data, as well as methodology behind the plan's year 2000 person
per dwelling unit figure of 2.60.

ﬁesponse: Thé persons per dwelling unit figure of 2.60 given in
the Preliminary Plan was a typographical error. The correct figure
indicating the relationship between projected total population

and projected total dwelling units is 2.53. H0wevef, taking into
account a vacancy factor and non-household population, the projected
person per housing unit figure is 2.45 This is the figure indicated

in the general plan, and is in agreement with the SCAG projection.

Comment: The EIR should set forth the method of calculation and

assumptions on which the plan's 38,100 acres of urban expansion

are based, what'overage was used in calculating this demand, how
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it was distripbuted among the various residential densities, and
how it was determined that 73,400 acres of urban expansion should

be mapped, and why a lower "overage" couldn't have been used.

Response: This issue is responded to in Appendix C of the
Final EIR.

Comment: The Department's worksheets used to determine effective
population capacity estimates within the unincorporated area
should be included as part of the EIR.

Response: This information is on file at the Department of
Regional Planning. It was not felt to be appropriate to include

this type of background information in the EIR.

Corment: The supporting facts and data upon which the plan's

post-1985 projections and allocations were made should be included
in the EIR or plan.

Response: Thnis information is included in the paper "Methodology
for Developing Year 2000 Population, Housing, Employment and
Land Use Projections for the Revised Los Angeles County General

Plan," included in Appendix A.

EETTEEE: The EIR should note and identify on maps those areas
identified as having hazards, or as being égricultural or scenic,
or as affected by urban expansion at higher than "low" residential
densities, and provide specific reasons why such densities are
proposed.

Response: The impacts of the plan are discussed by planning area

because of the level of the project involved and the size of the

project area. As indicated previously (see response to comment #4
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by the Center for Law in the Public Interest above), the maps used /
by the staff in preparing the EIR are available for review at the
Department of Regional Planning. Significant effects are identified
in Section 7.0 and the Resolution of the Regional Planning
Commission on the Proposal Plan, dated March 2, 1979, indicates

why such significant effects are permitted.

Comment: The Draft EIR never states any overriding reasons why
urban expansion is allowed in areas affected by hazards or discusses
any mitigation measures relating to deletingysuéh lands from
proposed urbanization. In addition, it does not describe the
specific need for extending urban uses into areas identified as

being agricultural or scenic.

Response: The "Resolution of the Regional Plannihé‘Commission
of the County of Los Angeles Approving a Major Revisioﬁ to the
General Plan of Los Angeles County" (March 2, 1979) as well as
Appendix C of the Final EIR address this issue.

American Association of University Women

1.

Comment: The need for urban expansion in hazardous and sensitive
areas is not apparent; development in hazardous areas is not

appropriate, even with mitigating measures.

Response: Where urban expansion or infill development is permitted
in hazardous of sensitive areas, mitigation measures are provided.
The Regional Planninag Commission's resolution (see response to
previous comment above) and Appendix C, of the Final EIR also
address this issue.
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COMMENTS DIRECTED TO SPECIFIC ENVIRONMENTAL CATEGORIES

Geoloyic/Seismic Hazards

Citizens Planning Council

l.

Comment: The mitigation measures proposed for urbanization in
gyeoloyic and seismic hazard areas are not adequate; although low
density is cited as a mitigation measure, 27 percent of the land

in seismic hazard areas is designated for residential uses at higher

than low density,

Response: Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR does indicate that there
are important mitigation measures for geologic/seismic hazards —
e.y., low densities and building codes and requirements. However,
SeCtion 7.0 of the Final EIR indicates that‘seismic hazard is
considered to be a potentially significant effect. Also see

response to comment #11 on page 14-11.

Association of Environmental Professionals

l.

Comment: The Draft EIR should recognize the loss which could be
incurred by the clearance of seismically unsafe structures in

recycle areas.

Response: The potential loss —- in terms of the effects on
conmunities where recycling occurs -- is discussed in Section

6.15 of the Draft and Final EIR.

Coalition for Los Angeles County Planning In the Public Interest

l.

Comment: The Draft EIR does not adequately assess the impacts of

urvan expansion in unstable slope areas.
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Response: The Draft EIR (Section 6.1) indicates acreages of urban
expansion subject to unstable slope hazard by land use, for each
planning area as well as the entire county, and presents mitigation
measures. It is also explained what factors contribute to this
geologic hazard. Sections 5.1 and 6.1 in the Final EIR have been
revised to indicate that property damage and human injury/loss

of life, as well as economic costs are associated with slope
instability hazard. Section 7.0 of the Fjnal EIR indicates that
unstable slope is considered a potentially significant effect.

>Flood/Runoff

Association of Envitonmental Professionals

1.

Comment: The statement on page 6-21 regarding the reétfiction of
intense urban development in brushfire hazard areas in order to
preserve vegetative cover and thus reduce the potential for
increased runoff, mudflow and erosion needs expansion.

Response: This statement (regarding the restriction of intense
urban development) is not intended to preclude cluster-type
development where such development would help to preserve resources

and limit urbanization on hazardous lands.

Fire Hazard

Citizens Planning Council

l.

Comment: The Historical Brush Fire Areas map (page 5-24 of Draft
EIR) should be updated to include fires that occurred in 1975 and
1976.

Response: This map has been updated in the Final EIR (Section 5.4).
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Comment: The cumulative impact of development in fire hazardous

areas will not be adequately mitigated by project level measures.

Response: The mitigation measures included are considered to be
adequate by the Fire Department. The EIR attempts to quantify
the cumulative effects — the Final EIR indicates that 3,200
acres of urban expansion and 200 acres of infill in fire
hazardous areas are shown in the plan. The 3,200 acres of

urban expansion represent about six percent of total expansion
land shown on the General Development Policy Map. See discussion
of mitigation measures in Section 6.4 of the Final EIR, and

Section 7.0 dealing with significant effects.

County Fire Department

l.

Comment: Several corrections to the Setting (Section 5.4 and 5.7)
and Effects/Mitigation Measures Sections (Section 6.4 and 6.7)
were suggested relating to urban fire hazards, the adequacy of
water for fire flows and the acreage of urban expansion subject

to extreme fire hazard in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains.

Response: High-rise residential buildings have been included in
the list of urban fire hazards (Section 5.4 of Final EIR) as
requested. The correct figure for urban expansion subject to high
fire hazard in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains is 200 acres (see
Section 6.4 - Figure 6-6). With regard to adequate fire flows,
the physical facilities for importation of water are adequate

for fire flows during droughts as well as normal conditions.

Fire flows do not represent a significant portion of water

demand.
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Air Quality

Citizens Planning Council

1. Comment: The air quality setting should consider the effect of
wind patterns on air pollution.

Response: The Final EIR has been revised to include a discussion
of the transport of pollutants as a result of wind patterns
(Section 5.6). It should also be noted that the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). effort considered the transport problem

in its énalysis. | | v

2. Comment: Description of AQMP tactics is not a part of the

transportation element, and some of the suggested measures are

speculative. Public transporation is a more adequate mitigation

£ measure.

1

P Response: The discussion of AQMP tactics prepared by the Policy
% Task Force has been deleted. The Final EIR now acknowledges the

current AQMP effort, particularly the emission projections to the
year 1987.

3. Comment: The energy conservation discussion is totally inadequate.

Response: More specific mitigation measures have been identified
and included in the Final EIR.

South Coast Air Quality Management District

1.  Comment: The air quality analysis is generally comprehensive.
AQMP data should be used if it is available prior to publication
of the Final EIR.

Response: The Final EIR includes a more detailed reference to the
Draft AQMP.
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2.

Comment: New source rules apply only to new facilities and do
not preclude increased emissions from existing power plants.
Response: The text in the Final EIR has been amended accordingly.

Southern California Association of Governments

1.

Comment: The Draft EIR should broaden its discussion of lead as

an air pollutant.

Response: It is not intended to minimize the importance of lead
as an air pollutant; however, given the availability of data and
the critical nature of the other air pollutants, the lead discussion

in the EIR is considered adequate for planning purposes.

Comment: It is suggested that thé latest data from AQMP be used if

it is available in the appropriate time frame.

Response: See response to comment #2 by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District above.

Comment: The Draft EIR does not attempt to quantify the effective-
ness of the various mitigation measures in reducing air pollution.
Also, the Draft EIR does not specify which measures will be

implemented.

Response: An evaluation of someiof the basinwide AQMP mitigation
measures has been caompleted by SCAG and SCAQMD. The results show
that the federal air standards can be met by 1987. These AQMP
measures include stationary and mobile source controls, which

are not within the implementation authority of the county or its
general plan. Also, an evaluation of the county's mitigation

measures (general plan policies) was made in mid-June. This
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’evaluation was made a part of the countywide AQMP effort. It

was not based on individual measures but rather on a combination
of all of the measures. This total analysis indicates up to a six
(6) percent reduction of emissions if the subregional AQUP is

implemented.

4. Comment: If the mitigation measures do not mitigate the increase
of emissions, how will the AQMP be utilized to provide additional

measures.,

Response: The air qﬁality analysis prepared for the Draft AQMP

~ indicates a reduction in emissions by implementing current standards
ohly. Implementation of the recommended tactics results in
achieving federal clean air standards.

Association of Environmental Professionals

1. Comment: The micro-scale analysis should include a discussion of

pollutant transport and monthly changes.

Response: A general discussion of the transport of pollutants and
maps showing typical summer and winter wind patterns have been
included in Section 5.4 of the Final EIR. A detailed micro-scale
analysis was not considered appropriate since the problem is
basinwide. As stated previously, the South Coast Air Basin AQMP
has evaluated the transport problem. The air basin analysis is

considered the appropriate scale for a transport evaluation.

2. Comment: The Draft EIR ignores the environmental effects of power
generating plants located outside.of Los Angeles County.
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Response: The impacts of remote power generating plants were
discussed in general terms in Section 6.11 (Energy Consumption).
Further, any new plants will be subject to an environmental analysis

and required to meet federal emission standards.

Comment: The Draft EIR should indicate why some of the AQMP

mitigating measures were not included in the General Plan.

Response: The Final EIR has been amended to incorporate only those

mitigating measures included in the general plan.
Comment: The Draft EIR should evaluate the mitigation measures.
Also, these mitigation measures should be discussed in the general

plan.

Response: See respohse to comment #3 by SCAG.

California Air Resources Board

1.

Comment: There is no indication whether the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards will be attained by the pteséribed deadlines
stipulated in the Clean Air Act. If they will not be attained, the
reasohs should be given and an indication when the standards will
be attained. ' | '

Response: The Final EIR has been amended to indicate that it is
very probable that the standards set forth by the 1977 Amendments
to the Clean Air Act will not be met by 1982, but will be met by
1987. The 75 tactics included in the current AQMP, if implemented,
will allow the basin to meet these standards.

Comment: The Draft EIR should analyze the impact of nine million

people, not 7.7 million. The large growth in the Santa Clarita
and Antelope Valleys needs to be examined.
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Response: Since a population growth of nine million is not
anticipated, any analysis of the air quality impact of this
population level would be of little value and not realistic.
While a growth of two million additional people is not anticipated,
it is necessary for planning purposes that the land supply shown
on plan maps be greater than projected land demards. Thevplan's
monitoring provisions (see Section 13.0) will allow an adequate
air quality analysis at a future date if actual population
growth exceeds current projections. With regard to the Santa
Clarita and Antelope Valleys,athe effects,of growth in these
areas was discussed in thé‘Draft EIR. Also see the diséuséion
-bf plan capacitY/overage_chtained,in Appencix C of the Final
EIR.

Comment: The rélationship betWeen'mappéd policies and wfitten

policies should be examined in the Growth-Inducing Section. Also,
the impact of two million additional people needs to be brought

out in the Summary Section.

Response: The EIR deals with the effects of written and mapped
policies, as well as projections. Section 13.0 — dealing with
growth-inducement —— references Appendix C, which deals with the
issue of mapped policies (the "capacity" question) as compared
to projected demands. The Final EIR is based on a projected
population growth of 808,000 persons.

Comment: The Draft EIR needs to indicate a commitment to specific

air quality mitigation measures.

Response: The Final EIR has been amended to include specific plan

policies which will assist in the reduction of air pollution.

Comment: The construction of the Route I-105, 138, and 48 Freeways
may conflict with air quality improvement.
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Response: The Route I-105 Freeway has been subjected to the

preparation of an EIS prepared by the State of California. A
detailed air quality analysis may be found in that environmental
document. Past EISs on freeways indicate a general reduction in
air pollution within the corridor served by the freeway. This

is the result of smoother traffic flows and more stringent mobile
emission standards. With regard to the I-105 Freeway, a transitway
is to be included. The Route 138 and 48 Freeways are generally
considered as by-pass freeways and are not considered to be growth-
inducing. These freeways will serve traffic travelling between
central and northern California and points east. Since they serve
as by-pass routes, they will remove through traffic from the South
Coast Air Basin resulting in a reduction of air pollution. While
air pollution may increase in the South East Desert Air Basin,

it will be reduced on a per mile basis since there will be less
congestion on the by-pass freeways. It should also be remembered
that the construction of these freeways will be subject to the
preparation of an EIS. ’

Comment: The Draft EIR does not recognize the relationship

between sewer expansion and secondary impacts on air quality.

Response: The Draft EIR, in the Growth-Inducing Section,

acknowledges the relationship between growth and the need for
public services, including sewage facilities. It is also recognized
that growth will increase emissions; however, the air quality
analysis in the Draft EIR is based on the projected growth.

Malibu Township Council

l.

Comment 3 ‘The comment that the evaluation of cost effectiveness

of the county's mitigation measures should be determined at higher
governmental levels appears in conflict with the county's desire
for local control.
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Response: The intent of this statement is that higher levels of

government should provide the necessary research and methodology
for evaluating mitigation measures. After completion of this
initial work local jurisdictions can determine which measures are
best suited for their area. This process would avoid a duplication
of effort by hundreds of agencies, thus resulting in governmental

savings and a common approach.

Comment: The discussion of vehicle miles traveled and auto trips

is weak.

Response: The Final EIR ha$ been amendgd to include specific

mitigating measures.

Coalition for ILos Angeles County Planning in the Public Interest

1.

Comment: The EIR neglects to disclose existing and future air

pollution conditions in Los Angeles County.

Response: Section 6.6 discusses air pollution conditions. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District and Southern California
Association of Governments found the air quality analysis adequate.
Further, the California Air Resources Board is in basic agreement

with the methodology for estimating current and future air emissions.

Comment: The EIR is totally silent on.proposals to improve air

quality.

Response: See Response to Comment #1 above. Section 6.6 contains
numerous mitigation measures which can be used to reduce emissions

to varying degrees.
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Comment: The EIR fails to adequately articulate the impacts of
the general plan and alternatives on air quality.

Response: See Sections 6.6 and 10.6. Also see response to
comment #1 above.

Water Resources/Water Quality

 Citizens Planning Council

1.

Corment: The discussion of water resources unrealistically relies
on voluntary actions for conservation; the assumption that adequate
water supplies will be available is questionable.

Response: The Final EIR has been revised to explain that the
water demand and supply projections are based on méasurements and
estimates provided by the various water suppliers, and to describe
the types of measures expected to result in conservation. In
addition, the Final EIR has been revised to explain in greater
detail why it is assumed that adequate water supplies will be
available. It is explained in Section 6.7 that while the supply
of Colorado River water is expected to be reduced significantly,
State Water Project water is expected to be increased and the water
supply agencies are studying the use of reclaimed water to help
reduce the need for imported water.

Comment: The bias against septic sewage systems (page 6.7 - 11)
should be removed from the Draft EIR, and the sewer district

serving the Las Virgenes area should be considered in Section 6.7.
Response: The Draft EIR does indicate that there is a potential

for contamination of groundwater by septic tanks in unsewered areas,

and that such private sewerage systems are subject to regulations
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and conditions of the Department of Health Services and the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWOCB). These
statements are based on the policies and regulations of the agencies
referred to (see comment #4 below). The Las Virgenes Municipal
Water District is listed as a wastewater treatment facility on

page 5-105 of the Draft EIR. A discussion of its current effluent
discharge activities has been added to Section 5.8 in the Final

EIR, indicating that testing and evaluation of the discharge
effluent is currently in progress.

Malibu Township Council

1.

Comment: See comment #2 by Citizens Planning Council above.

Response: See response to comment #2 by Citizens Planning Council
above.

et

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

1.

Comment: The proposed Septic Tank Maintenance District is not an
acceptable mitigation measure for the use of septic tanks in the
Malibu area. The Board will not consider a report of waste
discharge for any Sewage disposal facility in the Malibu area to
be complete unless it is demonstrated that such facility will
fit in with a comprehensive areaWide'sewerage plan.

Response: This information has been incorporated into the Final

EIR (Section 6.7). The Septic Tank Maintenance District is no
longer included as a recommended action in the plan, but is
recognized as one alternative to dealing with the health hazards
associated with development in unsewered areas.
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Association of Environmental Professionals

1.

Comment: Several suggestions and corrections relating to water
quality (Section 6.7 in the Draft EIR) were offered. These dealt
with effects of dredging and temperatures on kelp, EPA requirements
for secondary treatment of sewage discharge at Hyperion and the
schedule for the 208 areawide Waste Management Treatment Plan.

Response: These coments have been addressed in Section 6.7 of
Final EIR.

Comment: Water quality on the whole is not of an acceptable

nature for domestic uses.

Response: This comment relates to the quality of Owens River
Aqueduct water, which,'as is indicated in the Draft EIR, represents
approximately 20 percent of the coﬁnty's total supply. The EPA
maximum limits for turbidity cited, which Owens River water has

exceeded on occasion, are recommendations, not requirements.

- But while it is noted that this water source represents 20 percent

of the total supply, it can be safely assumed that water quality
on the whole is of an acceptable nature for domestic uses.

Coalition for Los Angeles County Planning in the Public Interest -

l.

Comment: The Draft EIR's data indicating loss of water recharge

acreage is not accurate.

Response: The Draft EIR indicates that 6,500 acres of urban
expansion are located in aquifer recharge areas. It also indicates
that urban uses would generally result in a loss of about half of
this acreage, thus reducing but not eliminating the potential for
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groundwater recharge on the acreage affected. This data was
based on a camparison of the proposed urban expansion acreage
with a Department of Regional Planning map entitled N 1/2
Groundwater Recharge Areas Map from ﬂ.S.D.A. Soil Conservation
Service, Soil Survey for the Antelope Valley Area, 1970, and an
ESRI Land Capability/Suitability Study map "Suitability for
Development Considering Interpretations of Watershed (Variable
24)," 1977. The Final EIR indicates that 3,700 acres of mapped
expansion and 1,300 acres of mapped infill development are
within recharge areas (see Section 6.7).

Biota

Southern California Association of Governments

l'

Comment: The role that flora and fauna played in the methodology
used for the Draft EIR is not clear, the role the SEA°s played
in determining impacts should be made clear, and more attention

to flora and fauna would be desirable.

Response: In the Draft EIR, SEAs are discussed in Section 5.8
(Setting Section). The Setting Section of the Final EIR hs been
revised to include a more detailed discussion of vegetative types

and endangered plants/animals. The effects on biota, including

 loss of vegetation as a measure of loss,of habitat, and the

protection of SEAs is discussed in Section 6.8 of the Draft EIR.

The methodology for the effects section (pages 6-1 to 6-2) in the
Draft EIR explains that the measurement of effects on natural
resources (including biota) was based on a "worst case" assumption
that all of the acreage shown as new urban expansion would be
developed. The Final EIR has been revised (Section 6.8) to reflect

the plan®s provisions for the management of SEAs.
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Citizens Planning Council

1.

Comments: The significant ecological areas within the National
Forest should be identified on Map 5-15 (page 5-56) since the
county issues permits on the unincorporated holdings within the
forest.

Response: The 1976 Significant Ecological Area Study carried out
for the county did not include the National Forests as a part of
its study area. Therefore, no recent complete information as to
significant ecological areas within the forests is available.
However, the 1976 study did include a listing and brief description
of those areas in the forests khown to possess special ecological
value, and a listing has been added to the Final EIR (see Section
5.8).

Extractive Resources

Association of Environmental Professionals

l.

Comment: The discussion of the impact on sand and gravel resources
is not complete without mention of where the displaced industry
might go, and the impacts of such a move.

Response: The Draft EIR {pages 6.9 -2 to 6.9-3) indicated that
where the loss of quarrying operation in proxmity to urban uses
does occur, this will necessitate transporting sand and gravel
from remote areas of the county. However, as noted in the Final
EIR, only two percent of the county's sand and gravel resources
are potentially affected by new urban development. Mitigation
measures are also discussed on page 6.9-5 of the Draft EIR and in
Section 6.9 of the Final EIR.
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Prime Agricultural Soil Resources

Citizens Planning Council

l.

Comment: The acreage of the county's prime agricultural land needs

to be reconciled with state figures; the bias against preservation
of agricultural land should be removed, and a map showing the

location of existing and potential prime agricultural lands should
be added.

Response: The wording of Section 5.10 in the Final EIR has been
revised to eliminate any "bias" against the preservation of
agricultural land,.and the county's acreage of prime‘agricultUral

land has been corrected. -

Comment: The Draft EIR's mitigation measures for 10ss of
agricultural land are too weak.

Response: The Final EIR does indicate that the proposed
agricultural preserves in North County are to be implemented
based on voluntary actions by farmers. The loss of potential

aud existing ayricultural acreage is acknowleyed to be a significant
effect (see Section 7.0).

Coalition For Los Angeles County Planning in the Public Interest

i
i
&

&

1.

Comment: The EIR must indicate the impacts of the loss of

agricultural land, including the loss of open space and the -
proposal to include small lots in‘areas designated for agriculture,
the importance of such lands for aquifer recharge and water quality,
and the alternatives available to preserve suCh‘lahd; it must also
adequately map such land. This group was particularly concerned
with the Antelope and East San Gabriel Valleys.
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Response: The Draft EIR indicated the acreage of existing
agriculture which could be affectd by new urban development, and
potential agricultural land which could be affected by urban
expansion. The Final EIR has been revised to indicate the potential
loss of prime agricultural land to infill development (see Section
6.10), and to acknowledge the potential effect on scenic qualities
(see Section 6.13). No discussion of the effects on the size of
agriculturally-designated parcels is provided, due to the broad
scale of the plan. Lot size is discussed only in relation to

areas designted as Potential Agricultural Preserves (see Mitigation
Measures in Section 6.10 of the Final EIR). With reference to
aquifer recharge, there is no direct relationship between the

loss of agricultural acreage and the loss of water recharge.

As noted under the response to comment #1 of the Coalition for

Los Angeles County Planning in the Public Interest under Water
Resources/Water Quality, urban uses (structures, pavement, etc.)
would generally result in a loss of about half of the acreage
actually shown for urban uses. In addition, with the exception

of the San Fernando Valley area downstream of the Sepulveda Basin,
storm water runoff is collected in storm drains and percolated

back to the aquifers, thus resulting in the salvaging of much of
the rainfall which would have percolated‘naturally into the aquifers.

’

Energy Consumption

Association of Environmental Professionals

l.

Comment: The EIR should include a discussion of the effects of
generation of the County's electrical power, wherever it occurs.

Response: Section 6.11 -- Energy Consumption (Environmental

.Effects Analysis/Mitigation Measures) -- includes a discussion of

the potential adverse effects of electrical power generation on
pages 6.11-18 through 6.11-22 of the Draft EIR.
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Citizens Planning Council

l.

Comment: The conclusion that there will be adequate electrical
power is too optimistic, given the number of new generating

facilities — especially coal and nuclear-powered —— required.

Response: As is pointed out in the Draft EIR (page 6.11~5), the
State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission,

(ERCDC) is charged with ensuring adequate supplies of electricity.

Because of the generally controversial nature of new generating

plants, the ERCDC considers several alternative sites for each

new facility, makes a 20 year forecast for power needs and allows
lengthy planning times.  As the EIR indicates, the ERCDC currently .
forecasts eléctrical power needs in excess of that necessary for
the plaﬁ's projected population. Therefore the EIR assumes that
adequate electrical generating plants will be developed.

Comment: The assumption that the Gas Company conservation programs
will prevent increased per capita natural gas consumption cannot
be relied on; the plan lacks mandatory gas conservation measures;
social impacts will result from increased costs for natural gas;
the assumption that three ING facilities will be operative by 1983

appears unrealistic.

Response: The Draft EIR indicated‘that_increased demand for -

natural gas would reflect primarily an increase in new customers,

rather than an increased per capita consumption. fThis statement
was based on the Gas Company}s récent experience which reflects
decreased overall consumption (conservation) for the average
residential customer each‘year from 1974 to 1976 as compafed to
1973 figures. . Given the Gas Company's conservation program, and
eépecially the anticipated increased use of insulation, this trend
is expected to continue. While the plan includes no mandatory
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3.

natural gas conservation measures, existing and proposed governmental
regulations to reduce consumption are included in the Draft EIR
(pages 6.11-31 - 6.11-34), and the plan's emphasis on twinhome/
townhame development and garden apartments (as opposed to detached
single family development) is also oriented toward decreased
consumption. While the probable increased cost of natural gas

does have the potential for social impact, as indicated in the
Final EIR, the required “lifeline rates" will reduce this impact
(see Final EIR, Section 6.11). With regard to the selection

of an ING site, the Final EIR has been revised based on more recent
information.

Comment: . The energy conservation measures included in Section 6.1
(page 6.11-27 to 6.11-41) of the Draft EIR are not a part of the
general plan.

Response: It is explained in Section 6.11 of the Draft EIR that

in addition to plan policies, several different types of mitigation
measures are included. Pages 6.11-27 to 6.11-41 in the Draft EIR
include governmental regulations which are in effect or are to be
adopted, as well as ordinance changes which could result in energy
savings, should they be required or encouraged by the utilities.
The State EIR Guidelines (Section 15143) require that both measures
which are proposed to be included and measures which could reasonably
be expected to reduce adverse impacts be included. The various
types of measures are to be considered during the preparation of
the Energy Element of the general plan.

Southern California Association of Governments

v l .

Comment: The Draft EIR does not make clear how the energy mitigation
measures will be implemented. '
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Response: See comment #3 under Citizens Planning Council above;

the Energy Element of the general plan is to develop short and

long range energy plans including implementation measures.

Kern County Planning Department

B
g

l.

The

Comment: The Draft EIR does not clearly state energy demands

for Los Angeles City and County, and, specifically, it does
not indicate where the power which would have been supplied by the

Palo Verde and San Joaquin Nuclear Projects will be obtained.

Response: The Draft EIR does supply information as to the power »
demands of Los Angeles City and County (pages 6.11-1 to 6.11—3).’
With regard to new sources of supply, the Draft EIR was prepared
prior to the recent decisions on the Palo Verde and San Joaquin
projects. The Department of Water and Power is presently
investigating alternative means of supplying power, although no
specific projects have been proposed to replace these sources.
SCEC is proposing to develop a coal and petroleum coke generating
station. However, as is noted in the Draft EIR, the ERCDC is

responsible for assuring adequate supplies of electricity. (See

‘'Final EIR, Section 6.11.)

l.

City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

Comment: We do not intend to retire any hyroelectric generating

facilities in the near future.

Response: The Final EIR has been revised to reflect this fact.
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Archaeological/Historical/Paleontological Sites

Natural History Museum

l.

Comment: The statement that there are 150 officially recognized

historic sites is misleading and erroneous; the general plan does
not include any criteria for the protection of cultural heritage
resources; the Draft EIR should recognize the historic district
concept.

Response: The Setting of the Final EIR — Section 5.12 -~ has been

revised to indicate that over 1,000 sites are currently being

evaluated, and that more potential sites are located within the

-county. The statement relating to criteria for the protection of

cultural heritage resources has been deleted and the Final EIR
(Section 5.12) also has been revised to reflect the historic
district concept.

Association of Environmental Professionals

l.

Comment: The discussion of historical resources is devoted to
specific sites, not to areas or neighborhoods of potential historic

significance.

Response: See response to comment #1 by the Natural History Museum
above.

Comment: The plan's recycling could have a negative impact on the
historical integrity of neighborhoods. .

Response: The Final EIR (Sections 6.12 and 10.12) has been revised

to reflect this comment.
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Scenic Qualities

Association of Environmental Professionals

1. Comment: The Setting Section for visual quality should be

rewritten to eliminate writer bias; the Draft EIR should indicate

what percentage of total scenic lands would be developed, and
discuss the relative ability of different types of terrain to
absorb visual modification; the discussion of impact of recycling
on scenic éualities should indicate that strict code enforcement

could result in the abandonment of otherwise souhd structures.

Response: It is acknowledged that the Draft FIR's scenic QUalities
setting is oriented more toward the notable as opposed to the
commonplace, based on the assumption that the more unusual (notable)
tends to be more scenic. However, the Final EIR has been revised
to note that scenic qualities are highly subjective (see Section
5.13 of Final EIR). The comment that strict code enforcement could
result in the abandonment of otherwise sound structures where exact

conformance would be economically infeasible has been incorporated

kS into the Final EIR (Section 6.13). The acreage of scenic lands
affected by urban expansion was discussed in the Draft EIR in

oy

Section 6.13. 'The Final EIR includes a discussion of the effects

of urban expansion, infill, recycle, and rural development on scenic

Jroen

qualities (see Section 6.13). !

Citizens Planning Council

1. Comment: Transfer of densities will be a growth-inducing measure

s

and not a mitigation measure to preserve scenic qualities unless

closely controlled by hillside management specifications and a

fpestnny

strict slope/density formula.
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Response: The plan's hillside management provisions (see Section
6.13 of Final EIR) provide slope/density formulas as well as a
required minimum amount of land retained in a natural or open
condition, and a series of standards/conditions for development.
Therefore, it is maintained that transfer of densities will not

be growth-inducing.

Coalition for Los Angeles County Planning In the Public Interest

1. Comment: The EIR must address the issue of scenic areas and the

impacts of urban expahsion.

Response: The Draft EIR included a discussion of the impacts of
urban expansion on scenic qualities in terms of an ESRI model for
areas of high scehic quality in the south county and areas of
various slope in the north county. The Final EIR (Section 6.13)
has been revised to indicate encroachment of potential infill
development into hilly areas and areas of high scenic quality.
Mitigation measures are also provided. The Final EIR indicates
. that the loss of agricultural lands represents the loss of

a scenic resource.
Land Use

Association of Environmental Professionals

1. Comment: The Draft EIR's base line level of growth should be made
more explicit and Figures 6-55 and 6~59 should be combined to allow

a comparison of pre —and post-recycling uses.

Response: The Final EIR (Section 6.14) has been revised to reflect

these comments.
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Communities

Association of Environmental Professionals

1. Comment: A potential negative effect of rehabilitation on businesses

is that merchants may be unable to afford to operate in newly rebuilt

1 areas; infilling will have many of the same impacts as recycling.

Response: These comments have been incorporated into Section 6.15
of the Final EIR. ' A

2. Comment: A map of communities within the county might be instructive.
Response: It is felt that a map on a scale which could be reproduced
in the EIR would not be appropriate ~ — some communities would be
lost at this scale. In addition, the discussion of communities in
the Draft and Final EIR is not limited to geographic location.

Population

Center for Law in the Puplic Interest

1. Comment: There is a discrepancy between the fertility rate per

woman of child-bearing age of 1.8 given on page 6.16-1 of the Draft
£x EIk, and that of 1.92 yiven in the plan. '

Response: The Draft EIR (Preliminary General Plan) was based
on a fertility rate of 1.92 children per woman of childbearing
age (the-figure of 1.8 given on page 6.16-1 was a typographical
error). However, the Final EIR is based on a rate of 2.00

children per woman of child-bearing age (see Section 6.16)."
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Governmental Revenue

City of Cerritos

1.

Comment: The EIR should consider, analyze and appraise the effects

of the Jarvis-Gann and Behr tax reform initiatives.

Response: The Final EIR (Section 6.22) examines effects on govern-
mental revenue, including the property tax as affected by the
approval of Proposition 13 (the Jarvis-Gann initiative).

Comment: See comment of City of Cerritos above.

Response: See response to comment of City of Cerritos above.

: Tfansportation

Malibu Township Council

l.

Comment: The statements in the Setting Section (Section 5.23)
relating to the capabilities of the transportation system to serve
almost all of the citizens' travel needs (page 5-95) are inaccurate
and the statements made in the first paragraph on page 5-97 relating
to the automobile should be stricken. A

Response: The Final EIR has been revised to reflect these comments
(see Section 5.23).

Comment: Section 6.23 in the Draft EIR neglects the plan‘s

transporation-created impacts on local congestion, energy consumption
and air quality reduction.
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Response: The Draft EIR reflected the County Road Department's
conclusion that, based on an analysis of current travel patterns
and the plan's projected population, housing and employment growth,
travel patterns and magnitudes should change very little by the
year 2000. Several mitigation measures (plan policies and
recommended actions) listed in Section 6.23 of the Final EIR

are oriented toward decreasing existing congestion problems.

In terms of energy consumption and air quality impacts, the Draft
and Final EIR do discuss transportation-created effects.

Section 6.11 includes a discussion of year 2000 projected mobile
usage, based on projected auto and bus VMT and fuel usage, and
indicates a reduction of fuel usage. Section 6.6 includes projected
year 2000 mobile source emissions based on general plan population,
occupied dwelling units and employment data. A reduction in mobile

source emissions (Figure 6-33) is indicated.

3. Comment: The EIR should include a discussion of the impact of
Palmdale Airport on increased energy consumption by autos and

aircraft.

Response: The 12 MAP projected for Palmdale Airport-would require
21.46 million gallons of gasoline annually, as compared to 16.99
million gallons of gasoline annually if alternate airports were

b , used. to absorb the 12 MAP (these figures represent auto and bus
fuel uSage in trips to and from, rather than within PalmdalebAirport,
as it is assumed that terminal facility fuel requirements, including
aircraft fuel usage, would be the same whether or not Palmdale
Airport is built). The 21.46 million gallons annually represent

an average daily usage of 0.059 million gallons, or‘about'one percent
of the 4.3 million gallons per day given for total motor vehicle
energy consumption in the Draft EIR. However, since 16.99 million

gallons annually, or 0.047 million gallons average daily usage
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represents the fuel used for auto and bus WMT to and from other
airports absorbing the MAP demand, the 4.67 million annual gallons
difference, or 0.012 million gallons average daily usage represents
the actual additional fuel usage above and beyond what would be
generated whether or not Palmdale Airport were built — or less
than a fraction of one percent of the 4.3 million gallons per day

of the total motor vehicle energy consumption given in the Draft EIR.

In temms of aircraft activity fuel usage, 25 million annual gallons
are estimated by 1995, with another 4.46 million annual gallons

used by vehicles serving these aircraft and vehicular traffic within
the éirport; the attendent airport facilities will require 2.4
million annual galions. ‘

However, these energy requirements are estimated to occur equally

at other airport sites, if Palmdale Airport is not built. (See
Volumes four and five of the Final Environmental Impact Statement

for Palmdale International Airport -- January 1978, prepared by

Arthur D. Little for a discussion of energy requirements both within
and to and from the airport).

Citizens Planning Council

1.

Comment: An ahalysis is needed of the plan's impact on traffic
congestion and the impact of Palmdale Airport on automobile
and airplane fuel consumption.

Response: See responses to comments #2 and #3 by Malibu Township
Council above.

Comment: The EIR should include a‘discussion of the effects of

“the Master Plan of Highways and Arterial Highway Network."
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Response: The plan has been amended to reflect highways only within
urbanized and urban expansion areas; the analysis of urban expansion
in terms of loss of resources (see Sections 6.8, 6.9, 6.10, 6.11,
6.13) reflects the extension of infrastructure, including highways,
within urban expansion areas. Proposed highways are not shown
within rural areas.

Comment: The transportation setting (p. 595 to 5-103) needs to
reflect problems of transit dependency; the pro-automobile bias
should be deleted; statistics on auto, bus, truck, air and train
modes regarding energy, emissions and cost per_passénger mile are
needed.

Response: The setting in the Final EIR has been amended to indicate
the problems of the transit—-dependent, and to eliminate the pro-
automobile "bias". Statistics on the various types of travel modes
have not been included, given the lack of availability of this
information for all modes, the number of assumptions required, and
the time required to generate the data.

Association of Environmental Professionals

1.

Comment: The role the freeway system has played in development
should be included in the setting (Section 5.23); the proposed
Route 138 and 48 freeways could be growth-inducing. Transit

- alternatives other than the bus should be discussed; the controversy

surrounding completion of the Long Beach Freeway should be mentioned;
the plan's provision for deep draft vessel facilities at the ports

may result in the release of heavy metals.
Response: A brief description of the role the freeways have played

in development has been included in the Final EIR (Section 5.23).
With regard to the proposed Route 138 and 48 Freeways, these routes
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are generally considered to be by-pass freeways and are not

considered to be growth-inducing. They will serve traffic traveling

between central and northern California and points east. This

information has been incorporated into the Final EIR (Section 6.23),

With reference to the completion of the Long Beach Freeway, the
Final EIR has been revised to indicate that there is controversy
surrounding completion of the freeway in the South Pasadena area,
on the basis of the community disruption generated. Finally, the
Final EIR has also been revised to indicate that the dredging of
the harbors may result in the release of heavy metals which could
~adversely affect marine life. With regard to transporation
alternatives to the bus, see response to comment #2 by the Center
for Law in the Public Interest under Alternatives to Fhe Propbsed

Project.

Coalition For Los Angeles County Planning In the Public Interest

1. Comment: The EIR does not discuss alternative modes of travel if
trip changes occur due to rapidly increasing fuel costs, energy

shortages or demands for air quality improvement.

Response: The EIR discusses impacts related to the plan, and
alternatives to the plan, rather than the impacts of other events

which may occur independently of the plan.

2. Comment: The EIR does not adequately address the environmental

impacts of the automobile in terms of land use, air quality, noise

and safety issues, nor does it offer sufficient mitigation measures,

nor alternative transportation options in sufficient detail.
Response: As indicated in the Draft EIR, the plan emphasizes a

concentrated form of development which is reflected in the land

use pattern and the air quality analysis. The VMT resulting from
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this land use pattern is discussed in Section 6.23 of the Final EIR,
the air quality analysis in Section 6.6. Transportation noise is
discussed in Section 6.5. Safety issues are not discussed, given
the lack of measureable impact at the generalized level of the
plan. Mitigation measures are also provided in Section 6.23 of the
Final EIR. See response to comment #2 by the Center for Law in the
Public Interest under Alternatives To The Proposed Project with

regard to the consideration of alternative transportation options
(an explanation of the level at which alternatives were considered
is provided), as well as Section 6.23 in the Final EIR.

Comment: The EIR does not address the environmental problems that

can occur when trip behavior is altered by land use changes.

Response: The EIR addresses the transportation-related impacts of
the plan.

Comment: What is the impact of roads to serve urban and rural areas
(the Arterial Highways Network and Master Plan of Highways)
especially in hillside areas where hillside management regulations

do not apply? The growth-inducement issues must be addressed in

the EIR.

Response: See response to comment #2 by Citizens Planning Council
above. Growth-inducement is addressed im Section 13.0 of the Draft
and Final EIR.

Corment: The increase in VMT, clusters of congestion and shifting
travel patterns caused by changes flowing from local plans must

be measured in the EIR.

Response: See response to comment #2 by Malibu Township Council
above and Section 6.23 of the Final EIR.
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6. Comment: The EIR must reflect the alternatives that flow from the'

comunications impact on transporation.

Response: This is not considered to be an impact of the general
plan, and thus is not included in the EIR.

Liquid/Solid Waste Disposal

‘Citizens Planning Council

1. Comment: Specific minor suggestions relating to Map 5-18 and the

discussion of recycling on page 5-106 were made.

Response: These suggestions have been incorporated into the Setting
(Section 5.24) of the Final EIR.

State of California Department of Water Resources

1. Comment: Puente Hills should not be shown as a Class I landfill
site on the map on page 5-107.

Regponse: The map has been corrected in the Final EIR.

Coalition For Los Angeles County Planning In the Public Interest

1. Comment: The EIR is silent regarding recent EPA and State policy
decisions which require that Federal/State assistance in municipal
wastewater facility construction grants not be in conflict with
air quality goals.

Response: The Final EIR has been. amended to address this point
(see Section 6.7).
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Association of Environmental Professionals

l.

2

3

s

Coment: The county's liquid waste disposal system could accom—
modate the plan's additional population only if Hyperion and
JWPCP continue to dispose of primary sludge in the ocean,

and the additional sludge generated may have an adverse impact
on the ocean.

Response: See the discussion of water quality in Séctioh 6.7

of the Final EIR. JWPCP no longer discharges sludge into the
ocean — it is buried in landfills. -

The "208" and IA/OMA studies described in the Final EIR are

to make recommendations on ocean discharge of sludge. The
canpletion of these studies will allow é’more accurate assessment
of the effects of sludge on ocean watefs. It is true that

the Hyperion plant would have difficulty in disposing of its
sludge using sanitary landfills, as it currently has no location
where sludge could be dried before transport to léndfills.
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III.

COMMENTS ON SECTIONS 7.0 - 10.0 IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significant Adverse Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided (Section 7.0)

Malibu Township Council

l.

Comment: This section is not adequate, in that it ignores rural

and hillside development.

Response: Rural and hillside development are addressed in the Final
EIR (see Sections 3.2 and 6.13). Those effects considered to be
significant are addressed in Section 7.0 and the "Resolution of

the Regional Planning Commission of the County of Los Angeles
Approving a Major Revision to the General Plan of Los Angeles
County" (March 2, 1979).

Comment: We disagree that impacts related to geologic/seismic, soils,
flood/runoff and fire hazards can to a large extent be mitigated,

and that impacts on air quality and energy consumption are not

significant. -

Response: It is maintained that these impacts can be mitigated

to a larye extent, as explained in Sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4
It is acknowledgéd that there may be a potential significant effect
with reference to seismic hazard, unstable slopes, mudflow and fire
hazard, as explained in Section 7.0 of the Final EIR and the
resolution of the Regional Planning Commission (see response

to previous comment). As indicated in Sections 6.6 and 6.11

of the Draft and Final EIR, an overall improvement in air quality
and an overall decfease in energy usagelis expected over the
planning period.

Citizens Planning Council

Comment: The cumulative impact of development in rural and hillside
areas will pe significant.

14-44



2. Comment: Impacts related to development in hazardous areas
cannot be properly mitigated —— avoidance is the best mitigation.

In addition, air quality and energy impacts will be significant.

Response: See response to conment #2 by Malibu Township Council

above.
Alternatives To The Proposed Project (Sections 8.0, 9.0, 10.0)

Center For Law in the Public Interest

l. Comment: The EIR must contain sound reasons for the recommended

course of-action and the rejection of alternatives. It should

be revised to address Section 21002 of the Public Resources Code

- which reyuires that projects not be approved if there are feasible
3 alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would substan-
tially lessen the significant environmental effects, unless
specific economic, social or. other considerations make such

alternatives or mitigation measures infeasible.

Response: These issues are dealt with in the resolution of the

Reyional Planning Commission (see_response to coament #1 on

page 14-44) and the paper "Genesis of the General Plan Policy
Direction" by the Department of Regional Planning (see Appendix
B)-

.2. Comment: The possibility of using a lower "overage", particularly
in the urban frinye and rural areas, should be addressed in detail

in the EIR as an alternative to the plan as proposed.
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3.

Response: Sections 9.0 and 10.0 of the Draft EIR dealt with

alternatives to the proposed plan. These alternatives were
considered by the Regional Planning Commission prior to their
recommendation on the plan itself. The alternatives were developed
to provide an identification of the range of potential impacts
involved, at the early stages of the project. Alternatives to the
plan as a whole were considered, rather than alternatives to each
individual impact. The alternatives considered did include higher
and lower population levels, as well as greater or lesser levels
of development at the urban fringes (as opposed to older developed
areas), in addition to several other aspects. With reference to

the land demand/land suppy question, see Appendix C.

Commente The EIR should address eight additional alternatives

in detail, including (1) making planning area population projection
allocations more in line with stated policies and with S.C.A.G.

and L.A. City figures; (2) matching population projections more
closely to land use designations, so that a recommended SCAG
maximum of 25% overage on a planning-area-by-planning-area basis

is followed; (3) incorporating a phasing mechanism into the plan:
(4) revising the land use designations so that no urban expansion
or infill is permitted in hazard/natural resource areas, and
particularly so that no higher than "low" residential densities

are permitted; (5) developing more restrictive resource management
standards/densities; (6) scaling back the 73,400 acres of urban
expansion to the projected demand fiqure of 38,000 acres;

(7) utilizing higher residential land use densities and a greater
emphasis on multiple dwelling units particularly in the urban fringe
planning areas; and (8) revising the persons per dwelling unit
assumption to be more in keeping with the SCAG and L.A. City

- projections, thus requiring fewer new dwelling units.
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Response: Four project-level alternatives to the plan were
considered (see response to coment #2 above — previous comment).
With regard to the methodology used in the plan's population and
land use allocations, see Appendix A —— "Methodology For Developing
Year 2000 Population, Housing, Employment and Land Use Projections
For the Revised Los Angeles County General Plan". The reasons

for using the mapped "supply" figure rather than the lower
"demand" figure are explained in Section 3.2 of the Final EIR.

The plan capacity issue is discussed in Appendix C. The plan's
projected persons per dwelling unit figure is explained in the
response to camment #6 of the Center for Law in the Public
Interest under "General Comments". As indicated, the projected
persons per dwelling unit figure is in agreement with SCAG's
projection.

Comment: The supporting facts and data underlying the Department
of Regional Planning's report "Methodology for Developing
Alternative Projections" of March 11, 1977, as well as the report
itself, should be included in the EIR.

Response: This report, along with the supporting data on which it
is based, are on file in the General Policies Section at the
Department of Regional Planning. Briefly, the report documents
the major steps taken in the preparation of projections for the
four countywide general plan alternatives, and identifies major
underlying assumptions. - Projections were made on a countywide
basis for population, housing, employment and land use, and were
allocated to the 14 planning areas. A description of the detailed
methodological steps taken in developing the alternative forecasts

is included in the report.
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Citizens Planning Council

l.

Comment: With reference to Sectibn 9.0 (No Project Alternative),
the overaye comparison between the plan and EDG does not make
sense —- the EDG overage is given as 10 percent (compared to the
plan's 18 percent). But the EDG was much more restrictive,

accommodating 1.5 million more people on 17,000 fewer acres of land.

Response: The comparison between the EDG and recommended plan has
been deleted from Section 9.0 in the Final EIR. Since the EDG did
not establish densities, it was felt that this comparison could
not legitimately be made. The "overage" issue is discussed in
Appendix C of the Final EIR.

Coument: Section l0.0/(Comparativé Impact Analysis of Alternatives)

should include data from the EDG and the proposed plan, in order

to be useful for comparison purposes.

Response: A general comparison of the EDG and the proposed plan —-
in terms of population and overage, areas of projected growth,
protection of sensitive areas, and services —— was included in
Section 9.0 - No Project Alternative - of the Draft EIR. Because
the EDG did not establish density standards, it would be difficult
and speculative to provide a more detailed comparison to the
proposed plan. With regard to a comparison of the plan with the
four alternatives discussed in Section 10.0, this was not considered
practical or of value, given the fact that the four alternatives
were analyzed at a different level of detail prior to the time the
plan direction was chosen. The analysis of the alternatives
provided an indication of-the range of potential impacts, given the

different population levels and land use patterns (see Section 10.0).
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Malivbu Township Council

l.

Comment: The overage comparison with the EDG is not correct; the
EDG assuned a yreater population growth and higher total population,
all with less urbanized land. Also, the comparison of EDG and plan
errors in neylecting the development in rural hillside areas
allowed in the plan. '

Response: See response to comment #1 by Citizens Planning Council
above.,

Coalition For Los Angeles County Planning In the Public Interest

l.

Corment: The EIR does not adequately cover alternatives to urban
expansion onto unstable slopes, existing agricultural land or
nillside land, the alternatives of separatinyg unincorporated areas
population from population in cities, or of adding 25 percent
overaye to the existing unincorporated population of 1,000,000 to

represent an overaye of 1,250,000, or of allocating land uses and

determining overage on a subregional basis, are not covered.

Response: See response to comment #2 and 3 by the Center for
Law in the Public Interest above. The Final EIR has been revised

to reflect effects on hazards/resources within unincorporated as
opposed to incorporated areas.

E}mmwnt: The EIR should include a discussion of alternative methods

for population projection, land use allocation and determining

overage.

Response: See responses to comments #2 and 3 by the Center
For Law in the Public Interest above on pages 14-46 and 14-47.
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METHODOLOGY FOR DEVELOPING YEAR 2000
POPULATION, HOUSING, IMPLOYMENT AND IAND USE PROJECTIONS

FOR THE REVISED LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

A. Introduction
Briefly sumarized is the methodology used to develop
the population, housing, employment and land use projections.
Identified are the general approach, principles and
methodologies used to develop the projections contained
in the Preliminary General Plan (January, 1978). Also
discussed are the subsequent revisions made to update
these projectiohs and derive those contained in the

Proposed General Plan (March, 1979).

B. General Approach and Principles

This section reviews the general principles applied in
developing the projections.

1. Projections are Based on an Analysis of Alternatives

Projections for the General Plan are based on an
analysis of alternative projections which bracketed

the various arowth possibilities. For example, an
analysis of alternative population projections indicated
a population growth range of 7 to 8 million people by the
year 2000.

2. Projections are Population Based

Population projections are the foundation of the various

general plan forecasts. Population projections were
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developed first, with housing and employment projections
developed ;ext; ’Finally, land‘use projections were
prépared,‘uéinq the foundation provided by the housing
and employment forecasts.

"Tow Down" Approach (Progression from the General to the

Specific)

For the population, housing and employment projections,
estimates were developed first for the entire County and
then allocated to specific planning areas.

"Bottom Up" Approach (Progression from the Specific to the

General)

With regard to land use, projections were developed first
by planning areas and subsequently aggregated to develop
the countywide projection.

Policy Modification of Extrapolated Trends

Preparation of the projections involved the extrapolation
of recent and long term trends into the future and their

modification by proposed plan policies.

Summary of Specific Methodologies

This section summarizes specific methodologies used to develop

population, housing, employment and land use projections.

l.

Population

A two-phased approach was used in developing population
projections for the County. The first phase involved the
preparation of a countywide projection for the year 2000.

The second phase involved allocation of the countywide
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forecast to the 14 planning areas.

Countywide projections were developed through the use
of a "cohort survival" model (the Chevan Model). This
model was used to generate a countywide estimate by
applying projections of birth, death and migration
rates to the benchmark (1975) population. Birth and
death rates are extensions of recent trends. Assumed
migration rates reflect the policy of encouraging middle

income families to remain in Los Angeles County.

The allocation of the_year 2000 countywide projection

to the 14 planning areas was prepared by a DRP staff

team after considering recent trends in the planning

areas, land capability, service availability and

proposed plan policy. The decision process involved

the application of proposed plan policy to a supply/

demand model with suitable land and available services
representing the supply factor, and growth trends reflecting
demand factors. Allocations to plaﬁnind areas thus represent
varying degrees of policy intervention in the supply/demand
(market) situation existing within each planning area.
Housing

Countywide housing projections were developed initially

and then allocated to planning areas in a manner analogous

to the development of population projections.



Total county housing units projected for the year 2000
were estimated by applying an assumed average number

of persons per dwelling unit to the year 2000 population.
The assumed average persons per dwelling unit was derived
by an analysis of trends in household size and their
extrapolation into the future. This was supplemented

by a projection of household formations in the per iod

up to the year 2000, giving an estimate of the probable
demand for hodsing as implied by the population projection.
A comparison of the year 2000 projection with the 1975
housing stock permittedvc51culation of net change from

1975 to 2000.

A countywide projection of new housing construction was
also developed. This was derived by projecting demolitions
to the year 2000, based on an extrapolation of recent trends
modified by proposed plan policy. Demolitions were added

to net change from 1975 to 2000 to estimate new construction.

The allocation of countywide projections to planning areas
was carried out by a staff team in a manner similar to the
subarea allocation of population. The projection of total
units by type, housing construction and housing demolitions
was allocated to planning areas after analyzing trends,
land capability, service system capacity and applying
proposed plan policy. An analysis of the trends indicated

the demand factors, while capability and service availablility
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analysis indicated the supply of suitable sites for housing.
The imposition of policy was essentially an intervention in
a supply/demand (market) situation.

Employment Projections

As in the case of population and housing projections,
employment projections were initially developed for
the County and then allocated to planning areas.
Projected labor force participation was developed

by applying assumptions of future male and female

labor force participation rates to projected population.

“The assumed participation rates were based on an analysis

of recent trends and their extrapolation. The projected
labor force represents the supply of labor.. Future
unemployment was projected by analyzing and extrapolating
trends and modifying this by the application of proposed
plan policy. The total number of jobs (demand for labor)
was projected in the same manner as unemployment, i.e.,

policy modification of anticipated trends.

The allocation of jobs to planning areas was based on ‘
an analysis of trends (indicating demand for jobs) and

an analysis of the supply of sites (locations) suitable
for the location of jobs. This was performed by a staff
team that used proposed plan policy to modify the supply/

demand factors identified above.



Land Use

Land use projections were developed for the various
planning areas and aggregated to derive a countywide
estimate. Projections of residential land demand were
based on the application of anticipated future housing

densities to projected housing units by type. The

projections of commercial and industrial land were derived

by the application of future worker densities to
projections of jobs. Anticipated residential densities
and worker densities were estimated from an analysis of
trends modified by policy. Open space projections were
based on an examination of open space opportunities and
proposals in relation to the existing pattern of land
use and trends in the population and urban growth.
Agricultural land projections were derived from an

analysis of trends as modified by policy.

Land use projectioﬁs were developed for the three major
development processes: recycling, infilling and new
urban expansion. They were as follow:

a) Recycling was estimated on the basis of demolition
and rebuilding. Demolitions (mainly residential
demolitions) are based on trends as modified by
proposed plan policy. Rebuilding on cleared land

is governed largely by policy.
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b) Infilling of vacant lands is based partly on the
available supply of suitable land and the local
demand for land modified by proposed plan policy.

c) New urban expansion is based on the balance between

the supply of suitable, accessible land, and the
demand for land. The supply/demand situation was

modified in accordance with proposed plan policy.

Update of'Projections from the Preliminary General Plan

. The projections for the Preliminary General Plan, using the

aforementioned methodology, were based largely on t;end data
taken from the 1970 - 1975 period. The projectionsvwere
subsequently revised to reflect more up-to-date trend data
from the 1975 - 1978 period and ongoing public and staff
reviews. In addition, limited modifications were made to
the projections to ensure consistency with newly developed
growth forecasts used for the Regional Air Quality and "208"
Water Quality Plans. As a result, the population figures
contained in the Proposed General Plan were increased to

7,808,000.

The revised population projections in the Proposed Plan
reflect an overall 11% increase in countywide population
from 1975 to 2000; whereas the Preliminary General Plan

indicated a growth of 10%. This change was made to reflect

an update in the fertility birth rates, from the 1975 estimate

of 1.92, used in the Preliminary Plan to a 1976 estimate of
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2.00, used in the Proposed Plan. The allocation of the
projection increases were made in a manner similar to the

previously described methodology.

The housing projections were increased to reflect additional
new construction of both low and medium density units. This
change was based on the population increase as well as an
updated figure for the average household size. Also the
distribution among the number of units requiring routine
maintenance, heévy maintenance and rehabilitation was shifted,
based on new information on housing conditions and the concern
for préserving a sufficient number of existing units to meet

future housing needs.

Finally, employment figures were changed to reflect the need
for more jobs derived from the larger resident labor force.
Employment by industry type was also modified to reflect the
1975 to 1978 trends.
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GENESIS OF THE GENERAL PLAN POLICY DIRECTION

The alternatives represented four general options for the future
of Los Angeles County. They were developed to aid decision making
by the Regional Planning Commission on the policy direction for
the revised General Plan. Also, the alternatives were designed

to bracket a range of realistic growth possibilities or strategies
and provide a generalized analysis of the impacts of each policy

direction.

The number of alternatives was purposely limited to four to
facilitate both public understanding and discussion. Also, it
was felt that additional alternatives would only serve to confuse
rather than clarify. |

The four plan alternatives had two basic dimensions: population
level and urban pattern. Two population levels--seven and eight
million, and two urban patterns—-—concentrated and dispersed,
were considered. By combining the two population levels and

the two urban patterns, four alternatives were derived and
designated as 'A', 'B', 'C' and 'D'.

Alternative A emphasized a stable population and a continuation
of a traditional low density urban development. Similarly,
Alternative B emphasized a stable population, but in a more
concentrated pattern of urban development with the filling ih
of existing suburban areas and rehabilitation of older urban
areas. Alternative C represented moderate population growth in
a dispersed development pattern, while Alternative D considered
the same population growth projection in a more conéentrated
pattern of urban development.

Each of the four alternatives was built upon an analysis of the
interrelationship between population, land use, the economy,
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natural resources, the environment, transportatioh and services.

The alternatives allowed for the testing of these interrelationships
and compared their potential impacts (i.e., continuing population
and economic growth versus maintenance of the existing population
and employment levels, concentration of new development in or

near existing urban areas versus low density accommodation of

new development in fringe and dispersed areas).

However, it should be noted that from the very beginning of the
alternatives process, there was a recognition that the revised
General Plan would not necessarily adhere to any one alternative
in its original form. The alternatives were always. viewed as
bracketing a range of options from which a preferred policy
direction could be determined. 1In fact, the tabloid, "Alternative
Directions for Los Angeles County", "... recognized that no one
is likely to be entirely satisified with any one of the four
alternative directions..." (p. 5). Furthermore, the report
suggested means by which the alternatives could be altered to
produce a more acceptable approach, including elaborating on or
varying from a given alternative or combining different

features of two or more of the alternatives.

It was anticipated that actual selection or development of a
policy direction would be based on the insights derived from
assessment of the impacts of the alternatives. The assessment
process involved an analysis of the four alternatives to test
their reliability and feasibility, impact analysis studies
conducted with the aid of consultants and a series of discussions
and reviews by the staff and public.

The underlying basis of the analysis was a comparative evaluation,
using the following general criteria:

- The relative effectiveness in meeting needs;

- The relative social, economic and environmental impacts;

~ The public preferences among the alternatives; and,

- The feasibility of implementing the alternatives.
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These evaluations are contained in several departmental working
papers and documents, including "Alterhative Directions for Los
Angeles", (Tabloid, Los Angeles, December, 1976) and, "Impact
Analysis of General Plan Alternatives, Volumes I, II and III
(Report prepared for Los Angeles County Departmént of Regional
Planning by McDonald and Grefe, Inc.; Sedway/Cooke and others,
San Francisco, 1977). As indicated in these studies, the
alternatives were reviewed singly, by evaluafing how each
alternative would impact on the criteria; ahd comparatively,

in terms of the benefits to be derived from the selection of one
alternative over another. A summary of these evaluations were
subsequently submitted as background information to the Regional
Planning Commission on February 15, 1977 in a report entitled,
"Shaping the Future of Los Angeles County".

In summary, the Commission's final decision on the policy
direction and subsequent guidelines to be used in preparation
of the General Plan were based on:

- The preparation of the "Alternative Directions for Los
Angeles County" report, and the analysis of the responses
of several hundred people received after a wide distribution
of the report; , ‘ } ‘

- Discussions of the report with advisory groups, cities,
regional and state agencies and the‘'public at large through
"town meetings" held throughout the County;

- An opinion survey of a randomly selected sample of County
residents;

- The comparative evaluation of the plan alternatives;

- An evaluation of city and unincorporated area and community
planning programs; and,

- Public testimony from citizens and representatives of public
agencies and other groups.



After having considered all of the above input, the Commission
found: ' ‘ |

- An apparent consensus that a more concentrated pattern of
urban development focused on suitable target areas will best
meet the County's critical needs and reduce adverse impacts;

- Substantial evidence that a strengthened local economy is
needed to stimulate private reinvestment in deteriorating
areas as well as other parts of the County;

- Preference for a population target for the County, predicated
on natural population increase (i.e., a policy which neither
promotes in-migration nor forces out-migration).

- A strong desire on the part of local communities that their
plans be recognized in the Countywide General Plan; and

~ General support for protecting the environment, including
the conservation of water, energy and air quality, to
provide an improved quality of 1life.

Thus, the Commission established on March 16, 1977 a policy direction
to promote a more concentrated urban pattern of development focused
in suitable locations, to accept moderate population growth resulting
from natural increase, to strengthen the economy and to slow out-

migration from existing urban areas.

The Commission's policy direction and guidelines were within the
bounds specified by the four plan alternatives and, indeed,
represented a mixture of the four alternative strategies. As

with the alternatives, the policy direction focused on the level

and distribution of population growth and the pattern of urban
development. However, the Commission did not reach a consensus

on a specific population target for the year 2000; instead, it
directed that population projections be based on natural population
increase and the reversal of the then prevailing trend of population

losses from the County.
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The Commission's position on urban form centered on concentrating
and focusing new urban and outlying development into suitable

and specifically defined target areas throughout the County.

This aspect of the policy direction represents a combination

of the four alternatives. It attempts to ensure the revitalization
of older urban areas while recognizing current urban dispersal
trends by allowing growth, in a contained manner, in urban fringe
areas. Also, the concentration of new development was specified
to encourage more efficient utilization of public services and
facilities, reduce energy consumption and improve air and water
quality. |

Consequently, the ‘development strategy for existing urban areas
emphasizes the infilling of bypassed vacant parcels, extensive
rehabilitation and selective recycling of older deteriorated '
urban areas to more intensive uses. With regard to urban fringe
areas, the strategy is to direct urban development to suitable
non-urban lands, particularly those already provided with, or

in close proximity to, urban services. In combination, these
complementary strategies are designed to effectively reverse

such existing trends as: older area deterioration, abandonment
and the by-passing of buildable urbanized areas.

A complete statement of the Commission's policy direction can
be found in the document entitled: "Resolution of Fhe Regional
Planning Commission of the County of Los Angeles Establishing
Policy Direction for the Revised General Plan", (Working Paper,
Los Angeles, March 16, 1977).



APPENDIX C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS PEKRTAINING TO THE CONCEPT OF
PLAN CAPACITY/OVERAGE AS SET FORTH IN THE JANUARY 1978
PRELIMINARY GENERAL-PLAN
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I. Introduction & Summary

The following discussion constitutes a response to testimony submitted

during public hearings on the Preliminary General Plan relative to the
concept of Effective Plan Capacity. Broadly outlined, the content
of this discussion is as follows.

- Definitions of terms and phrases utilized throughout the
following materials are provided to assist the reader
in understanding the concept discussed.

— A summary of testimony submitted regarding the concept of
Effective Plan Capacity is provided.

- Based on a careful re-evaluation, major deficiencies in the
concept of plan capacity are identified and discussed. As a
result of these deficiencies, it is concluded that the .
population-oriented plan capacity concept does not adequately
serve its intended objective, and is not applicable on a
countywide basis.

— Recognizing the underlying objective of plan capacity analysis,
and its relationship to State planning law, an alternative
concept is suggested involving a comparative analysis of plan
policies relative to projected land demand vis-a-vis allocated
land supply. (However, it is noted that even this analysis
is limited by the probable error associated with making long-
term projections of demand.)

- The relationship between projected land demands and allocated
land supplles for selected major planning areas within the
County is presented and dlscussed.

- Finally, 1dent1f1ed land demand/supply relatlon hips are
discussed w1th1n the context of proposed Plan p011c1es addressing
future qrowth and development within Los Angeles County. Such
recommended policies and action programs are designed to insure
that; (1) future development occurs in a manner consistent
with stated plan policies and objectives; (2) social, economic,
and environmental costs associated with new urban expansion
are minimized; and (3) the existing urban service and facility
infrastructure created as a result of past public and private
investment is efficiently utilized; thus, premature (unnecessary)
conversion of open space lands to urban use is avoided. .




II. Definitions
The following definitions are provided in order to clarify the meaning
of terms and phrases utilized in this response to testimony.

Plan Capacity

Plan Capacity, sometimes referred to as Population Holding Capacity,
is defined as the total number of people who could be accomodated
within Los Angeles County (i.e., housed, employed, etc.) should all
lands be developed in accordance with the use type and intensity
parameters established by General Plan Policy. ’

Two variations of this term include Maximum Theoretical Capacity and
Effective Plan Capacity. They are defined as follows.

Maximum Theoretical Capacity

Maximum Theoretical Capacity is defined as the total number of people
who could be accomodated within Los Angeles County should all lards
be developed to the maximum intensity authorized by General Plan
policy.

- Effective Plan Capacity

Effective Plan Capacity is defined as the total number of people who
could be accomodated within Los Angeles County should all lands be
developed at an intensity estimated on the basis of current con-
ditions, development practices and trends. The Effective Plan
Capacity assumes an overall intensity of development less-than-the-
maximum authorized by plan policy.

PHEL Projections

This term refers to quantified projections of future Population,
Housing, and Employment levels, and projected Land acreage necessary
to accomodate anticipated growth. Such projections constitute an
estimate of future conditions and growth levels based upon past
experience, and assumptions about future trends as influenced by
proposed Plan policies.

Overage

Overage, sometimes referred to as Excess Plan Capacity, is defined as
the difference between the population level anticipated or projected

by General Plan policy, and the Plan's population holding capacity as
calculated on either a Maximum Theoretical or Effective basis.



III. Summary of Testimony

During the public hearings held on the Preliminary General Plan,
testimony was submitted regarding alleged deficiencies in the concept of
Effective Plan Capacity/Overage as presented in the cduntywide Land Use
Element. According to the testimony and subsequent written statements,
the concept was deficient for three primary reasons. First, the projected
population growth used as a baseline for calculating overage was said

to be inflated and without‘support. Second, the overall concept of
Effective Plan Capacity was characterized aéﬁlitfle_mqre than speculation
as to a "less—than-maximum" populationbpolding capacity( and as such,
wholly unacceptable. It was contended that instead, the_conéept should
address and disclose the haximum theoretical holding-capacity authorized
by the Plan. Finally, the methodology for calculating overage, i.e.;
measuring the diffefence between the projected year 2000 population'and
the effective Plan holding capacity was considered faulty. It was
suggested that the appropriate method incalcula;ing overage was to
measure the difference betweenAthe curreht population level and the
maximum theoretical holding capacity of the Plan, and to compare this

difference with anticipated or projected population growth.

III. Response to_Tgétimony

As a result of testimony submitted at public hearings, as well as comménts
and suggestions offered by the Regional Planning Commission during a
series of General Plan workshops, the overall concept of Plan Capacity
was carefully re-evaluated. Serious consideration was givep to the

relevance of capacity and overage statistics generated, as well as to the



fundamental purpose of developing such measurements. As a result of this
re-evaluation, it was apparent that some of the criticism voiced had

merit. It was equally apparent however, that alternative Plan capacity/
overaye concepts offered in testimony were themselves subject to similar

deficiencies.

V. Review of the Plan Capacity/Ovérage Concept
As sugyested in testimony offered by the Center for Law in the Public

Interest, "

quﬁ_ghat supply by projected population increases." When viewed from

tnis perspective, the concept of capacity/overage is promoted as an

analytical device for comparing land demands based on projected population,

hbusing, and employment levels, vis-a-vis land supply as reflected on
Plan policy maps allocating (or making available) land for various use
types and intensities. Such analysis should clearly identify the
relationship between textual policy statements and projections, aﬁd

mapped land use and development policies of the Plan.

The uncerlyiny objective of such a policy analysis can be related to State
planningy law. More specifically, this objective is relevant in terms of
those provisious of planniny law requiring internal consistency among both
mapped and textual policies, and in terms of the Open Space.Lands Act as
it related to the premature (unneeded) conversion of open space lands to
urban use. HoWéver,VWhiie the validity of the objective is ackhowledged,

the usetulness of the capacity/overage concept within this context is
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questionable. Moreover, the effectiveness of the concept in terms of

analyzing land demands vis-a-vis land supply, and relating this analysis

to State planning law, is diminished by three characteristic flaws:

1) The concept's focus on the comparison of potential population
levels, rather than the analysis of land demand vs. supply;

2) The inherent difficulties in a comparison of policy related
population assumptions (projections) with non-policy related
population assumptions (capacity); and:

3) The methodological problems of calculating and combining the
potential holding capacity of all lands within the County,
i.e., open space lands not proposed for future urban use, lands
already developed or substantially urbanized, and currently
vacant lands proposed for future urban development.

These conceptual deficiencies are discussed below.

1) If a fundamental purpose for conducting the plan capacity/overage
analysis is to compare projected land demand with alloqated land supply,
the 'population oriented' capacity analysis is at best an indirect pro-
cedure. Population statistics produced through such an exercise are

not only of questionable reliability, but are difficult to relate to the
provisions of State planning law. For example, population statistics in
themselves indicate little about potential plan .impacts relative to the

premature conversion of open space lands. Instead, total population

capacity figures must be reduced to the underlying assumptions identifying

anticipated household size and formation trends, estimated number of
housing units needed, assumed residential density patterns, and the
resulting quantity of new lands consumed for urban use. Depending on the
nature of such independent variables, a large total capacity figure
may have little or no relevange within the context of the Open Space

Lands Act.



2) The population capacity concept's usefulness in terms of analyzing
the internal consistency of Plan policies is also suspect due to the
inherent cowparison of policy based and non-policy based assumptions.
To expand upon this dichotomy it is necesSary to clarify the 'policy'
orientation of General Plan projections, and contrast them with the

speculative nature of capacity/overage calculations.

During the early phases of Plan preparation, the Regional Planning

Cowuission considered alternative growth parameters to guide formulation

of wore specific General Plan policies. As a result of this analysis,

the Commission adopted a position of neither forcing the out-migration

ot County residents, nor encourayging the in-migration of new.residents.

Instead, the Conmission established a strétegy of accepting (planning

for) moderate population growth equivalent to natural increase, as an

underlying tenent of the Plan. This position is reflected in the ;@
Population Growth and Distribution policies set forth in the first

chapter of the General Plan.

Based upon this policy direction, population projections were developed
for the year 20U00. These projections reflected an extrapolation of
current trends and conditions relative to population characteristics,
tertility rates, migration, etc., as modified by Plan policies addressing
environmental quality, urban form, and service availability. Essentially,
1t is the proposed policy of Los Angeles County to plan for and allocate
the necessary public resources ta accomodate a year 2000 population of
approximately 7.8 million people. Utilizing a series of assumptions
relative to residential density patterns, employment levels by type, and
associated land acreaye requirements, this policy based population
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projection was translated into Housing, Employment, and Land Use pro-

jections. *

Unlike the PHEL projections of the countywide General Plan, population
capacity figures are not rooted in, or derived from an extrapolation of
Plan policy. In fact, a number of assumptions utilized in calculating
capacity and overage figures are themselves contrary to articulated

Plan policies. For example, it is not the intent of General Plan policy
that all lands identified for possible future urban use will be provided
with the public services and facilities necessary to support urbanization
by the year 2000. Nor is it the policy of the Plan to authorize develop-
ment of all suéh lands at the maximum intensity preécribed. Furthermore,
the Plan does not anticipate, proﬁote, or authorize development of non—
wrban lands within the County without concern as to the presence of
significant natural resources or identified threats to public health

and safety.

In short, the assumﬁtions underlying plan capacity calculations do not
reflect the policy intent of the Plan, but rather represent speculation
as to future growth and development trends should the policies of the
Plan be largely ignored. Even within this context, the reality, or
probability of such speculative assumptions is suspect, particularly

when viewed in light of current and anticipated market trends.

*It should be noted here that due to the difficulties associated with
developing long term population, housing, employment and land use
projections, and the uncertainty associated with such projections,
figures generated should not be viewed as absolute. (See the dis-
cussion of the limitations of making long-term projections in the
Technical Appendix of the Plan) Thus, any analysis of plan capacity
is subject to error regardless of the methodology employed, because
it presumes that the future can be accurately predicted.
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Due to the policy/non-policy dichotomy inherent in the comparison of
policy projections and capacity calculations, the resulting product,
i.e. "overage", appears to be an argumentative and inappropriate basis
for gauying the internal consistency of Plan policies. This overage
argyument inters that in all instances, mapped land use policy will
override and render moot all other policies of the Plan. This is not
the caSe,{and as is indicated throughout the Plan document, policy maps
are to be viewed, interpreted, and applied within the overall context

of General Plan goals and objectives.

'3) The practice of calculating and combining the holding capacity

of éll urban, rural, and open space lands within the County

obscures the relevancy of the plan capacity/overage analysis in terms

of both "internal consistency" and "premature conversion" aspects of

~ State planning law. With regard to designated non-urban lahds, the Plan
does not promote premature conversion to urban use. The Plan instead
states unequivocally, that such lands are not designated for, or scheduled
to receive services and facilities necessary to support urbanization.
While the Plan does set forth general standards and conditions identifying
types of development which may be appropriate within such areas, capacity
and overage figures for non—urban areas are, to a large degree, driven

by the total acreage involved.

Similar difficulties are encountered when applying the concept of
capacity/overage to existing urban areas. Within large portions of the
presently urbanized area, General Plan policy calls for "maintenance”

and "rehabilitation" strategies. Since the Plan does not forsee or
advocate significant intensification of land use and development patterns
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within such areas, effective plan capacity figures are dictated by
existing developwent patterns, and maxiumum theoretical capacity

calculations are again counter-policy, and must be viewed as specious.

Within urban areas identified for "infilling" or “recycling” the Plan

does envision and promote intensification of existing development

patterns, However, rather than indicating_potential inconsistencies among
Plan policies, the someﬁhat higher capacity figures which may be

associated with such areas ére in fact supportive of, and consistent

with Plan policies addressing the need to revitalize older urban com-
munities, to maké more efficient ﬁée of‘the existing urban infrastructure,
and to encourage a more concentrated urban form. Of course, within
existihg urban areas, the concept of "premature conversion" has little
relevance regardless of the maintenance, revitalization, or intensification

strategy established by Plan policy.

VI. Summary of Findinys

As the above discussion has attempted to suggest, the re-evaluation of the
Effective Plan Capacity concept has led to two primary conclusions.

First, tﬁe underlying objective of the plan capacity analysis, i.e., the
comparative analysis of projected land demands vis-a-vis allocated land
supply, has validity and can be related to State planning laws governing
the formulation of long range planning policy — although it should

be noted that plan capacity by itself is neither a necessary nhor
sufficient test to determine Plan validity. Second, the concept of plan
capacity as an analytical device for comparing land demands with land
supply, is at best indirect and argumentative. Its usefulness is limited
by the undue fgcus on estimated population levels, the inherent comparison
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of policy based and non-policy based assumptions, and the failure to
identify and focus on those forms of land use and development policy
relevant to the provisions of State law addressing "internal consistency"

and "premature conversion of open space lands".

It should be noted that these conclusions are based upon an evaluation
of plan capacity analysis within the context of the countywide General
Plan. Within another context, population capacity analysis may be
épplicable and serve a useful purpose. For example, jurisdictions
establishing definitive population growth policies dque to the presence
of severe environmental constraints or the inability to adequately pro-
vide necessary urban services, may elect to conduct population capacity
analysis to assure that proposed planning policies will not aggravate

| existing problems. This application, however, is not appropriate on a

countywide basis within Los Angeles County.

VII. An Alternative Approach

Recognizing the limitations of land demand/supply policy analysis, an
alternative method of evaluatiﬁg and comparing proposed Plan policies,
within the context of State planning law, has been developed. The
revised methodology avoids most of the conceptual pitfalls associated
with population capacity analysis by directly focusing on the land use-
related policies of the Plan, i.e., textual statements, statistical
projections and policy maps. However, the analysis still suffers from

the difficulties of making accurate long term projections of land demand.
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The following discussion constitutes an analysis of urban lands allocated
by mapped policy in excess of projected demand. It is primarilty focused
on designated Urban Expansion Areas, and does not specifically deal

with existing urban areas where Maintenance, Infill and Revitalization
policies are proposed.* Neither does it address Rural Areas where
urbanization is not authorized nor projected to occur. The discussion of
urban land/supply will not then address the County as a single entity,
i.e., all urban and rural areas, but will rather focus on those areas
where a significant conversion of vacant lands to urban use is anticipated.
This includes five (5) major Planning Areas: l) East San Gabriel

Valley; 2) Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains; 3) Santa Clarita Valley;

4) San Fernando; and 5) Antelope Valley. Within the remaining nine
Planning areas covering Los Angeles County, little or no future urban

expansion lands have been allocated.

VIII. Urban Land Demand/Supply Analysis

Presented below is the urban land demand/supply analysis for each of
the five major planning areas identified. The presentation format
includes 1) an identification of allocated (mapped) urban expansion
acreage by land use type; 2) an .identification of the projected demand
for such acreage; 3) an identification of the difference between demand
and supply acreage; 4) an identification of adjustments that must be
made due to differences between mapping and projection methodologies;
and 5) an identification of the relationship between projected.demands

and allocated supplies. Each planning area analysis is followed by a

*The urban land demand/supply analysis indirectly recognizes future
development within presently urbanized areas in that projected demand
for new urban expansion areas was developed in concern with projected

~ growth levels for urban infill and revitalization areas.
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discussion of specific factors influencing the identified demand/
supply relationship. Finally, identified relationships are dis-

cussed within the context of plan policies addressing the regula-

tion of future growth and developrent.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING DEMAND/SUPPLY RELATIONSHIP: East San Gabriel Valley
Planning Area

As indicated by the preceding analysis, 70% of‘the total 10,900
acres of allocated urban expansion land is loéated within incor-
porated jurisdictions. These lands are designated for future
urban growth by adopted city planS»covering the areas in question,
and in keeping with the Regional Planning Commission's position
regarding 'sensitivity' toward locélly adopted plans, have been

similarly reflected by tne proposed countywide General Plan.

With regard to urban expansion lands allocated witﬁin unincorporated
areas (totaling approximately 3,300 acres), almost all are located
within the comwnities of Hacienda Heights, Rowland Heights, and
Diamond Bar. On reviewing the distribution of such urban expansion
areas, as refiected on Plan policy maps, it is apparent that the
allocated acreaye is comprised of lands physically suitable for
urban use, surrounded by or immediately adjaéent to existing urban
development. In addition, much of the allocated area has been com~
mitted to urban use by adopted and proposed community plans and

previously approved development permits.

The allocation of urban expansion lands within the East San Gabriel
Valley Planning Area is in keeping with the yeneral principles
as stated in the discussion of urban expansion areas (General Goals
and Policies Chapter, Pg. 51);

"The general intent is to delineate major areas within

which the process of urban development may take place;

to direct development toward areas having appropriate
services or where it is most feasible to extend necessary
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- services; to direct urban growth away from areas with
severe potential hazards to the health and welfare of
the public; and to protect areas exhibiting high
environmental sensitivity to intensive urban develop-
ment.

Within the framework of population allocations, the
expansion areas were defined by use of the following
criteria: areas committed for urban development and
planned for urban use in the near future including
areas shown on city and community plans; areas with
existing or prograied services or in close proximity

to existing urban areas and service systems; and,
unincorporated land suitable for urban use, i.e.,
without major hazards or significant natural resources."

The allocation of urban expansion lands is further supported by
sub~reyional growth and development policies specifically

-addressing the East San Gabriel Valley Planning Area (General

Goals and Policies Chapter, Pg. 27). These include the following.

15. Encourage the development of new regional centers in L
the Diamond Bar and the Glendora/San Dimas areas.

l6. Encourage the development of an expanded economic base
" in the East San Gabriel Valley to provide more jobs
within convenient cormauting range of residential
areas. .

17. Focus new urban growth on the most suitable lands near
existing urban areas and into by-passed vacant land
within the eastern and southern parts of the planning
area.
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j FACTORS INFLUENCING DFMAND/SUPPLY RELATIONSHIP: Malibu/Santa Monica
: Mountains Planning Area

As can be seen from the preceeding analysis, the projected demand for,
and allocated supply of future urban expansion areas in the Malibu/
Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area reflect nearly a one-to-one rela-
tionship. The limited flexibility provided for future urban develop-
ment within this Planning Area reflects its status as a significant
regional open space and recreational resource area. Such regional
resource values are illustrated by local, state and federal involve-

ment in both the coastal Malibu and interior mountain areas.

?ﬁ The apﬁarent imﬁélance between deméﬁd énd éupply of commercial ex-

| pansion lands reéults from the inclusion‘of 250 acres proposed for
commerciai.recreation use within the Major Commercial land use
classification of the countywide Land Use Policy Map. kSuch commercial
recreation areas, specifically delineated on the draft Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains Areawide General Plan, are accessory to and suppor—

tive of current and proposed recreation facilities, and are responsive

to demands originating at both the local and regional levels. Demand
for commercial lands reflected in the Plan's subregional land use

projections, on the other hand, are based solely on commercial

service needs resulting from projected population growth within the

Planning Area.

The over—allocation of industrial lands involves relatively minimal
acreage, and is associated with the growing Westlake industrial com-

munnity. Such industrial lands are distributed in a manner consistent

_~%..  with subregional policies addressing resource preservation.
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Finally, the apparent net deficiency in allocated urban expansion
areas results from differences between mapping and projection
methodologies. Specifically, future urban open space areas re-
flected on Plan policy maps are not included with urban expansion
area acreayge calculations. Projected demands for new urban ex-
pansion ;ands do however include urban open space figures. This

discrepency produces the apparent 200-acre under-allocation.

In summary, the allocation of new urban expansion lands within
the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountain Planning Area is consistent with
Plan policies recognizing the area as a regional recreational and

open space asset.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING DEMAND/SUPPLY RELATIONSHIP: San Fernando Planning
Area

The preceding analysis indicates a close relationship between the
projected demand for new urban expansion lands within the San Fernando
Planning Area and the allocated supply. As is true of other

urbanized areas in the southern portion of Los Angeles County, the
limited allocation of urban expansion acreage is in part due to the
lack of remaining undeveloped lands suitable for future urban

development.

It should be further noted that all allocated urban expansion lands
are located within the corporate boundaries of the City of Los Angeles,
and are designated for future urbanization by adopted citywide and
community plans. The countywide General Plan's designation of such
lands as urban expansion areas is consistent with the Regional
Planning Commission's position regarding 'sensitivity' toward

locally adopted plans, aS well as countywide‘planning policies
sSupporting a more coﬁcentrated pattern of urban development and

more efficient utilization of the existing urban infrastructure.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING DEMAND/SUPPLY RELATIONSHIP: Santa Clarita Valley
Planning Area

As indicated by the preceeding analysis, the total allocated supply of

new urban expansion lands within the Santa Clarita Valley Planning

Area exceeds projected demand by approximately 3,700 acres (88% over-

allocation). This total figure has been adjusted to exclude approximately

350 acres allocated for commercial recreation use associated with

Magic Mountain and Castaic Lake recreational areas. As is true in the

Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area, this allocation responds to a

reyional demahd not reflected in the subregional demand projections for

comercial services and facilities.

Cammercial recreation areas not ‘withstanding, the mapped over-allocation
of urban expansion lands is primarily associated with lower density
residential and industrial use types (66% and 33% respectively). This
allocation reflects the stated and mapped policies of the adopted
Santa Clarita Valley Areawide General Plan. Specific local plan
policies include the following:

1.1 Accommodate 2000 population and land use demand as
projected for the Santa Clarita Valley designating
sufficient area for appropriate use and a "reasonable"
excess to provide adequate flexibility.

1.2 Closely monitor growth in the Santa Clarita Valley,
acconmodating such growth until the capacity of the
environmental, economic, man-made or social systems
is attained. .

(Santa Clarita Valley Areawide General Plan, rg. 17)
1.1 Participate in developing jointly with local groups

and government agencies an active program to attract
new industries to the Santa Clarita Valley.

C-18
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FACTORS INELUENCING DEMAND/SUPPLY RELATIONSHIP: Antelope Valley
Planning Area

As indicated by the above analysis, both projected growth levels, and
-y allocated supply of land suitavle for urbanization are gréatest in
the Antelope Valley Planning Area. Deﬁand projections tespond to Plah'
policies, at both the countywide and local levels, supporting deVelbp?
ment of an autonomous urban area in the Antelope Valley, concomitant
with' the proposed development of a major regional airport at Palmdale.

Specific policies in this regard include the tollowing.

55. Promote the development of an autonomous urban area with
an expanded and diversified economic base that will
minimize the need for long d1stance coimuting to southern
Los Anygeles County.

56. Encouraye the development of new regional centers, as
needed, in Lancaster and Palmdale.

57. ©Support the efforts of the City of Los Angeles to
develop a commercial airport at Palmdale.

(Proposed countywide General Plan, General Goals and Policies
Chapter, Pg. 30)

1.1 Accomniodate 2000 population and land use demand as
projected tor the Antelope Valley designating
sufficient area for appropriate use and a "reasonable"
excess to provide adeguate flexibility.

1.2 Closely monitor growth in the Antelope Valley
I accomuodating such growth until the capacity of the
| environmental, economic, and man-made or social
systems is attained.

(Preliminary Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan, Pg. 23)

With regard to urban land supply, the allocation of future urban
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expansion areas reflects mapped and textual policies of city and

unincorporated comaunity plans covering the planning area*

Ot the total 30,100 acres designated for urban use, 76% fall within
the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster. The remaining 24%, or 7,200
acres, lying within unincorporated county territory is primarily

associated with the community of Quartz Hill.

Virtually all urban expansion lands allocated within unincorporated‘
areas have been desigynated for future‘indhstrial or residential use,
Approxiwately 90% (6,300 acres) is shown within the Low Density
Residential classification of the Land Use Policy Map. As briefly
mentioned above, both the quantity and distribution of residential
expansion lands reflect the attitudes and preferences of community
residents as expressed in the Preliminary Antelope Valley Areawide
General Plan. In addition, such lands are relatively undifferentiated
in terms of capability to support urban development i.e., limited

environuental constraints.

*The City of Lancaster is currently in the process of revising its
yeneral plan. The countywide General Plan will be modified to
reflect the newly adopted city plan at such time as it becomes
available.
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IX. Proposed General Plan Policies AddresSing the Regulation of
Future Growth and Development

The analysis of land demand/supply relationships for each of the
five major planning areas involved indicates that sufficient lands
have peen allocated to accommodate presently projected growth
levels. In many instances, future urban lands have been allocated
in excess of projected demand to reflect local community attitudes
and provide flexibility relative to the precise distribution of
growth within the planning area. However, the Plan recognizes that
wnile lands allocated for future plan expansion are generally
suitable for such‘use, it further acknowledges that the following
safeyuards are necessary to avoid the unnecessary conversion of open
space lands to urban uses:

(1) Future development occurs in a manner consistent with
stated Plan policies and objectives;

(2) Public and private costs, including social, economic, and
environmental costs associated with new urban expansion -
are minimized;

(3) Existing urban service and facility infrastructure created as
1 a result of past public and private investment is efficiently
- utilized.

To this end, the Proposed General Plan contains a policy and action

recomiendation to develop and implement a development review procedure

applicable to new development préposed within identified urban expansion
areas. Specifically, the Plan states as a major implementation recom—
mendations
ENACT AN ORDINANCE THAT WILL ESTABLISH A SET OF CLEARLY
ARTICULATED CRITERIA FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT WITHIN URBAN EXPANSION
AREAS TO ENSURE THAT IT WILL OCCUR IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH

STATED PLAN POLICIES AND THAT IT WILL PAY FOR THE MARGINAL PURLIC

5 : COSTS (ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL) THAT IT GENERATES.
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DATA RELIABITITY
ose

The data was developed to provide input, at the Countywide level,
for the General Plan EIR analysis of areas designated as "urban
expansion" or "infill" by the General Development Policy Map.
This data indicates the general location and extent of such areas
that: (1) may be subject to hazardous conditions, and/or (2)
potentially impeot existing natural resources. |

Since the General Plan is concerned with EIR impact analysis at

the countywide level, it was felt there was no need to develop
site specific data. As a result, the acreageffigures developed

serve only as very general estimates (rounded to the nearest 100
acres) and should not be used ss.preoise calculations.

Categories Used in the Analysis -

A. Constraint Categories
Historical experience has demonstrated that urban uses in.
inappropriate areas can result in unacceptable levels of
damage to life and property. With regard to Los Angeles

County, the most frequent klnds of such constralnts
1dent1f1ed for amalysis were: . _
I. Selsmlc constraints whlch are most severe in areas
along active or potentlally active faults
II. Geologic Constralnts.
- Unstable slopes
— Liquefaction
III. Soils with potential development contralnts (Class Vi
to VIITI soils)
IV. DFire Hazard (wildland fires)
V. Flood/mudflow




B. Resource Categories

Within Tos Angeles County certain resources exist that are ,
especially vulnerable to urbanization. For the EIR analysié
the following were identified:

I. Aquifers

?

IT. Vegetation
- Coastal sage scrub
—~ Chaparral
- Grassland (Sagebrush Scrub in North County)

- Woodland Savanna (Desert Woodland in Antelope Valley)
III. Minerals
= 0il and gas
- Sand and gravel
IV. Soils
- Prime soils (Classes I and III)
- Existing agricultural lands
V. Scenic Areas
- Areas of High Scenic Quality
- Areas of 15% or greater slope

Methodology

A. TFor the First Draft of the General Plan
The procedures used to identify the general location and

extent of these aforementioned constraints and resources

in the Draft General Plan (July 1, 1977) was essentially

the same and involwved:

1. TUse of the most reliable available map resources to
identify the general location of the constraints and
resources (see Attachment "1" for an assessment .of
their respective reliability).

2. If not already at the 1:6,000 scale, the original
source maps were converted to be comparable with the
General Development Policy Map. Such an exercise,
especially in the case of reduction, can result in
some distortion and loss of details.



5. Through - the use of overlays, comparisons were made
between the source maps and the Genéral Development
Policy Map to identify the general location and extent
of the comstraints and resources in urban expansion/
infill areas by land use categories and planning areas.
Acreages for each category were subsequently calculated,
using "cut" and "weigh" procedures. " Some of the
limitations inherent in this process are:

a. The map paper used may not be uniform in welght
for each unit area; ‘
b. The lack of sensitivity in the scale used did not
allow for weighing of very small pieces of paper,
C. Poss1b1e cutting errors; and
~d. Areas of less than 50 acres ‘were not 1ncluded in the
calculatlons.

For the Prellmlnary and. Propogsed General Plans

Subsequent changes to . these acreage figures were made to
reflect revisions contained in the Prellmlnary and‘Proposed
General Plans, using the "Grid Cell" method to estimate the
magnitude of acreage change. This method is particularly
limited in cases of irregular small areas that do not
completely fill a grid square (1 sq. inch = 100 grld squares
totalllng 824 .46 acres) As a result the acreage involved
had to be subaectlvely est1mated.~ Generally, thls method is
considered to be less accurate than the "cut and welgh" method.

Conclusion

Each of these steps in the aforemehtiohed methedology, indivi-
dually and cumulatlvely, 1is susceptlble to error.; Thus, the
information contained in the EIR can only be characterized

as general indicators of location and magnltude. Any precise
knowledge must be derived from site specific analyses.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Source Data

Reliabilit Staff Opinion
1. Selsmic - UDMM nmw»mwwwpwwanm considered good for Fair
M) Potentially active Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning active faults, is by no means insures
*) munmmunam ) Pote Y Fault Map, (derived from California State Division of against the occurrence of slippage along
Mines psm Geology, Fault Hazard Zones in California, older faults or the creation of m:aw%mw«
b) (High H) Active faults Special Publication No. 42, Alqulst-Priols pecla new faults; nor does it ensure the location
udy Zone Maps, January, 1977, and Geologic Map of of all faults is known,
California, Los Angeles, Santa Ana, WMMImmmmmmmmro. and
Long Beach Sheets 1971). Scale 1" = 6,000'.
. Slopes Environmental Systems Research Institute, Land - Source maps are too general and not
2. Unstable Slope Capability/Suitability Study: Natural Rescurces consistent with caghbompror ne Foor
y (Varlable 14)%, 1977.
cale = 6,000°, - cwo wm»noamcwmu.nnmﬂ cells created
Quinton-Redgate (principal editor), North Los Angeles s’gnilican Stortion in location.
County General Plan, "Slope Stabilit: ,
= 1 mile.
. 1 Environmental Systems Research Institute, Land -
3. Liguefaction Capability/Suitability Study: Natura) Résgurces e laps are too general and not Poor
a) (Moderate) Potential for nventory, "Cape y for Development Considering consistent.
liquefaction Hnmonﬂwmmn¢»oa of Seismic and Geolgoic Conditions ~ Use of computer grid cells created
b) (High H) High potential for (Variable 21)", 1977, Scale 1" = 000", significant distortions in location,
liguefaction Quinton-Redgate, North Los Angeles County General Plan,
"Faulting and SeismIc Zones a Map . .
Scale 1" = 1 mile.
4. PFlre - The resolution of data exceeds that of the Excellent )
a) (Moderate M) High fire hazard Department of Regional Planning, Brush Fire Hazard General Plan. i
fire hazard Severity (methodology from California DIvVISIon oF
b) (High H) Extreme fire haza: oresiry, A Fire Hazard Severity Classification System
or Californials ands, cale = 5,000',
5. Flood and Mudflow : 1. The County Engineer has stated the data is |1. Fair to
a) (HM) High mudflow 1. Los Angeles County Engineer and Flood no:&%ow:u»menpow« unre liable at the site specific scale. poor.
b) (FB) Flood hazard Flood and Mudflow Hazard Ma 8, 1976. Scale 1" = 6,000 2. The resolution of data exceeds that of the |2. Excellent
2. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, General Plan.
Flood Hazard Maps, 1978. Scale 1" = 2000,
6. Aquifers Department of Regional Planning, Groundwater Recharge

only

Environmental Systems Research Institute
Suitability Study: Natural Resources
Suitability for WQ<Q opmen

Watershed *<wd»wcwm 24)n,

2

1977. Scale 1

Areas Map, (from U.S.D.A, Soil Conserva
mrn<m Tor the Antelope Valley Area, 1970), 1976.
y .

Inventory,
onsldering Interpretations of

Soil
Scale

on sService,

» Land Capability/

" = 6,000,

- Assessment of groundwater quality not
provided.

- ESRI's map is less accurate than the 1st
map due to distortions derived from use of
computer grid cell mapping.

Fair
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