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1. INTRODUCTION

This document includes written comments received on the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Draft Program EIR
(SCH No. 2007021012) from public agencies, and from private individuals, organizations, and
neighborhood groups during the public review period from May 17 to July 2, 2007. Responses for each
comment are provided as required by Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines.

As required by Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, these responses to comments were provided to
each public agency commenting on the EIR a minimum of ten days prior to the Planning Commission’s

consideration of the Final EIR.

2. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

A list of all correspondence received by the City of Lancaster on the Draft Program EIR during the public
review period is provided below, followed by the actual letters and responses to all comments that
pertain to the content and/or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comments are enumerated in the right hand
margin of each letter. Corresponding responses include a summary of the comment and a response to

those comments that addresses the content and adequacy of the Draft Program EIR.
a. Federal Agencies

None

b. State Agencies

1. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Sacramento,

California, correspondence dated July 3, 2007.

2. Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, Sacramento,

California, correspondence dated May 29, 2007.

3. Cheryl J. Powell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief, California Department of Transportation, District 7,

Los Angeles, California, correspondence dated June 7, 2007.

4. Kevin Hunting, Acting Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game, San Diego,

California, correspondence dated June 28, 2007.

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-1 Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
762-02 July 2007



Responses to Comments

C. Regional Agencies
5. Randy Floyd, Executive Director, Antelope Valley Transit Authority, Lancaster, California,
correspondence dated May 22, 2007.
6. Karen S. Mellor, Entomologist/Operations Supervisor, Antelope Valley Mosquito & Vector
Control District, Lancaster, California, correspondence dated June 26, 2006.
7. Steve Wylie, Assistant Executive Officer, Finance and Administration, Metrolink, Los Angeles,
California, correspondence dated June 27, 2007.
8. Jacob Lieb, Southern California Association of Governments, Los Angeles, California,
correspondence dated July 2, 2007.
d. County Agencies
9. John R. Todd, Chief, Forestry Division, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles,
California, correspondence dated June 15, 2007.
10. Ruth I. Frazen, Engineering Technician, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County,
Whittier, California, correspondence dated June 20, 2007.
e. Local Agencies
11. Asoka Herath, Director of Planning, City of Palmdale, Palmdale, California, correspondence
dated June 26, 2007.
f. Private Individuals and Organizations/Neighborhood Groups
12. Nancy G. Burke, Kaiser Permanente, Pasadena, California, correspondence dated June 13, 2007.
13. Dean Webb, Lancaster, California, correspondence dated June 26, 2007.
14. Sandra G. Yavitz, Yavitz Companies, Seal Beach, California, correspondence dated July 2, 2007.
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Letter No. 1

SEENRE
Pl
STATE OF CALIFORNIA g %g

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH I

D, ;

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT e

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEOORR CYNTHIA BRYANT
GoOvernoOR DIRECTOR

July 3, 2007

Brian S, Ludicke

City of Lancaster
44933 N. Fern Avenuc
Lancaster, CA 03534

Subject: Amargosa Creek Specific Plan
SCH# 2007621012

Dear Brian §. Ludicke:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to sclected state agencies for review, On the
encloged Docurnent Details Report please nots that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agenicics that
reviewed your do¢ument, The review period closed on July 2, 2007, and the comments from the responding
agency (ics) is {arc) cnclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify te State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in fupure
carrespondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the Californiz Public Resources Code states that; @

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those commcnts shall be supported by
specific docurnentation,”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
cormmenting agency directly.

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State

‘This lexter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse teview requircments for draft @
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental revicw process.

Sincerely,

Wre—_
bt er T,
Terry Roberts

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044  Sacramento, Californin 95812-3044
(916)445-0613  PAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.cagov
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State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007021012
Profect Tle Amargosa Creek Specific Plan
Lead Agency Lancaster, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Deseription  The Amargosa Creek Specific Plan is comprised of two major districts; the cormmercial district and the
medical district. itis anticipated that the square footage in the ¢commercial district would be between
1.1 and 1.6 milfion square feet and would be built out over approximately ten years. The medical
district would consist of approximately 858,200 square feet of medical uses and associated parking to
bo built out aver 25 years.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Brian S. Ludicke
Agency  City of Lancaster
Phone  (661) 723-6100 Fax
emall
Address 44933 N. Femn Avenue
City Lancaster State CA  Zip 93534
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Lancaster
Reglon
Cross Stroots  Avenue L, 10th Street West, Avenue K-8, and Sth Street West
Parcel No.
Township TN Range 12W Section 27 Base SBEM
Proximity to:
Highways SR 14
Alrports
Railways Unlon Pacifle
Waterways Amargosa Creek
Schoels
Land Use  GP: Commercial (C) and Light Industry (LI}
Z: Commercial Planned Development (CPD) and Light Industriat (L1)
Projectissuos  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic: Biological Resources; Geologic/Saismic; Noise; Public Services;
Sower Capacity; Soll Ereslon/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Water Quality:
Water Supply; Aesthetic/Visual; Flood Plain/Flooding; Traffic/Circutation; Wetland/Riparian; Growth
Inducing; Landuse; Curnulative Effects
Reoviewing Resources Agancy: Department of Fish and Game, Region 5: Dopartment of Parks and Reereation;
Agencies Department of Watar Resources; Integratad \Waste Management Beard; California Highway Patrol:
Caltrans, District 7, Department of Health Services; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4;
Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission
Date Rageived  05M7/2007 Start of Rgview  05/17/2007 End of Raview 07/02/2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

SIATEQF CALIFORNIA,...,

915 CAPITOL MALL. ROGM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

{918) 6536251

Fax (916) 857-5390

Web Bite ww.nahe.cagoy
e-mail: d3_nahc @ pecbell.net

RECEIVED

May 29, 2007 JUN 0 6 2007
Mr, Brian Ludicke

CITY OF LANCASTER
44933 Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534

STATE CLEARING HOySE

Dear Mr. Ludicke;

Thank you for the appartunity to comment on the above-referenced document. The Native Ametican

Heritage Commicsion is the staté's Trustee Agency for Native American Cultural Resources. We ara fespanding to

meet both CEQA and 5B 18 (Govemment Code §65352.3) Tribal Consultation requirements. The California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an historicat resource, that includes archaoological resources, is a ‘significant effect requiring the

preparation of an Envirenmental impact Report (EIR) per CEQA guidelines § 15064.5(b)(c). In order to comply with
this provision, the lead agenty is required to as5ess whether the project will have an adverse impact on these
resources within the “area of potential effect (APEY, and if 30, to mitigate that effect. To agequately assess the
project-related impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the following action:

¥ Contact the appropriate Califoria Historic Resources Information Center (CHRIS). Contact informasion for the

Information Center nearest you is available from the State Office of Histeric Preservation (916/853-7278)/

htto:/Awww.ohp parks. ca gov/] 068/Mles/1C%20Roster pdf The record search will determine:

*  [fa part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

= Ifany known cultural resources have already been recorded in ¢r adjacent to the APE,

= |fthe probability is fow, mederate, or high that cultural resaurces are located in the APE,

s  Ifa suvey is required to determing whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

v If an archaeological inventory s\urvey is required, the final stage is the proparation of a professional report detailing

the findings and recommendations of the records saarch and field survey,

»  The final repon containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measyrers should be submitted
immediately 1 the planning departiment. All information regarding site locations, Native Ameriean human
remains, and associated funerary cbjects shoukd be in a separate eonfidentia) addendum, and not be made
avallable for pubic disciosure.

= The finad wiitten report should be submifted within 3 months after wark has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeclogical Information Center,

¥ Contact the Native American Hesitage Cammission (NAHC) for: .

" A Bacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project area and information on tribal contacts in the project

vicinity that may have additional cultural resource information. Please provide this office with the following

citation formst to assist with the Sacred Lands File sestch request U$GS 7 S-minute gyuadrandle citation
i hi jor; .

*  The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors to ensyre proper identification and care given cultural
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends thwst contact be made with Native American

o list to get their input on petential project impact (APE).

¥ Laek of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preciude their subsurface existence,

*  Lead agencies should inclute in their mitigation plan provisicrs for the identification and evatustion of
accidenially discovered archedlogical resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (5.
In aress of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archacologist and a culturally affiliated Native
Ametican, with knowledge in cultural rezources, should manitor alf ground-disturbing activities.

*  Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consuttation with culturally affilisted Native Americans.

+ Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains of unmarked cemeterias

in their mitigation plans.
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*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064,5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Amercans identfied
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Nafive American, identified by the
NAHC, to aasure the appropriate and dignified trestment of Native American human remains and arry sssociated

grave liens.

v Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5087.98 and Ses, §15064.5 (d) of the CEQA @

Guidelines mandate procedures to be followad in the event of an aceidental discovery of any human remains in a

location other than a dedicated cemetery.
a ACENCISE § ) 2

hould consida

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions,

sly,

ave Singleton
Program A

Ce State Cleajinghouse

Attachment: List of Native American Contacts
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Impact Sciences, Inc.

762-02

State of California - The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENECGER, Covernor

DEPARTMENT QF FISH AND GAME
http;/ /www.dfg.ca.gov

South Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenue ~

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201

June 28, 2007

Mr. Brian Ludicke
City of Lancaster "
44933 Fern Avenue A
Lancaster, CA 93534 -

Draft Envirohmental impact Report for *
Amargosa Creek Specific Plan
/SCH # 2007021012, Los Angeles County

7

Dear Mr. Ludicke:

The Departmert of Fish and Game (Department) reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the above referenced proposed project relative to impacts to biological
resources. The Amargosa Creek Specific Plan is composed of two major development districts:
the commercial disirict and the medicai district which are anticipated to be built over the next 10
years and 25 years respectively. The development districts are proposad to be constructed on
approximately 152 acres of vacant land located northeast of the intersection of 10" Street West
and Avenue L within the City of Lancaster. Amargosa Creek, a major drainage within the
Antelope Valiay and City of Lancaster, traverses through the two development districts and
carmmies seasonal flows and urban runaff. The development districts suppoert disturbed desert
scrub, dry creek wash, scatiered Joshua trees, and disturbed vacant lofs supporting exotic
rudural spacies. The zoft bottom Amargosa Creek runs unimpeded through the project site and
enters an underground concrete culvert just north of the project site. The project site is
surrounded by urban and suburban uses to the north, north east and west end vacant lands to
the south, east and southeast.

Wae prepared the following statements and comments pursuant to our authority as Trustee
Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project under the Califomnia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Section 15386) and Responsible Agency (Section 15381)
over those aspects of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California
Endangered Spacies Act (Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq) and Fish and Game Code
Section 1600 et saq. regarding impacts to streams and lakes.

IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1. Sensitive Wildlife Resources — The DEIR states that the project site supports habitat for the
state threatened Mohave ground squirrel (MGS) and in recognition, Department protocol
tmppmg for MGS was conduded in 2005 with nogatwe results.

a. If a survey conducted mordmg to the Department's trapping guidelines results in no
capture or observation of the'Mohave ground squirmel on a project site, this is not
necessarily evidence that the Mohave grourd squirrel does not exist on the site or that

cleor
7/ 2/07
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Impact Sciences, Inc.

762-02

Mr. Brian Ludicke
June 2B, 2007
Page 2

the site is not actual or potential habitat of the species. As stated in the Dapartment's
guidelines "in the circumstance of such a negative result, the Department will stipulate that
the project site harbors no Mohave ground squirrels. This stipulation will expire one year
from the ending date of the last trapping on the project site conducted according to these
guidelines.” Because the project site was trapped in 2005, areas of proposed project
disturbances within MGS habitat should be retrapped {¢ determine presence or absence of
MGS. Because the project build out is proposed in phases over the next 10 to 25 years, the
Department recommends trapping only those areas where ground disturbance activities are
proposed within one year fram the last trapping date for that location.

Burrowing Owl - The DEIR indicates that focused surveys for burrowing owl (BUOW) were
conducted in 2005 and 2007 and recommends focused surveys within 30 days prior to project
construction followed by passive removal of owls and acquisition of mitigation habitat to mitiga
for loss of BUOW habitat.

The Department does not consider complete focused surveys for burrowing owl over one year
old valid for purposss of determining avoidance and mitigation measures for this species. ltis
not clear in the DEIR i the referenced focused burrowing owl surveys were conducted following
the Department's 1995 Staff Reaport on Burrowing Owi Mitigalion and the Burrowing Owi
Consortium's 1992 Burrowing Owl Profocol and Mitigation Guidelines including the passive
relocation guidefines. The guidalines specify that if 2 Phase |i survey results in the discovery of
burrowing owl, sign, or potantial burrow sites for burrowing, a Phase 1ll survey must be
performed during the breading season to determine use of the site by burrowing owl and total
number of owie on the site. Spring surveys assist in assessing the extent and type of site use
and the area of mitigation needead to offset the unavoidable loss of habitat, The 6.5 acre land
acquisition mitigation recommendation in the guidelines and proposed in the DEIR are minimum
habitat requirements for bumowing owd and actual habitat needs are often langer. Phase Il
breeding season surveys shoulkd consist of four site visits to be conducted on four separate days
and should be performed between April 15 and July 15 to maximize detection. Preconstruction
surveys of suitable habitat at the project site(s) and buffer 2one(s) should be conducted within
the 30 days prior to construction to ansure no additional, burrowing owls have established
tertitories since the initial surveys. If ground disturbing activities are delayed or suspendad for
more than 30 days after the preconstruction survey, the site should be resurveyed.
Preconstruction surveys should also consist of four site visits to be conducted on four separate
days regardiess of the ime of year. If burrowing owis are found to-be occupying the site, the
Department recommends avoidanica and mifigation measures as recommended in the above
referenced guidelines to assist in avoiding take and to mitigate for unavoidable loss of burrowing
owl habitat. Additional information regarding the Department’s burrowing owl conservation
measures may be viewed online by entering “Burrowing Owl Consortium® as a search topic.

Jurisdictional Drainages — The DEIR stotes that therie are nine acres of dry riverbed wash on the
project site and that the project proponent will procure a streambed alteration agreement for
impacts to Department Junsductoonal Dralnages

a. The Department concurs that a streambed altarabon agreement will be requ:ted for
unavoidable project impacts to Deopartment jurisdictional drainages. The biclogical
resource impact and mitigation section in the DEIR should quantify temporary and/or
permanent project impatts to Amargosa Creek or any other associated drainages on the
site. Simply stating that the applicant will get a streambad alleration agreement from: the
Department should not ba considered mitigation under CEQA as formulation of mitigation
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Mr. Brian Ludicke
June 28, 2007

Page 3
: measures should not be deferred to some future time (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4 (&) (1) (B)).

b. Amargosa Creek i recognized as an important loca! and regional hydrologic and biclogical
resource. Continued channelization and other alterations to this drainage system continue to
degrade water quality and reduce biolegical diversity within this region, Project impacts that are
proposed to adversely alter the location and/or hydrologic function of Amargosa Creek shouid be

considerad a direct and cumulative adverse impact under CEQA, The Departrent recommends

avoidance of Amargosa Creek a8 a project altemative measure in the DEIR. Avoidance should

includa provisions for providing appropriate buffers to aliow for natural hydrologic function and

biological resources to flourish and persist within this drainage. The Department further

recommends that the lead agency develop a watershed plan that discourages lead agency

approval of discrationary activities which,ace designed in a manner that will necessitate- - - - —- - —
dirminishing hydrolegic and biological function within the Amargosa Creek watershed.

Thank yeu for this cpportunity to provide comments. Questions regarding this letter and
further coordination on thése issues should be directed to Mr. Scott Harris, Environmental
Scientigt, at (§26) 797-3170.

Sincerely,

# Kevin Hunting
Acting Regional Manager
oc.  Mr. Michae! Mulligan, San Diego

Ms, Terr Dickerson, Laguna Niguel

Mr, Scott Harris, Pasadana

Mg, Jamie Jackson, Pasadena

HCP-Chron

Dapartment of Fish and Game

\/ State Ciearinghouse, Sacramento

Ms. Judith Keir

Califomia Regionat Water Quality Control Board-Lahontan Region
14440 Civic Drive. Suite 200

Victorville, CA 92392-2306

SPH:sph
sphanisfCily of Lancaster DEIR-Amargasa Croek Specific Plan.do¢:

}
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Responses to Comments

1. R n to Letters Receiv from Terry R rts, Director, Stat learingh tat
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Sacramento, California, correspondence dated July 3, 2007.

Comment 1

This comment identifies the state agencies that received the Draft Program EIR for review, states that the
public review period closed on July 2, 2007, and forwards the comment letters received on the proposed
project. The comment also refers to administrative issues as they pertain to the State Clearinghouse and

responsibilities of the commenting state agencies.
Response 1

This comment is acknowledged. The comment letters forwarded include one from the Native American
Heritage Commission dated May 29, 2007, and one from the California Department of Fish and Game
dated June 28, 2007. These comment letters are included and responded to later on in this Responses to

Comments as Letters 2 and 4, respectively.

As this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response

is required.
Comment 2

This comment acknowledges that the City of Lancaster has complied with State Clearinghouse review

requirements for draft environmental documents.
Response 2

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no

further response is required.

Comment 3

This provides a summary of the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan project.
Response 3

This summary does not directly comment on the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR and no response is

required.
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Responses to Comments

Comment 4
This comment letter is from the Native American Heritage Commission. It was appended to Letter 1.
Response 4

The comments in this letter are addressed in detail under Letter 2., Responses to Letters Received from
Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, Sacramento, California,

correspondence dated May 29, 2007. The reader is referred to that letter and those responses below.
Comment 5

This comment letter is from the Native American Heritage Commission. It was appended to Letter 1.
Response 5

The comments in this letter are addressed in detail under Letter 4., Responses to Letters Received from
Kevin Hunting, Acting Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game, San Diego,
California, correspondence dated June 28, 2007. The reader is referred to that letter and those responses

below.
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Letter No. 2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95614

(916) 653-8281

Fax (918) 657-5390

Web Site

e-mall: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

May 29, 2007
Mr. Brian Ludicke ﬁEﬁEﬁgﬂ
CITY OF LANCASTER Community Gryelopment
44933 Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534
Re. SCH#2007021012; C Notice of tion; Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR) for Am:
Specific Plan Project; City of Lancaster; | os Angeles nty, Californi

Dear Mr. Ludicke:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. The Native American

Heritage Commission is the state’s Trustee Agency for Native American Cultural Resources. We are responding to

meet both CEQA and SB 18 (Government Code §65352.3) Tribal Consultation requirements. The Califomnia

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect’ requiring the

preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per CEQA guidelines § 15064.5(b){(c). In order to comply with
this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on these

resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APEY, and if so, to mitigate that effect] To adequately assess the

project-related impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the following action:

v Contact the appropriate Catifornia Historic Resources information Center {CHRIS). Contact information for the

Information Center nearest you is available from the State Office of Historic Preservation (516/653-7278)/

http:/iwww.ohp.parks ca.qov/1068/files/|C%20Roster pdi The record search will determine:

= Ifa part or the entire APE has been previcusly surveyed for cuttural resources.

= If any known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE.

»  If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

= Ifa survey is required to determine whether previously untecorded cultural resources are present.

v If an archaeclogical inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing

the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

s The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
available for pubic disclosure.

«  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

v Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for.

* A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project area and information on tribal contacts in the project

vicinity that may have additional cthzral resource information. Please provide this office with the following

citation format to assist with the Sacred Lands File search request USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle citation
i hip_range a ion; .

»  The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors to ensure proper identification and care given cuttural
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Native Ameyican
Contacts on the attached list to get theiz input on potential project impact (APE). —_

v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plar: provisions for the identification and evaluation of
accidentally discovered archeological resources, per Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (f).
In areas of identified archaeclogical sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native
American, with knowledge in cuftural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing acfivities.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered ariifacts, in
consultation with cutturally affiliated Native Americans. —

J Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries

in their mitigation plans.
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*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified

by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human

remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the

NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated

grave liens.
¥ Heatth and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §150684.5 (d) of the CEQA
Guidelines mandate procedures to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery. —_—
¥ _Lead agencies shoul nsider avoidance, as defined in § 15370 ofthe C Guidelin en significant cultural
resources are discovered during the rse of proj hning.

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions,

Q0

Program Analy!
Ce: State Cleafinghouse

Attachment: List of Native American Contacts
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Native American Tribal Consultation List
Los Angeles County
May 29, 2007

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
Henry Duro, Chairperson
26569 Community Center Drive
Hightand » CA 92346

(909) 864-8933

Serrano

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission indians
Randy Guzman-Folkes, Dir. Cultural and Environmental Department
601 South Brand Boulevard, Suite 102 Fernandeno

San Fernando ., CA 91340  Tataviam

ced @tataviam.org

(818) 837-0794 Office

(805) 501-5279 Cell

Tehachapi Indian Tribe
Attn: Charlie Cooke

32835 Santiago Road
Acton » CA 93510
suscol@inten.net

(661) 269-1422

Kawaiisu

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.O. Box 221838 Fernandefio
Newhall » CA 91322  Tataviam
tsen2u@msn.com Serrano
(661) 753-9833 Office Vanyume
(760) 885-0955 Cell Kitanemuk

(760) 949-2103 Home

Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council
Anthony Morales, Chairperson
PQ Box 693

San Gabriel , CA 91778
ChiefRBwife @aol.com

(626) 286-1632

(626) 286-1758 - Home

(626) 483--3564 cell

Gabrielino Tongva

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relleve any person of snmry responsl

Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Publlc Resources Code

Kem Valley Indian Council
Robert Robinson, Historic Preservtion Officer

P.O. Box 401 Tubatulabal
Weldon » CA 93283 Kawaiicu
brobinson@mchsi.com Koso

(760) 378-4575 (Home) Yokuts

(760) 549-2131 (Work)

blll;;asdeﬁned In Section 7050.5 of the Health and

98 of the Public Resources Code,

This list is applicable only for consultation with Native American tribes under Government Code Section 65352.3,
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Responses to Comments

2. R n to Letters Receiv from Dav ingleton, Program Analyst, Native American
Heritage Commission, Sacramento, California, correspondence dated May 29, 2007.

Comment 1

This comment identifies the responsibility of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) with

respect to reviewing and commenting on the Draft Program EIR.
Response 1

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not

question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
Comment 2

This comment advises the City to contact the appropriate California Historic Resources Information
Center for information on other cultural resources surveys conducted on and/or adjacent to the project

site.
Response 2

The cultural resources report for the proposed project, which is included as Appendix 5.14 of the Draft
Program EIR, demonstrates that W & S Consultants requested and received information on prior surveys
in the project area from South Central Coastal Information Center, California Historical Resources
Information System, (letter dated February 12, 2007). The commentator is referred to the letter in

Appendix 5.14 of the Draft Program EIR.

Comment 3

The City of Lancaster is advised to contact the NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Search for the project area.
Response 3

A Sacred Lands File Search was requested from the NAHC on June 12, 2007. The results of the search
(attached) indicate the lack of presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project

area.
Comment 4

The lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence;

therefore, lead agencies should including mitigation providing for accidental discoveries.
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Response 4

The Draft Program EIR is consistent with this request. Mitigation measure 5.14-1 in the Draft Program
EIR states that, if cultural resources are discovered during construction within the project site, work in the
area of the find shall cease, and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained by the City, at the expense of

the project sponsor, to investigate the find and to make recommendations regarding its disposition.

Comment 5

The commentator states that lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American

human remains or unmarked cemeteries.

Response 5

The Draft Program EIR is consistent with this request. Mitigation measure 5.14-1 states that, if human
remains are encountered during construction, all work in the area of the find shall cease, and the Los
Angeles County Coroner’s Office shall be contacted pursuant to the procedures set forth in the Health

and Safety Code.

Comment 6

The commentator states that lead agencies should consider avoidance when significant cultural resources

are discovered during the course of project planning.

Response 6

No significant cultural resources were discovered during project planning; therefore, this comment does

not apply to the proposed project.

Comment 7

The commentator invites the City of Lancaster to contact him with any questions.

Response 7

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not

question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
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STATE.OE CALIFORNIA Amnold Schwarzensggar. Governar

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 857-5390

Waeb Site www.nahc.ca.gov

e-mall: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

June 20, 2007

Rosemarie B. Mamaghani
Impact Sciences

12909 Abra Drive

San Diego, CA 92128

Sent by FAX: B58-618-3826
Number of pages: 2

Re: Development Amargosa Creek Specific Plan, City of Lancaster, Los Angeles County.

Dear Ms. Mamaghani:

The Native American Heritage Commission was able to perform a record search of its
Sacred Lands File (SLF) for the affected project area. The SLF failed to indicate the presence of
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The absence of specific site
information in the Sacred Lands File does not guarantee the absence of cultural resources in any
‘area of potential effect (APE).'

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Enclosed are the nearest tribes that may
have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. A List of Native American contacts are
attached to assist you. The Commission makes no recommendation of a single individual or group
over another. It is advisable to contact the person listed; if they cannot supply you with specific
information about the impact on cultural resources, they may be able to refer you to another tribe or
person knowledgeable of the cultural resources in or near the affected project area (APE).

Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude the existence of
archeological resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when significant eultural resources could be
affected by a project. Also, Public Resources Code Section 5097 98 and Health & Safety Code
Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally discovered archeological resources during
construction and mandate the processes to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of
any human remains in @ project location other than a ‘dedicated cemetery. Discussion of these
should be included in your environmental documents, as appropriate.

If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (916) 653-6251.

Dave Singleton
Program Analyst

Attachment: Native American Contact List
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Native American Contacts

Los Angeles County
June 18, 2007

LA City/County Native American Indian Comm
Charles Cooke Ron Andrade, Director
32835 Santiago Road Chumash 3175 Waest 6th Street, Rm. 403
Acton » CA 93510 Fernandeno Los Angeles . CA 90020
(661) 269-1422 Tataviam (213) 351-5324

- (661) 733-1812 Kitanemuk (213) 386-3995 FAX

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians
Beverly Salazar Folkes Delia Dominguez
1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash 981 N. Virginia Yowlumne
Thousand » CA 91362  Tataviam Covina » CA 91722  Kitanemuk
805 492-7255 Fernandefio (626) 339-6785

San Manuel Band of Mjssion Indians
Henry Duro, Chairperson :
26569 Community Center Drive
:-ﬁ hiand » CA 92346
(909) 864-3370 Fax

Serrano

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Randy Guzman-Folkes, Dir. Cultural and Environmental Departmert
601 South Brand Boulevard, Suite 102 Fernandeno

San Fernando . CA 91340  Tataviam
ced@tataviam.ol

(818) 837-0794

(805) 501-5279 Cell

(818) 837-0796 Fax

This list s current only as of the date of this document.
Distribution of this list doss not refleve any person of statutory

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.Q. Box 221838 Fernandefio
Newhall ,» CA 91322  Tataviam
tsen2u@msn.com Serrano
(®61) 753-9833 Office Vanyume

(760) 949-1604 Fax

Kern Valley Indian Council
Robert Robinson, Historic Preservtion Officer

P.O. Box 401 Tubatulabal

Weldon » GA 93283 Kawalisu
nson@mchsi.com Koso

(760) 3734575 (Home) Yokuts

(760) 549-2131 (Work)

as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Code.

reaponstibiity as
WMWMMMMWMMWMMWN“MWW

This listis for contacting local Netive
Am‘ém,m Pilan locsted in the City of Lancaster; Los Angeles
search was

American with regerd to cultural resources for the
Angeles County,

Calitorna for which a Lands Flie

Impact Sciences, Inc.

RTC-18
762-02

Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007



STATE OF CALIFORNIA--BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

Letter No. 3

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 SO. MAIN ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
PHONE (213) 897-6536

FAX

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-19

762-02

(213) 897-1337
E-Mail:NersesYerjanian@dot.ca.gov

Be energy

Mr. Brian Ludicke

Planning Department

City of Lancaster

44933 Fern Ave.

Lancaster, CA. 93534
IGR/CEQA# 070537NY
DEIR/Commercial, Retail, Office
Amargosa Creek Specific Plan
SCH#2007021012
LA/14/65.68

June 7, 2007

Dear Mr. Ludicke:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan.

We have reviewed the project’s traffic study that you provided. The Department as a responsible
agency under CEQA has jurisdiction superceding that of MTA in identifying the freeway analysis
needed for this project. Caltrans is responsible for obtaining measures that will off-set project
vehicle trip generation that worsens Caltrans facilities.

1: The traffic analysis on page 5.5-34 Table 5.5-10 indicates Intersections #3, #4, #8, #20 and
#21, which are all state facilities, will operate at an unacceptable LOS during AM and/or PM
peak hours and yet there is no recommendation of any sort to mitigate. Caltrans as a responsible
agency will be happy to meet with you to discuss measures that could be implemented to alleviate
the impact to a reasonable level,

2: We wish to refer the project’s fraffic consultant to our traffic study guideline Website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tispuide. pdf

We request that you apply the equitable share responsibility formula on page 2 of Appendix B
(Methodology for Calculating Equitable Mitigation Measures) and set aside a portion of
Transportation Impact Fees generated for the future State Highway improvement projects. The

City may need to recalculate or establish an additional fee for this purpose. o
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Mr. Ludicke June 7, 2007 —

If you have any questions regarding this response, please call the Project Engineer/Coordinator Mr.
Yerjanian at (213) 897-6536 and refer to IGR/CEQA # 070537NY.

Cheryl J. Powell

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Regional Transportation Planning “Caltrans improves mobility across California”

Sincerely,

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-20 Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
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Responses to Comments

3. R n to Letters Received from Chervyl J. Powell, 1 EQA Branch Chief liforni
Department of Transportation, District 7, Los Angeles, California, correspondence dated June
7, 2007.

Comment 1

The commentator acknowledges receipt of the draft EIR and states that Caltrans is a responsible agency
under CEQA and that it is responsible for obtaining measures to offset project vehicle trip generation that

worsens Caltrans facilities.
Response 1

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not

question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
Comment 2

The commentator identifies study intersections #3, #4, #8, #20, and #21 as state facilities and states that,
while they are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service, the draft EIR does not offer potential
mitigation measures. The commentator further offers to meet with City staff to discuss potential

improvements to these intersections.
Response 2

The locations referred to in the comment are:

3. Avenue K at SR-14 southbound ramps

4. Avenue K at SR-14 northbound ramps/15% Street West
8. Avenue K at Sierra Highway

20. Avenue L at SR-14 southbound ramps

21. Avenue L at SR-14 northbound ramps

Study intersection #8, Avenue K at Sierra Highway, is not a state facility because this portion of Sierra

Highway has been returned to local control.

The commentator refers to Table 5.5-10 on page 5.5-34 of the Draft Program EIR and correctly notes that
these locations are projected to operate at level of service E or F during the AM peak hour, the PM peak
hour, or both the AM and the PM peak hours. As summarized in Table 5.5-11 on page 5.5-35 of the draft

EIR, the project would significantly impact each of these locations. Mitigation measures that would

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-21 Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
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reduce the impacts at these locations are included on pages 5.5-51 and 5.5-52 of the Draft Program EIR
and their effectiveness is summarized in Table 5.5-16 on page 5.5-57. With the exception of study
intersection #8, which is not a state facility, each of the project-related impacts can be mitigated to a less-

than-significant level under the City of Lancaster’s thresholds of significance.

As noted in the mitigation measures, the improvements at study intersections #3, #4, #20 and #21 would

require coordination with and approval by Caltrans.

Comment 3

The comment requests that the City apply an “equitable share responsibility” formula for future state
highway improvement projects and set aside a portion of its transportation impact fees generated for
these projects. The commentator states that the City may need to recalculate or establish an additional fee

for this purpose.

Response 3

In the absence of a specific state-established program to collect funds for the implementation of specific
improvements on the state system, simply setting aside funds toward unspecified future improvements
would not constitute mitigation under CEQA, since there is no mechanism to ensure that specific
improvements for which fees would be collected are made. For that reason, the formula specified in the

comment was not applied.

The City of Lancaster has a Traffic Impact Fee based on the square footage of new non-residential
development. It is collected at the time permit applications are processed and the funds are used “to
finance the costs of street improvements, including acquisition, widening and reconstruction, street
landscaping, intersection improvements and freeway interchange improvements” (Lancaster Municipal
Code Section 15.64.040). The City of Lancaster actively monitors traffic conditions throughout the City,
including state facilities, and seeks ways to improve mobility when the need has been identified. In
recent years, the City has initiated major improvements to the SR-14 interchanges at Avenue L and

Avenue H and is coordinating with Caltrans on improvements the SR-14 interchange at Avenue L.

Comment 4

The commentator invites the City to contact Caltrans with any questions regarding its comments.
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Response 4

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The District will have
opportunity in the future to comment on future environmental reviews on the project as they become
available. The comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further

response is required.
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Letter No. 4

State of California ~ The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

N DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
! ; fq.ca.gov

South Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenye

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201

June 28, 2007

Mr. Brian Ludicke
City of Lancaster
44933 Farn Avanue
Lancaster, CA 93534

Draft Environmental impact Report for
Amargosa Cvenk Spaciic Plan
SCH # 2007021012, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Ludicke: E—

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the above referenced proposed project relative to impacts to biological
resources. The Amargosa Creek Specific Plan is composed of two major development districts:
the commercial district and the medicai district which are anticipated to be built over the next 10
years and 25 years respeclively, The devalopment districts are proposed {o be conatructed on
approximately 152 acres of vacant land located northeast of the intarsastion of 10” Straet West
and Avenue L within the City of Lancaster. Amargosa Creek, a major drainage within the
Antelope Valley and City of Lancaster, travarses through the two devalopment districts and
carries seasonal flows and urban runoff. The development districte support disturbed desent
scrub, dry cresk wash, scattered Joshua tress, and disturbed vecant lots supporting exotic
rudural species. The soft bottom Amargosa Creek runs unimpeded through the project site and
enters an underground conerete culvert just north of the project site. The projact site is
surrounded by urban and suburban uses to the narth, north east and wast and vacant lands to
the south, east and southeast.

Woe prapared the following statements and comments pursuant to our authority as Trustse
Agency with jurisdiction aver natural resources affected by the project under the Galifernia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Section 15386) and Responsible Agency (Section 15381)
over thosa aspects of the proposed project that come undsr the purview of the Galiformia
Endangarad Species Act (Fish and Game Code Saction 2050 et seq) and Figh and Game Code
Section 1600 st seq. regarding impacts to streams and lakes.

IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1._Sensitive Wildlife Resourcas — The DEIR states that the project site supparts habitat for the
state threatenad Mohave ground squirrel (MGS) and in recognition, Department protocol
trapping for MGS was conducted in 2005 with negativa results,

8. if a survey conducted according to the Department's trapping guidelines results in no
capture or observation of the Mohave ground squirrel on a project site, this is not
necessarily evidence that the Mohave ground squirrel does not exist on the site or that
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Mr. Brian Ludicke
June 28, 2007
Page 2

the site is not actual or potential habitat of the species. As stated in the Department's
guidelines “in the circumstance of such a negative result, the Department will stipulate that
the project site harbors no Mohave ground quirrels. This stipulation will expire one year

from the ending date of the lest trapping on the project site conducted according to these

guidelines.” Because the project site was trapped in 2005, areas of proposad project
diaturbances within MGS habitat should be retrapped fo determine presence or absence of
MGS. Because the project build out is proposed in phases over the next 10 to 25 years, the
Department recommends trapping only those areas whera ground disturbance activities are
proposed within one year from the last trapping date for that location.

Burrowing Owl - The DEIR indicates that focused surveys for burrowing owl (BUOW) were
conducted in 2005 and 2007 and recommeands focused surveys within 30 days prior to project
construction followsd by passive removal of owlz and acquisition of mitigation habitat to mitigate
for loss of BUOW habitat.

The Department does not congidar complete focusad surveys for burrawing owl over one year
ofd valid for purposes of determining aveidance and mitigation measures for this apacies. itis
not claar in the DEIR if the referenced focused burrowing owl survays were conducted following
tha Department's 1895 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation and the Burrowing Owl
Consortium’s 1992 Burowing Owl Profocol and Mitigstion Guidelines including the passive
relocation guidelines. The guidelines specify that if a Phase |l survey results in the discovery of

burrowing owl, sign, or potential burrow sites for burrowing, a Phase il survey must be @
performed during the breeding season to determine use of the site by burowing owl and total

numbear of owls on the site. Spring surveys asaiat in assessing the extent and type of site use
and the area of mitigation needsd to offsat the unavoidable loss of habitat. The 8.5 acre land
acquisition mitigation recommendation in the guidelines and proposed in the DEIR are minimurm
habitat requitements for burrowing owl and actual habitat needs are often larger. Phase fii
breading season surveys shoulfd consist of four site visits to be conducted on four separate days
and should be parformed batween April 15 and July 15 to maximize detection. Preconstruction
surveys of suitable habitat at the project site(s) and bufier zona(s) should be conducted within
the 30 days prior to construction to ensure no additional, burrgwing owis have established
temitories since the initial surveys. If ground disturbing activities are delayed or suspended for
more than 30 days after the proconstruction survey, the site should be resurvayed.
Preconstruction surveys should also consist of four site visits to be conducted on four separate
days regardiess of the time of year. If Burrowing owia are found to be occupying the site, the
Dapartment recommencs avoidance and mitigation measures as recommended in the above
refigrencad guidefines to assist in avoiding take and to mitigate for unavoidable loss of burrowing
owl habitat. Additional irformation regarding the Department’s burrowing owl consarvation
measures may be viewed online by entering “Burrowing Owl Consortium” as a search topic.

Jurisdictional Draingges — The DEIR siates that there ara nine acres of dry riverbed wash on the
project site and that the project proponent will procure a streambed alteration agresment for
impacts to Department Jurisdictional Drainages. @

a. The Department concurs that @ streambed alteration agraement will be required for
unavoidable project impacts to Depariment jurisdictional drainages. The biological
resource impact and mitigation secfion in the DEIR shouid quantify temporary and/or
permanent project impacts to Amargosa Creek or anty other assotiated drainapes on the
site. Simply stating that the applicant will get a streambed alieration agreemeant from the
Departmant should not be considered mitigation under CEQA as formulation of mitigation
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Mr. Brian Ludicke
June 28, 2007

Page 3
measires should not be deferred to some future time (CEQA Guitelines Saction @
15126.4 (a) (1) (B)). _

b. Amargosa Creek is recoghized as an important local and regional hydrologic and biological
resource. Continued channglization and other altarations to this drainage system continue to
degrade water quality and reduca biological diversity within this region. Prajact impacts that are
proposed to adversely alter the location and/or hydrologic function of Amargosa Greek shoutd be
considered a direct and curnulative adverse impact under CEQA. The Department recommends
avoidanoe of Amargosa Cresk as a project atternative measure in the DEIR. Avaidance should

include provisions for praviding apprepriate buffers to allow for natural hydrologic function and @
biologi¢al resources to flourish and persist within this drainage. The Department furthes
racommends that the lead agency develop a watershed plan that discourages lead agency
approval of discretionary activities which are desighed in a manner that will necessitate
diminishing hydralogic and biological function within the Amargosa Creek watershad.

Thank you for this opportunity to provids comments., Quastions regarding this letter and
further coordination on these issuas should be directed to Mr. Sieett Hamis, Epvironmental
Scienfist, at (626) 797-3170.

Sinceraly,

Jhssoa. B Hewat”

#Kevin Hunting
Acting Regional Manager
. Mr. Michael Mulligan, 5an Diego

Ms. Tem Cickerson, Laguna Niguel

Mr. Seott Hamis, Pasadena

Mz. Jamie Jackson, Pasadena

HCP-Chran

Departmant of Fish and Game

State Clearinghoues, Sacramento

Ms. Judith Keir

California Reglonal Water Quality Control Board-Lahontan Region
14440 Civic Diva, Suite 200

Victorville, CA 82282-2306

SPH:sph
sphamis/Cily of Loncester DEIR-Amargosa Creek Sipecific Flan,doc
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Responses to Comments

4, R n to Letters Received from Kevin Hunting, Acting Regional Manager, Californi
Department of Fish and Game, San Diego, California, correspondence dated June 28, 2007.

Comment 1

The commentator states that the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has reviewed the Draft
EIR, summarizes the project description, and states the CDFG jurisdiction over the project as both a

Trustee and Responsible Agency.
Response 1

This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR and no formal environmental

response is required.
Comment 2

The commentator summarizes the Draft Program EIR findings of negative results in regard to the Mohave
ground squirrel (MGS) and 2005 protocol trappings. This comment further elaborates that CDFG will
acknowledge for a period of one year from the last trapping date that a project site harbors no MGS when
based on negative trapping results. It is recommended that retrapping occur in areas where ground

disturbance activities are proposed within one year of the last trapping date.
Response 2

The Draft Program EIR concluded on page 5.4-25 that “no impacts to Mohave ground squirrel would
occur.” The Draft Program EIR impact assessment for the MGS is changed on page 5.4-25 to read “The
project site was found to not harbor Mohave ground squirrel (MGS) at the time the trapping surveys were
conducted in 2005. This conclusion is, however, acceptable to CDFG for a period of one-year from the
final trapping date in July 2005. MGS could, therefore, theoretically occur on the project site subsequent
to the trapping study because potential habitat for the species does occur on the project site. Impacts to
the species through the elimination of the on-site habitat are considered to be less than significant impact
since there were no MGS observed during trapping in 2005, which was conducted after an above average
rainfall year, there were no MGS observed during the 2007 site visits, and there are no historic CNDDB or
other confirmed records of MGS for the project site, making the likelihood of the species presence as quite

low considering the surrounding development and the previous survey results.”
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Comment 3

The commentator summarizes the Draft Program EIR statements and conclusions that focused surveys
were conducted in 2005 and 2007, and a mitigation measure of surveys within 30 day prior to
construction followed by appropriate actions of passive owl removal and habitat acquisition. The
comment further states that CDFG considers focused surveys valid for one year; that subsequent focused
burrowing owl (BUOW) surveys should follow the protocol established in the CDFG 1995 Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation and the Burrowing Owl Consortium’s 1992 Burrowing Owl Protocol and
Mitigation Guidelines; that, according to those guidelines, four site visits should be conducted on four
separate days for preconstruction surveys; and that the 6.5-acre land acquisition mitigation is only a

minimum habitat requirement.

Response 3

Burrowing owl: The BUOW surveys conducted by Impact Sciences, Inc. in 2007 were done according to
the Burrowing Owl Consortium 1992 Guidelines for this species. However, these surveys were done on
only two dates because they were corroborative surveys supplementing the earlier 2005 H.T. Harvey

surveys.

The City concurs with the comment that 6.5 acres of land acquisition mitigation is a minimum figure (see
Draft Program EIR Page 5.4-32) for potential impacts to a pair or unpaired resident BUOW. Mitigation
measure 5.4-2 is modified (see below for changes in bold) to be clear that four days of surveys are
required according to the Burrowing Owl Consortium Guidelines and that CDFG may require greater

than the 6.5 acres ratio for land acquisition mitigation.

542  The applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre-disturbance burrowing owl
surveys, in accordance with the provisions of the CDFG 1995 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation and the Burrowing Owl Consortium’s 1992 Burrowing Owl Protocol and Mitigation
Guidelines, on the project site prior to construction or site preparation activities. The survey shall
be conducted no more than 30 days prior to commencement of construction activities for each
development phase and the survey shall be conducted during four site visits on four separate
days. Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1 through
August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFG verifies through non-invasive
methods that either: (1) the birds have not begun egg laying and incubation, or (2) that juveniles
from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival.
If burrowing owls are observed using burrows during the surveys, owls shall be excluded from

all active burrows through the use of exclusion devices placed in occupied burrows in accordance
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with CDFG protocols.] In such case, exclusion devices shall not be placed until the young have
fledged, as determined by a qualified biologist and found to be no longer dependent upon the
burrow. Specifically, exclusion devices, utilizing one-way doors, shall be installed in the entrance
of all active burrows. The devices shall be left in the burrows for at least 48 hours to ensure that
all owls have been excluded from the burrows. Each of the burrows shall then be excavated by
hand and backfilled to prevent reoccupation. Exclusion shall continue until the owls have been

successfully excluded from the project site, as determined by a qualified biologist.

In the event that burrowing owls are found on the project site during pre-construction surveys,
the loss of foraging and burrow habitat on the project site shall be offset by acquiring and
permanently protecting a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat per pair or unpaired resident
burrowing owls, or at a greater amount acceptable to CDFG. The protected lands shall be

adjacent to occupied burrowing owl habitat and at a location acceptable to the CDFG.

Comment 4

The commentator affirms that the nine acres of dry riverbed wash are CDFG jurisdictional drainages and
will require a streambed alteration agreement. This comment also states that reliance on obtaining the

streambed alteration agreement from CDFG is insufficient mitigation under CEQA.

Response 4

The Draft Program EIR states in the Impact Analysis section on Page 5.4-28 ((4) Loss of Resources Regulated
by the CDFG) that approximately 9 acres of Amargosa Creek (all of the wash) would be impacted and this
is considered to be a significant impact. The City of Lancaster’s Master Plan of Drainage provides for the
creek on the project site and downstream to be enclosed in a 6,500-foot-long reinforced concrete box. The

creek’s length on the project site is approximately 3,000 feet.

Mitigation measure 5.4-4 is modified (see below for changes in bold) to elaborate on the minimum

amount of mitigation required for impacts to Amargosa Creek.

544  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the first phase of development, the applicant shall
obtain a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG and comply with all
specified mitigation measures contained in that agreement. The applicant shall restore and

preserve ephemeral streambed and riparian habitats, primarily or wholly offsite, at a

1 california Department of Fish and Game, Staff Report on Burrowing Owls, (Sacramento, California: The Resources
Agency, 1995).
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minimum of a 1:1 ratio, or at a ratio determined by CDFG to be commensurate to the quality of

the onsite stream course resources impacted.

Comment 5

This final comment asserts the important local and regional hydrological and biological resources of
Amargosa Creek and recommends avoidance of impacts to Amargosa Creek as a project alternative in

order to avert diminishing the hydrological and biological functions of the Amargosa watershed.

Response 5

Alternative 4 in the Draft Program EIR (see page 7.0-13) has a development design that leaves Amargosa
Creek undeveloped within a greenbelt area incorporating pathways. On page 7.0-14 of the Draft Program
EIR, the impacts to biological resources are summarized, including impacts to the creek, as compared to
the proposed project. From a long-term environmental impact perspective, Alternative 4 is considered
environmentally superior to the proposed project; however, the project objective of providing additional

medical facilities to serve the region would not be realized (page 7.0-18).

Although the project would contribute to the cumulative impacts to Amargosa Creek, the City of
Lancaster’s Master Plan of Drainage (2005) proposes the creek to be enclosed through the project area in a
6,500-foot-long reinforced concrete box and this impact has already been considered as an adverse

cumulative impact.
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Letter No. 5

Board of Directors

Chairman
Blshop Heary Heams
City of Lancaster

Vice-Chalrman
Larry Levin
County of Los Angsles

Director
Jim Ledford
City of Palmdale

Director
Andy Visokey
City of Lancaster

Director
Diane Cartton
County of Los Angeles

Director
Mike Dispanza
City of Paimdale

Executive Director
Randy Floyd

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

im T

May 22, 2007

Brian Ludicke

City of Lancaster
Planning Department
44933 Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH No. 2007021012
Mr. Ludicke:

AVTA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. |
am quite concerned about the findings in the EIR related to transit services. The
EIR anticipates “88 new transit trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 247 new
transit trips in the weekday PM peak hour”, however, “project-related impacts on
the regional transit system are not expected to be significant at this level of

increase”. The proposed facility location can be served by AVTA local transit @
Route 1, which operates on thirty minute headways, and Route 4, which operates

on sixty minute headways. These routes do not have additional capacity to absorb
the ridership estimated to be generated by the proposed project. A peak period
increase of nearly 250 additional riders would require an additional five buses,
running at near crush loads, to accommodate those anticipated new trips. The
costs associated with this additional service would exceed $1.75 million in capital
costs as well as nearly $500,000 annually in operating costs.

AVTA requests that the City and project proponent address how these additional
costs are to be mitigated.

Upon review of the appendices to the Draft EIR, | see that my comments of
February 5, 2007 are not included. | have included a copy of the original for your
files in the event the letter was not received.

Please feel free to contact me if you should require additional information.

ORO

Sinecrely,

F

Randy Floyd
Executive Director

(661) 729-2206
rfloyd@avta.com

42210 6th Street West » Lancaster, California 93534 « (661) 945-9445 » www.avta.com
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5. R n to Letters Received from Randy Fl Executive Director, Antel Valley Transit

Authority, Lancaster, California, correspondence dated May 22, 2007.

Comment 1

The commentator acknowledges receipt of the Draft Program EIR and states a concern with the ability of
two existing transit lines to accommodate the potential increase in transit ridership projected at full
buildout of the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan project. The commentator restates the findings of the Draft
Program EIR that the increase in transit ridership upon completion of the project is estimated at 88 transit

trips in the AM peak hour and 247 transit trips in the PM peak hour.
Response 1

The transit trip estimates were prepared in accordance with the methodology described in 2004
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (CMP) (Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, July 2004). The ridership estimates are for project building around the year
2030. While it is true that Routes 1 and 4 operate on streets adjacent to the project site (Route 1 on 10%
Street West and Route 4 on 10* Street West and on Avenue L), four additional routes currently provide
service to the Lancaster Transfer Center in Lancaster City Park, which lies directly across 10t Street West
from the project site. These six fixed-route bus routes include Routes 1, 4, 5, 11, 12 and the Lake Los
Angeles Express. Additional commuter transit service that operates outside of the peak hours is

described on page 5.5-15 of the Draft Program EIR.

Based on current schedules, the six local routes make a combined total of 17 runs in the AM and in the
PM peak hours. The projected ridership from the project in 2030 equates to an average of five riders per
bus in the AM peak hour and 15 riders per bus in the PM peak hour. During the preparation of the
Program Draft EIR, field observations of buses in the vicinity of the project site suggested that this level of
increased ridership would not be difficult to accommodate, supporting the conclusion of the draft EIR
that “since the project is served by numerous well-established transit routes, project-related impacts on

the regional transit system are not expected to be significant at this level of increase.”

The Amargosa Creek Specific Plan project does not propose the immediate development of the entire 152-
acre site. The City of Lancaster itself is the project proponent and has developed the Plan to provide a
framework for the long-term development of the site through the year 2030. As part of the response to
this comment, additional information was obtained from Antelope Valley Transit Authority Long-Range Plan
(Dan Boyle & Associates, revised April 2005) and the planned service changes (effective on July 28), both
of which are posted to the AVTA website. As with any transit agency, AVTA periodically reviews its

service and makes adjustments to suit current conditions. The Long-Range Plan, with a 10-year planning

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-32 Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
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horizon, identifies a series of phased strategies to improve local transit service, which would take
advantage of the existing transfer center in Lancaster City Park by bringing virtually all future local

transit routes there. This indicates an even more expanded service to the project area.

The City of Lancaster is a party to the Joint Powers Agreement under which AVTA operates; it occupies
two seats on the Board of Directors and contributes substantially to AVTA’s funding. As this
arrangement is not expected to change, the City would assist in funding any necessary future service

enhancements to serve the proposed project, as well as the surrounding communities.

Comment 2

The commentator states that the comments provided in response to the Notice of Preparation are not

addressed in the draft EIR and appends the commentator’s letter dated February 5, 2007.

In the February 5, 2007 letter (provided below), AVTA asks that on-site transit circulation be provided,
along with adequate amenities for passenger comfort and convenience. The commentator also states that
10t Street West (particularly between Avenues M and L) should be built to its ultimate width prior to
project construction. Additionally, the commentator asks that the project’s impact on the transit system
be addressed. Finally, the commentator states that the request for transit facilities does not guarantee that

AVTA will continue to provide service transit service to the project site.

Response 2

The location and intensity of uses allowed under the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan were developed to
complement the surrounding land uses, including the bus transfer center which lies directly across 10%
Street West. Bus service is not anticipated within the project site, but is anticipated to occur along the site
perimeter (i.e., along 10" Street West, Avenue L, 5" Street West, and Avenue K-8). The project site is
across from the Lancaster Transfer Center and the Specific Plan provides for direct, easy, and safe
pedestrian access between the project site and the Transfer Center. While providing bus service through
the project site is feasible, it would be provide along the site boundaries and there is no evidence that

providing this service on site would be an incentive to site employees and visitors to use transit.

With respect to the widening of 10* Street West, the City’s current fiscal year (2007-2008) Capital
Improvement Program allocates over $1.3 million dollars for the widening of 10* Street West from
Avenue K-8 to Avenue M. This project is planned to begin in 2007 and be completed by 2010. The
planning horizon year for the full build out of the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan project is 2030, well

beyond the time when the widening of 10" Street West is planned to occur.
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Project impacts on the AVTA system are discussed in Section 5.5, Transportation and Circulation, of the

Draft Program DEIR and in Response 1 above.

The comment regarding that a request for transit facilities does not guarantee that AVTA will continue to
provide service transit service to the project site is noted and will be forwarded to City decision makers
for their consideration. As the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 3

The commentator invites the City to contact him with any questions regarding its comments.
Response 3

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. AVTA will have
opportunity in the future to comment on future environmental reviews on the project as they become
available. The comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further

response is required.
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Board of Directors

Chairman
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Director
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Director
Diane Carlton
County of Los Angeles

Director

Miks Dispanza
City of Palmdale

Executive Director
Randy Floyd

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

February 5, 2007 Antelope Valley Transit Authority

Brian Ludicke

Planning Director

Department of Community Development
City of Lancaster

44933 North Fern Avenue

Lancaster, CA 93534-2461

Re: Amargosa Creek Specific Pian — Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced project.

Given the size and nature of the project please consider transit access both onsite
and offsite. The size of the parcel would make for long pedestrian trips if the only
transit access is from adjacent streets. Provision of on-site transit circulation is
requested. All bus stops should include adequate amenities for passenger comfort
and convenience.

10™ Street West should be built to its ultimate width prior to project construction.
This is especially important between Avenue M and Avenue L. Traffic during
construction, as well as additional traffic generated from this project upon
completion, will negatively impact transit service in this critical corridor should
these improvements not be completed.

Also, please address the number of transit trips this facility will generate and what
the impact on the transit system will be and how these potential impacts will be
mitigated.

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (661)726-2616
ext. 206,

Sincerely,

g

andy Floyd
Executive Director

Note: A request for transit facilities does not imply that AVTA will provide, or
continue to provide service to the site.

42210 6th Street West » Lancaster, California 93534 » (661} 9459445 » www.avta.com
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City of Lancaster June 26, 2007

Attn.: Brian Ludicke

44933 N. Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534

Re:  Draft EIR (SCH # 2007021012) for the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan
Dear Mr. Ludicke:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review the Draft EIR (SCH # 2007021012) for the
Amargosa Creek Specific Plan. The Antelope Valley Mosquito & Vector Control District is a
special district charged with protecting public health within most of the City limits of Palmdale
and Lancaster. Our main objective is to keep mosquito populations at a minimum. We take this
responsibility very seriously. As such, we have reviewed the DEIR for the above named project
and ask consideration of the following points:

The report states in chapter 5.3-5. Project Impacts that during and after construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) will be installed to treat storm and irrigation runoff as specified
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Clean Water Act (CWA) to
comply with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements.

I would like to stress again that the Best Management Practices (BMPs) are notorious for
breeding tremendous numbers of mosquitoes (see references below). Furthermore, underground
drains and vault spaces provide safe harborage for adult resting and over-wintering mosquitoes.
Numerous studies conducted by the California Department of Health Services, California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and several Vector Control Districts showed that:

» Continuous Deflective Separators (CDS) will support large mosquito populations
since they will keep water in the bottom at ail times.

» Weep holes become clogged very quickly and are not recommended.

o Adult female mosquitoes are able to fly through openings as small as 1/16™ of an inch
to access water to lay eggs.

® Adult mosquitoes will fly more than 80 ft through pipes as small as 4 inches.
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I know that you need to comply with NPDS regulations but I hope you can keep mosquito
produyction in mind when building these structures. Some of the recommendations are:

Make sure the lids on the CDS’s are completely sealed to exclude mosquitoes. @
Implement provisions to prevent or reduce the possibility of clogged discharge
orifices (e.g. debris screens).

*  All BMP structures should be easily and safely accessible to allow AVMVCD
technicians to effectively monitor and if necessary, abate mosquitoes.

I would also like to emphasize that creating mosquito breeding sites constitutes a public health
nuisance under the California Health and Safety Code §2060 and may result in potential fines of
up to $1000 per day plus the cost of abatement until corrected.

It is therefore crucial that the developer, owner and the City of Lancaster put a long-term plan in
place for these drainage systems to be properly maintained.| Customary annual or even bi-annual
pumping of vault-type units is wholly inadequate to prevent mosquito reproduction.

|
QIONO

Please feel free to contact me at 661-942-2917 ext. 206 for any further information.

Sincerely,

en S. Mellor

Entomologist / Operations Supervisor
Antelope Valley Mosquito & Vector Control District

References:  Managing Mosquitoes in Stormwater Treatment Devices
http://www.anrcatalog ucdavis.eduw/pdf/8125.pdf
The Impact of New BMP Construction on Local Public Health Agencies
http:/fwww.forester.net/sw 0203 _stormwater.htm!
The Dark Side of Stormwater Runoff Management: Disease Vectors Associated
with Structural BMPs
http://www.forester.net/sw 0203 dark.html|
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6. R n to Letters Received from Karen S. Mellor, Entomologist ration rvisor

Antelope Valley Mosquito & Vector Control District, Lancaster, California, correspondence
dated June 26, 2006.

Comment 1

The Antelope Valley Mosquito & Vector Control District thanks the City for the opportunity to review the
Draft Program EIR and states its role.

Response 1

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft

Program EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 2

This comment reiterates information provided in Section 5.3, Hydrology, Storm Drainage, and Water
Quality, of the Draft Program EIR that best management practices (BMPs) would be constructed within

the project site during and after construction.
Response 2

This comment is accurate. The project would construct BMPs to control the quality of site runoff during

and after project construction.
Comment 3

The commentator states that standing water in BMPs can be breeding areas for mosquitoes and lists some
findings of studies conducted by the California Department of Health Services, Caltrans, and several

Vector Control Districts.
Response 3

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not

question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
Comment 4

The commentator recommends measures that can be incorporated into the BMPs to control mosquito

populations.
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Response 4

The measures are acknowledged and have been incorporated into the mitigation measures listed in
Section 5.3, Hydrology, Storm Drainage, and Water Quality, of the Draft Program EIR. If the measures
are applicable and feasible for the BMPs, which have not yet been specified for the project at this program
level of planning, they will be incorporated. The District will have opportunity in the future to comment

on future environmental reviews on the project as they become available.

Comment 5

The commentator states that creating mosquito breeding sites constitutes a public health nuisance under

the California Health and Safety Code.

Response 5

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not

question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

Comment 6

The commentator states that customary or bi-annual pumping of vault-type units is “wholly inadequate

to prevent mosquito reproduction.”

Response 6

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration.
As it does not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is

required.

Comment 7

The commentator invites the City to contact her for further information.

Response 7

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. The District will have
opportunity in the future to comment on future environmental reviews on the project as they become
available. The comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further

response is required.
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Letter No. 7

S METROLINK.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY
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JuL 2007 Riverside County
Transportation Commission
Tune 29, 2007 RECEIVED Son et
Commsity Deveiopant Associated Governments
6} 9\ Ventura County
Q‘ e OZ 6L 3\’ L\' Transportation Commission

Mr. Brian Ludicke, Community Development Director En Offcio Members:
Southera Caldformia

Clty of Lancaster Association of Governments

44933 Noﬁh Femn Avenue S?nGrJlegD Ass?c:ahnn

Lancaster, CA 93534 State of Califorma

Subject: Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) Comments on the City
of Lancaster Amargosa Creek Specific Plan EIR SCH# 120070300

Dear Mr. Ludicke:

As background information, SCRRA is a five-county Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that operates
the regional commuter rail system known as Metrolink on member agency-owned and on private
freight railroad rights of way. Additionally, SCRRA provides a range of rail engineering,
construction, operations and maintenance services to its five JPA member agencies. The JPA
consists of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), Riverside
County Transportation Commission {(RCTC), Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA),
San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) and Ventura County Transporfation
Commission (VCTC).

Based on the proximity of the rail line and station to the proposed development, SCRRA has the
following recommendations:

o Based on your draft program EIR, under the City of Lancaster draft Master Plan of Highways,
the following intersection has been identified as a future intersection improvement: Avenue
K/Sierra Highway (Potential Grade Separation). We recommend that you look into the
feasibility of accelerating this grade separation with the increased traffic from this and other
potential developments near the railroad.

o The table below contains current and future Metrolink weekday train volumes through this

area:
Projected weekday train volumes
Line 2007 ) 2000 | 2015 | 2020 | 203
Antelope Valley 24 24 32 42 46

e We encourage transportation connectivity from this development area to our Lancaster
Metrolink Station to encourage mereased ridership, reduce traffic congestion and improve the
air quality.

700 S. Flower Street 26th Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 Tel [213] 452.0200 Fax [213] 452.0425

www.metrolinktrains.com
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City of Lancaster — Amargosa Creek
Page 2

We request and cxpect to receive timely notice, in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21092.5 and State CEQA Guideline Section 15088, of the written proposed responses to
our comments on this environmental document and the time and place of any scheduled public
meetings or public hearings by the agency decision makers at least 10 days prior to such a
meeting.

@)

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Laurene Lopez, Community
Relations Administrator, at (213) 452-0288 or by e-mail at lopezi@scrra.net.

Q

Sincerely,

Steve Wylie, Assimve Officer, Finance and Administration

On behalf of David Solow, Chief Executive Officer

cc:  Patricia Chen (MTA)

Eric Carlson (MTA)
Freddy Cheung (UPRR)
SCRRA Central Files
171215755 Sciences, Inc. RTC-41 Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
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7. R n to Letters Received from Steve Wylie, Assistant Executiv fficer, Finance an

Administration, Metrolink, Los Angeles, California, correspondence dated June 27, 2007.

Comment 1

The comment provides a description of the organizational structure and functions of the Southern
California Regional Rail Authority, which operates the regional commuter rail system known as

Metrolink.
Response 1

This comment will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. As the comment does

not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 2

The commentator recommends that the City of Lancaster consider the feasibility of accelerating the grade

separation project ultimately envisioned for Avenue K and Sierra Highway.
Response 2

In recent years, the City of Lancaster constructed a major grade separation structure on Avenue L,
approximately one mile south of Avenue K, to provide greater safety and convenience for motorists. The
construction of a grade separation structure at Avenue K would entail acquisition of additional right-of-
way, as well as substantial funding. The Draft Program EIR identifies a lesser measure that would

provide partial mitigation for the identified traffic impact at this intersection. Comment 3

The commentator provides information on the current and projected weekday train volumes along the

rail line that parallels Sierra Highway through Lancaster.
Response 3

It is noted that the existing level of activity is projected to almost double by 2030. This comment is
acknowledged and will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their consideration. As the comment

does not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 4

The comment states that transportation connectivity between the project site and the Lancaster Metrolink

Station is encouraged.
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Response 4

The following two existing AVTA transit routes link the project site and the Lancaster Metrolink Station:
e #1 Lancaster/Palmdale between downtown Lancaster and 47" Street East/Avenue S in Palmdale;

e #4 Eastside Lancaster to the eastern portions of Lancaster between downtown Lancaster and the
Lancaster City Park Transfer Center;

As a result of these two routes, Metrolink ridership by project employees and visitors would be

facilitated, thereby reducing traffic congestion and associated air emissions.

Comment 5

The comment requests that, consistent with applicable regulations, the commenting agency be provided
with the written responses to its comments and notice of any public hearing on the proposed project at

least 10 days in advance of that meeting.

Response 5

The FEIR, including these written responses, are being made available to the public and commenting
public agencies for review a minimum of 10 days prior to a special Planning Commission hearing on July

30, 2007 at the City of Lancaster, 44933 N. Fern Avenue, Lancaster, California.

Comment 6

The commentator provides a contact phone number and e-mail address for questions regarding the

comments.

Response 6

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers. As it does not

comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
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Impact Sciences, Inc.

Letter No. 8

2 July 2007

Mr. Brian §. Ludicke, Planning Director
City of Lancaster

44933 N. Fern Avenue

l.anecaster, CA 93534

RE:  SCAG Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Amargosa Creek Specific Plan - SCAG Ne. 1 20070300

Dear Mr, Ludicke,

Thank you for submitting the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan DEIR to the Southem
California Association of Govemnmenis (SCAG) for raview and comment. As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Exequtive Order 12372, SCAG
reviews the consistency of local plang, prejects, and programs with regional plans. This
Edi\l.ﬂy is basad on SCAG's rBSpOﬂSibilﬂiES as a regional pl nnin organlzatjun pursuant
to state and federal {aws and regulations. Guidance prbvided by these reviews is
intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to t=ke actions that contribute to
the attainment of regional goals and policies.

SCAG staff has previously reviewsd the NOP for this project and determined that the
praposed project is regionally significant per the Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidefines (Section 15206). The Ameargosa Cregk Specific Plan (SP) is a
planned development of cansisting of two majer districts: copmercia! district and meadical
district. The commercial district would contain between 1.1 and 1.6 milfion square feet of
structures and be built out over a span of 10 years. The npedical district would contain
approximately 626,000 square feet and a 1,000 space parking structure to be built out over
a span of 25 years. The SP will be located at the northeast cbmer of 10® Street West and
Avenue L.

As noted in our response to your NOP for this project, Rolicies of SCAG'S Regiona)
Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Regional Transporiation Plan, and Compass Growth
Vision may be applicable to your project, and were are oufined in an attachrent to our
NOP response letter, dated March 1, 2007. We have evalui;ed and commented on this
project, relative to our previous comments.

The aftached detalled comments are meant to provide gpidance for considering the
proposed project within the: context of our regional goals and poficies. If you have any
guestions ragarding the attached comments, please contact James R. Tebbetts at (213)
236-1915. Thank you.

Jgcob U
nager, fEnvironmental Division
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN - SCAG NO. 20070300

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Amargosa Creek Specific Plan (SP) is 2 planned develepment of consisting of two major districts;

commercial district and medical district. The commercial district would contain 1.4 and 1.6 million

square feet of structures and be buit out over a span of 10 years. The medital district would contain
approximatety 625,000 square feet and & 1,000 space parkmg structure to ba byit out over a span of 25
years. The SP will be located of the northeast comer of 10™ Streat West and Avenus L.

CONSISTENCY Wi

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) @
containg the following policies that are particularly applicable and should be addressed in the DEIR for
Paimwood SP and Qutparcels Annexalion project.

3.01  The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's Regional Counci! and
thet reflect local plans and policies shall be used by SCAG in all phases of implementation and
review.

Regional Growth Forecasts

The DEIR needs 1o reflect the most current adopted SCAG farecasts, which are the 2004 RTP (Aptil 2004)

Population, Household and Employment Ferecasts through to 2030, The adopted forecasts for your region,
subregion, and City are as folows:

Adopted SCAG Regionwlde Forecasts

2010 205 2020 2030
Population 19,208,661 20,194,117 21,137,519 22,085,416 22,890,797
Households 6,072,578 6,463,402 6,865,355 7,263,519 7,660,107
Ernployment 8,729,192 0198618 | 0050847 | 10,100,776 | 70527 202 @
Adopted North Los Angeles County Forecasts

201 2013 2020 2025 2030
Population 735,262 852 964 967,387 1,076(013 1,179,228
Households 221538 256,966 292,658 327,745 362,324
Employment 215,955 235,070 253417 270,409 786 286
Adopted City of Lancaster Forecasts

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Pepulation 168,032 191.912 215,488 236,048 259 696
Households 51,418 58,980 66,591 74,058 81,403
Employment 58,584 62,937 66,081 69,026 71,818
* The 2004 RTP growth forecast at the regional, eounty and subregicnal level was adopted by RG in April, 2004, Glty totals
are the sum of small area data and should be used for advisory purposes only.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5b.(2) (Regienal Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goal§ and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. The DEIR notes that this policy is oriented toward SCAG and doss hot apply to this project,
This project has a significant impact on the ability of the City to provide em onment opporiunities, as
forecast by SCAG. This policy could be incorporated into Section 8.3.c (Economic Growth} as the
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3.03

project as the potential fo provide a large number of employment oppertunities for the City of
Lancaster and surrounding area. Between 2010 and 2030 North Los Anggles County (NLAG) and
City of Lancaster Employment Forecasts shows that the NLAC and the City will go from a job rich
area 1o @ job poor area. This project could aid this slowing this decline. Based on the information
provided in the DEIR, we are unabla to determine if the Project is consistent with this core RCPG
policy as it relates to empioyment forecasts. Please address this in the FEIR.

The timing, financing, and location of pubfic faciliies, utiily systems, and trahsportation sysfems shall
be used by SCAG to implement the region’s growth policies.

SCAG Staff comments: Section 5.1.5.0.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plar and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals| end policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Section 5.1.5.b.(2) notes that the project site is already servea by public facilites, uility
systems and transportalion systems. The project will have some impact on fhese systams, ritigation
measures have been included to reduce these impacts. The development bf the Armargosa Cresk
Specific Pian will eccur in phases over several years. The construction offinfrastructure needed o
support this project will follow SCAG growth policies. Therefore, the prdposed project would be
consistent with SCAG Pulicy 3.03,

GMC POLICIES RELAYED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL STANDARD OF
LIVING

The Growth Management goals lo develop urben forms that enable individuals tp spend less income on
housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that epable fims to be mare
competitive, sirengthen the regional sirategic goal to stimulate the regional economy. The evaluation of tha
proposed project in relation to tha fellowing policies would be intended to quide efforts toward achievement of
such goals and does not infer regional Interference with local land use powars.

3.04

3.06

DOCS# 137540v1

Encourage local Jurisoictions® efforts to achieve a balanca between the types of jobs they seek to
attract and housing prices.

SCAG staff commants: Section 5.1.5b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan| and Guide) provides an
evaiuation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals| and palicies of SCAG's
RCPG. The general Antelope Vallay area is forecast to have an increase Inhousing, and this project
wil aid in the employment of the people moving into this housing. It woultl be helpful if the FEIR
included a discussion the prices of the forecasted residential units and to determine if a balance
has been achieved batween the jobs being created by this project and hpusing prices. Based on
the infarmation provided in tha DEIR, we are unable to determine if the groject is consistent with
Policy 3.04 as it relates to achieving a balance between jobs and housing prices. Please addreas
this in the FEIR.

Encourage palterns of urban development and land use that redu
construction and make better use of axisting faciiities.

costs of infrastructure

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Gulde) provides an
avaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Section 5.1.56.(2) notes thet the project site Is already served by public faciities, utility
systems and fransportation systems. Section 5.5.5.0.3.(a) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide) notes that the project is in the Urban Cors of the City of Lancaster and that it is well served by
roadways and fransit service. Section 5.9.5¢.(3) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) notes
that the project is in the Utban Core of the City of Lancaster and that sewer lines exist adjacent to the
project site. Section 5.10.5.¢.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) notes that the project
site is served by a solid wasle hauer. Section 5.41.5.6.3) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and
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Guide) stetes that this project is located within 1.3 miles of a City Fire Stafion (Station 128), and it is
easily accessible to the project site, Water service exists at the project site. Section 5.12.5.¢.(3)
{Regiona) Comprehensive Plan and Gulde) states that this project is locgted within the City Urban
Core and is served by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. j

some impact on these systems, mitigation measures have been intluded to reduce these impacts.
Table 1.0-1 (Summary Table) provides information on mitigation measures propased for this project.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with SCAG Policy 3/05.

3.06 Support public education efforts regarding the costs of various aitsm.
development

types of growth and

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
evalualion of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goaks and policies of SCAG's
RCPG, Section 5.1.9.b.(2) notes that there were community workshops heid that help formulate the
design of the Specific Plan, being evaluated by this DEIR. Therefore, the groposed project would ba
consistent with SCAG Policy 3.06.

307 Support subregional policies thal racognize agricullure as an industry, support the economic
viabillty of agricuftura aclivities, preserve agricultural land, and provide gompensation for property
owners holding lands in greenbelt areas.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprahensive Plan and Guide) provides an

avaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's

RCPG. Section 5.1.5.b.(2) notes that the project is net in an agriculturalarea, and review of DEIR
notes the project sits Is locatad in an urbanized and urbanizing area of fie City of Lancaster. The
location of this project within the urbanized and urbanizing area of Landaster lessens pressure to
develop |ands dedicated to agriculture. Therefore the proposed project would be consistent with
SCAG Policy 3.07.

3.08 Encourage subregions to define an economic strategy to mainfain the economic vitallty of the
subregion, including the development and use of markeling programns, and other sconomic
incentives, which support effainment of subregional goals and policies.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprahensive Fign and Guida) provides an @
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's

RCPG. This policy is to encourage subregions to define an economic s{rategy for their subregion.
The DEIR notes that thig policy s oriented toward SCAG and does not apply to this project. A review
of City services indicates that there is a City Redevelopment Agency and an Enterprise Zone located
within the City. Based on the information provided in the DEIR, we ars unable to determine if the
project is consistent with Policy 3.08 as it relates to defining economic srategies. Please address
this in the FEIR.

309  Bupport local jurisdictions” efforts to minimize the cost of infrastruciure and public service delivery,
and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and the pmrion of services.

SCAG staff comments; Section 5.1,5.0.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Pian and Guide) provides an

evaluation of the consictency of the proposed project with pertinent goaje and policies of SCAG's

RCPG. Section 5.1.5b.(2) notes that the project shte is already serveq by public facities, utiity
systems and transportation systems. The project will have some impact on these systems, mitigation
measures have been included to reduce these impects. These mitigation|measures include the fair
share’ of payments to be made for the provision of public services and infristructure. This will reduce
costs to the local jurisdiction for the provision of these safvices. Table 1.0-1 (Summary Table)
provides information on mitigation measures propesed for this project. Sabtions 5-3.5.0(3) (Regionat
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Comprehensive Plan and Guide) and 5.9.5¢ (3) (Regional Comprahensive Plan and Guide) provides
an evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with this policy, and states that the proposed
project will pay its fair share drainagefflood control and sewer line impact fees. Section 5.11.5.¢.(3)
(Regional Comprehensive Pian and Guide) states that this project is located within 1.5 miles of a City
Fire Station (Station 129), and it is easily accessible to the project site, Water service exists at the
project site. It also states that the proposed project will pay its fair sharefire impact fees. Segtion
5.12.5.6.(3) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) states that this prpject is located within the
City Urban Care and 1s served by the Los Angeles Counly Bheriffs Dapartment. Therefore, the
praposed project would be consistent with SCAG Policy 3.09.

370 Support focal jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitiing pracess io
maintain sconomic vitality and competitivensss.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
avaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. The development of the Amagosa Creek Specific Plan, will include development standards
for the projects proposed. These standards would assist the developer and the City to reduce red
tape and expedite permitting of the proposed projects as the developmeny standards would be well
known In advance. As the project is being reviewed through the EIR process, tha individual phases
will require reduced or limited environmental review, reducing fime for progeasing of appiications for
those phases. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with §CAG Policy 3,10,

OVE THE REGIONA

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPR! QUALITY OF LIFE

The Grawth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to
enhance quality of Iife, that accommodats a diversity of life styles, that preservg open space and natural
resources, and that are sesthetically pleasing and preserve the character of communities, enhance the
regional strategic goat of maintakning the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in
relation to the following policies would be Intended to provide direstion for plan implementation, and does riot
allude to regional mandates.

develop urban forms thet

3.11  Support provisions and incentives created by local jurisdictions to aftract housing growth In job-
rich subregions and job growth in housing-rich subteglons.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's
RGPG, The DEIR states that the City has no provisions or incentives to[attract housing or jobs. A
veview of City services indicates that there is a City Redevelopment Agengy and an Enterprise Zone
located within the City. Based on the Information provided In the DEIR, we are unable to determing
if the project is consistent with Policy 3.11 as it relates to job and housing attraction. Please
address this in the FEIR.

312  Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions programs aimed at designing fand uses which
encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for roadway expansion, reduce the number
of auto trips and vehicle miles fraveled, and creata opportunities for residents to walk and bike.

313  Encourage loval jurisdictions’ plans that maximize the use of existing ufbanized arsas accessible
{o transit through infill and redevelopment,

3.14  Support local pians fo increase densiy of future devalopment located aﬂ stratagic points along the
regiomal comminer rall, transit systems, and activity centers.
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318

3.16

317

318

3.20
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Support local jurisdictions’ strategies to establish mixed-use clusters and other transit-orienied
developments around iranisit stations and along fransit cormidors.

Encourage developments in and sround aclivity cenlers, transportation] corridors, underutiiized
infrastructura systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopmsnt..

Supportf and encourage development pattern that contain a range of urban densiijes.

SCAG staff sammants; Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Flan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals| and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Section 4.0.5.a. (Technical Characteristics) summarizes the different types of commercial
uses proposed by this project. Commarcial uses include major and minor gnchor retail, main street
retail / mixed uses, in-ine retail, hotel, cinema, offices, and heslthcare. The Antelopa Valley Transit
Authority (AVTA) pravides bus, commuter, and para-ransit gervices. The Lancaster Transfer Genter
is located to the west of the project site, along 10™ Street West, north of Avenue L, end is & multi-
modal hub offers connections between AVTA local and commuler buE service, Santa Clarita

Transit Commuter Service, and Matrolink commuter rail service. Figure 4.0-5 (Pedestrian
Circulation Diagram) shows & link to the ransit facility from this develépment and a variety of
pedestian ways throughout the project site. Figure 4.0-4 (Vehicle Circulation Diagram) shows a
bicycle route along the north property line, on Avenue K-8. Section 4.0-52:(5)(e) (Bicycle Facilities)
calls for bicyele racks throughout the development. Section 5.6.6.9.3.(a) (Regional Comprehensive
Plan and Guide) notes that residents in the area would be able to welk, bike, and use public
trangportation to reach the project’s commerclal and medical uses. This Spcti
proposed project is in close proximity to the Lancaster Trensit Center,
across the street from the project sits. The project is located approximately one-haff mile of the
Antelope Valley Freeway (SR-14), where there is an Interchange on Avenue L. The project will place
employment opportunities in close proximity te housing and residenl#. is an infill project, &
adjacent to a transit system, and provides a wide variety and range of urban densities. Therefore,
the proposed project would be conaistent with SCAG Plicy Policies 3.12, 3.13, 3.14, 3.15, 3.18,
and 3.17.

Encourage planned development in locations feast fikely to cause adverse environmental impact.

SCAG Steff Comments: Section 5.1.5.0.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plap and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Chapler 5.0 {Environmental (mpact Analysis) evalustes areas in which potential impacts to
the environment may occur. Sections 5.3.5, 5.4.6, 55.6, 56.5, 5.7.5, 5.8, 5.9.5, 5.105, 5.11.5,
5125, 5135, and 5.14.8 (Projsct Impacts) and Sections 9.3.6, 54.7, 5.5.7, 56,6, 5,76, 5.8,
596, 5408, 5.11.6, 5.12.6, 513.6, and 5.14.7 (Project Mitigation Measures) identify potential
impacts and methods to reduce their impects. While there are some potentially significant
ervironmental impacts mitigation measures have been incorporated into tha project. While mitigation
measures have been incorporated into the DEIR, there will stil be unavgidable sighificant impacts
(Chapter 6.0 [Unavoidabla Significant Impacts]) related to Transportation and Crrculation, Air Quality,
and Noise. Except in the aress of Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, and Naise, the
proposed project would be consistent with 8CAG Palicy 3.18. Additidnal mitigation measures
should be evaluated s as o reduce impaclts fromite Transporiation and Girculation and Air
Quality, such as on-site car pooling areas, on-gite bus stops, or bus route serving tha Lancaster
Transfer Center from this project, in the FEIR. ‘,

Support the protection of vital resources, such as wetlands, groundwaler recharge aress,
woodlands, production tands, and land confaining unigue and endangered plants and animals.
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321

322

3.23

SCAG Staff Comments: Section 5.1.5.0.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed preject with pertinent gogls and policies of SCAG's
RCP@. The development of the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan is in gn urbanized area. Section
5.8.5c.(3)(a) (GMC Policy Related to RCFG Goal to improve the Regional Quality of Live) states that
there are no wellands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, predugtion lands, or unique and
endangered plants and animals on the project site. Section 5.4 (Biolggical Resources) contains
information related to biological resources on or near the project site and the project sits is within the
range of the western burewing owl and silvery legless lizard, development of the property may affect
these species. Pre-construction surveys will be accomplished to reduce the impact to less than
significant levels. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with SCAG Palicy 3.20.

Encourage the implementation of measures eimed at the preservation end protection of the
racorded and unracorded cuiturel rasources and archaeological sites.

SCAG Staff Comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regiona Comprehensive Pl
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent

paleoniological resources. No recorded archasological sites or pal
adjacent to the project site. If during excavation or grading, such
contract will be required to caase opsrations and notify a qualified archa
for that specific buildings or sites within the project site may qualify as historic resourges. Pre-
construction surveys will be accomplished to reduce the impact to less than significant levals.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with SCAG Policy 3.21.

Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in areas with
staep slopes, high fire, lood, and seismic hazards.

SCAG Staff Comments: Seclion 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehansive Plan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed roject with pertingnt goals and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. The project sita is not Iocated in an area of steep slopes or high fire. The site is impacted by
flooding and seismic hazards. Table 1.0-1 (Summary Table) contains mitigation measures relaled to
Geology and Soils and Hydrology, Storm Drainage, and Water Quality. Compliance with the
Uniform Building Code for building construction should reduce impacly from seismic hazards. A
100 year flood hazard is confined to Amargosa Creek, this will be mitigated by the construction of a
6,500 foot concrete channel, Therefore, the propased project would e consistent with SCAG
Policy 3.22.

Encourage mitigetion meaasures that reduce holse In certain locations, mesasures aimed at
presarvation of biofogical and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure fo
seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damege, and fo develop emergency rasponse end
recovery plans.

SCAG Staff Comments: Section 5.1.5,0.(2) (Regional Gomprahensive and Guida) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent gogls and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Table 1.0-1 (Summary Table) contains a fisting of mitigation meakures to reduce impacts to

Geology and Soils, Fire Protection, Hazards, and Hazardous Materials, and Police Protection,
Compliance with these measures should reduce impacts. Therefore, the [proposed project would be
congistent with SCAG Policy 3.23.

GMC POLIGIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PRCVIDE SOGCIAL, POLITICAL, AND GULTURAL

EQUITY

The Growth Management Goal to develop urban forms that avold economic and social polarzation promotes
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the regional strategic gosal of minimizing social and geogrephic disparities and of
segments of society. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the poll

guide direction for the accomplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional

wilh locat land use powers.

3.24

3.25

326

3z

Encourage sfforts of local jurisdietions in the implementation of progral

eaching equity among all
stated below is intended
handates and interference

that increase the supply

and quaiity of housing and provide affordable housing as evaluated |in the Regional Housing

Neads Assessment.

SCAG Staff Comments: Section 5,1.5.b. (2) (Regional Comprehensiva Pl

and Guide) provides an

evaluation of the consistency of the proposed projact with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's

RCPG. While the project will employ local residents, the proposed proj

& commergial in nature

and no residential units are proposed; therefore this policy is not applicabld to this project.

Encourage the efforts of local jurisdictions, employers and service age

cies to provide adequate

training and retraining of workers, and prepare the lahor force fo meat the fulure challenges of the

regional economy.

SCAG Slaff Comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Gomprehensive Pl
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent

n and Guide) provides an
s and policies of SCAG's

RGPG. The DEIR notes that this policy is oriented toward SCAG and dogs not apply to this project.
Howaver thig policy should be incorporated into Section 8.3.c (Economici Growth) as the project as

the potential o provide a large number of employment opportunities for
surreunding area. Between 2010 and 2030 the City of Lancaster Empio
the City will go from a job rich area to a job poor area. Depanding on th
located at the project site the tralning and retraining of workers may be
labar force to meet the challenges of these employment opportunities.

the City of Lancaster and
ent Forecasts shows that
types of businesses to be
necessary to prepare the
Based on the information

provided in the DEIR, we are unable to determine if the Project is consietent with this core RCPG

palicy as it relates to employment forecasts. Please address this inthe F

Encourage employment development in job-puor localities through
retraining programs and other economic development measures.

iR,

stpport of labor force

SCAG Staff Comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprenhensive Pl

and Guide) provides an

evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent gods and policies of SCAG's

RGPG. The proposed praject is located in a subregion that will slowly

me a job-poor locality,

based on employment forecasts for the 2010-2030 tme frame. This prdiect could aid this slowing
this decline. Based on the information provided In tha DEIR, we are Unable to determine if the

project is consistant with Policy 3.26 as it relates lo economic devel
address this in the FEIR,

communities and provide, equally to alf members of society, accesst

pment measures. Please

o and effective services

Support locai jurisdictlons and other service providers in their efforE lo develop sustainable

such as; public education, housing, heaith care, social services,
enforcement, and fire protection.

creational facilities, law

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regionzl Comprehensive P

n and Guide) provides an

avaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent godls and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Section 4.0.5.a. (Technical Characteristics) summarizes the different types of commercial
uses proposed by this project. Commercial uses indude major and mingr anchor retail, main street
retail / mixed uses, in-line retail, hotel, cinema, offices, and healthcare. The project will provide for a
variety of commercial uses, which could support education, health care [and social servicas o the
residents of Lancaster and the surrounding area. Mitigation measures afe in place that call for the

DOCS# 137340v1

RTC-51

Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR

July 2007



Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

2 July 2007
Mr. Brian Ludicke
Page 9

AR QUALITY CHAPFTER CORE ACTIONS

payment of in-tieu of fees to cover costs related to fire protection. Therefore, the proposed project
would ba consistent with SCAG Policy 3.27.

The Air Quality Chapter (AQC) core actions that are generally 2pplicable o the Projact are as follows:

5.07

511

OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION CHAFTER CORE ACTIONS

Determine specific programs and associsted actions needed fe.g, indirect source rules,
enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community-based shthJe services, provision of
demand managsment based programs, or vehicle-miles-travelled/emission fees) so that options
to command and conirol regulation can be assessed.

SCAG siaff comments: Table 5.6.5.¢.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. The DEIR notes that the design and location of the project will reduce vehicle trips and
mileage driven. The Lancaster Transfer Center is located across the 5 from the project and
Figure 4.0-5 (Padastrian Circulation Diagram) shows a link to the jtransit facility from this
development and a variety of pedestrian ways throughout the project site. Energy efficiency
measures (Title 24, etc.) will be incorporated inte the project. Enhanced telecommunication
measures will be included within the project design. Therefore, the proposed project would be
congistent with SCAG Policy 5.07.

Through the environmental docurnent review process, ensure that plans at all levels of govemment
(ragionai, alr basin, county, subregfonal and local} consider air quallty, land use, transportation and
economic relationships to ensure consistency and minimize confiicts.

SCAG staff comments; Table 5.6.5.c.(2) (Regienal Comprehensive Plap and Guide) provides an
evaiuation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goats and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. Sections 5.1 (Land Use and Planning), Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulstion), 5.6 (Air
Quality), end 8.0 (Growth Inducing Impacis) have incorporated comments|from a varlaty of agenctes
concerned with alr quality, land use, transportstion. and economic felalions. Thersfore, the
propased project would be consistent with SCAG Policy 5.11.

The Open Space and Conservation Chapter (OSCC) core actions that ere generally applicable to the Project

are as follows:

8.01

8.02

9.03

8.04

DOCSH# 137540v1

Provide adequete land resources lo meet the outdoor recrsation needs of the present and future
residents in the region and lo promate tourism in the region.

Increase the accassibility to open space lands for outdoor recreation
Promete seif-sustaining regional recreation resources and faciiities
evalugtion of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent gosls and policies of SCAG's

RCPG. The proposed praject is commercial in nature, in an urban area therefore Palicies .01, 9.02,
and 8.03 are not applicable to this project.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive ﬁt{n and Guide) provides an
th

Maintain open space for adequate protection to lives and properties agajnst natural and manmade
hazards.

|
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9.05  Minimize potentially hazardous developments in hilisides, canyons, ereds susceptibie fo fivoding,
earthquakes, wildfire and other known hazards, and areas with limifeyl accass for emergency
equipments.

806  Minimize public expenditure for infrastructure and facities fo support Urban type uses in arsas

where public hestth and sajety could not be guarantsed.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's
RCPG. The projert site is not localed in an area of steap slopes or high fifs. The site is impacted by
fleading and seismic hazards. Table 1.0-1 (Summary Table) contains mitigation measures related to

100 year flood hazard is confined to Amargosa Creek, this will be mitigatdd by the construction of a
6,500 foot concrete channel. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with SCAG
Palicies 9.04, 9.05, and 9.06.

11.01  Streamiing waler quallty regulatory implementation. Identify and efiminate overlaps with other
regulatory programs to reduce econormir; impacts on local businesses,
11.02  Encourage “watershed management” programs and strategies, recoghizing the primary rols of

local governments in such efforts.

11.05 Support regional efforts {o identify and cooperatively plan for wellands to facilitate both
sustaining the amount and quality of wetlands in the region and expediting the process for
obtsining wetlands permits.

SCAG staff comments: Seclions 5-3.5.b(3) (Regional Comprehensivel Plan and Guide) and
5.8.5¢.(3)g) (Water Quality Chapter Recommendations and Pallcy Options) provide an evaluation of
the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies pf SCAG's RGPG. These
two Saections of the DEIR notes that thesa policies do not apply to this project, as the policies are
directed towerd the Regional Water Quality Control Board, City of Lancaster and SCAG. Also that
there are no wetlands an or negr the project site. Therefora these policied are nat applicable to this

project.
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has goals and policies that are|pertinent to this proposed
project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic development,
enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transporidtion-friendly development
patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and
commercial imitations. The RTP continuas to support all applicable federal and glate laws in implementing
the proposed project. Among the relevant goals and palicies of the RTP are the following:

RTP Goalg
+  Frotect the environment, improve air quelity and promote energy efficiency.
+ Encourage land use and growth pattems that complement our transportation investments,

RTP Poligies

« Transportation invesiments shall be based on SCAG's adopted Regional Perfofmance Indicators.

= Ensuring safety, adequaie maintenance, and efficiency of operations on jthe existing muli-modal
transportation system will be RTP priorities and will be balanced against the need for system expansion
investments,
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+ RTPland use and growth strategies that differ from currently expected frands will require a collaborative
implementation program that identiflas required actions and policies by all affécted agencies and sub-
regions.

provides an evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of
SCAG's RTP. Section 5.5.5.9.3.(a) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guiie) notes that the project
does not involve regional transportation investment er mult-modet transportation. However, the
development does take advantage and compliments the fransportation invbstment found on SR-14
Freeway, Sierra Highway, and the Lancaster Transit Center. The development of the Amargosa
Creek Specific Plan provide for the protection of the environment, Except in the areas of
Transportation and Circulation and Air Quality. Therefore the proposed project would be consistent
with these RTP Goals and Folicies. Additional mitigation measures should be evaluated so as to
reduce impacts from/to Transporiation and Circulation and Air Quality, such as on-site ¢ar pooling
areas, on-site bus stops, or bus route serving the Lancaster Transfer Center from this project, in
the FEIR.

SCAG stsff comments: Table 5.1-7 (Propased Project Consistency with SCAG's RCPG Policies)

GROWTH VISIONING

The fundamental goal of the Compass Growth Visioning effort is to make the SCA region a better place to
live, work and play for all residents regardiess of race, ethnicity or income class. Jhus, decisions regarding
growth, transportation, land use, and economic development should be made to promote and sustain for
future generations the region's mobility, livabllity and prosperity. The follpwing “Regional Growth
Principles” are proposed to provide a framewark for local and regional dacision making thet improves the
quality of life for all SCAG residents, Each principle is followed by a specific set|of strategies intened to
achieve this goal.

Principle 1: Improve mobility for all residents
» Encourage transportation investments and land use decisions that are mutially supportive. @
«  Locata new housing near existing jobs and new jobs near existing housing.
»  Encourage transit-criented development.
» Promote a variety of traval choices

Principle 2: Foster livability in all communities
Prormote infill development and redevaiopment fo revitalize existing communities.
Promote developments, which provide a mix of uses,

Promate “people scaled,” walkable communities.

Support the preservation of stable, slngle-famity neighborhoods.

- 8 &+ =

Principle 3: Enable prasperity for all people
« Provide, in each community, a varisty of housing types to meet the houLing needs of all income

lavals.

Suppor educational opportunities that promate balanced growth.

Ensure environmental justice regardless of race, ethnicity or income: class,

Support local and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growth

Encourage civi; engagement,

.- 2 * =

Principle 4: Promote sustainability for future generations
» Preserve rural, agriculfursl, recreational and environmentally sensitive areas.

+ Focus development in urban centers end existing cities.

» Develop strategies fo accommodate growth that uses resources efficiently, eliminate poliution and
significantly reduce waste.
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s Utilize “green’” development technigues.

SCAG staff comments: Section 5.10.5.c.{2) (Regional Comprehensive Pl
this project is consistent with this Principle. The project utlizes axisting inf

n and Guide) notes that
ructure, reduces travel

distances and emissions, by placing commercial retail, offices, and medical facilities adjacent i

each ather. The Lancaster Transfer Center is located across the street fr
4.0-5 (Pedestrian Circulation Diagram} shows a link to the transit Facili
and a veriety of pedestrian ways throughout the project site. Mitigath
included fo incorporate green development techniques in the consiruction)
the propesed project would be consistent with these Growth Vigioning Princi

GENERAL COMMENTS

the project and Figure

from this development
n measures have baen
of the project, Therefore
ples.

Section 5.1.5.b.(2) (Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide) provides an avalua;:n of the consistancy of

the proposed project with pertinent goals and policies of SCAG's RCPG. The pol
this section do not reflect SCAG RCPG pelicy numbers. The policy numbers
renumberad to refiect SCAG RCPG policy numbers.

For ease of evaluation, you may wish to consolidate all of SCAG's Poiicies

Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Regional Transportation Plan, and Compass Grov
FEIR.

Section 5.8. (3)(a) reads “GMC Policy Refated 1o RCPG Goal to improve the Reg
text should change Live to Life.

CONCLUSIONS

numbers fourd under
in the DEIR should be

related lo the Regional
#th into one saction of the

onat Quality of Live", the

1. SCAG commends the efforls of the City of L.ancaster for including in Hs analysis a thorough review of the
policies contained in SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Regional Transportation Plan,

and Compass Growth Vision.

2. As noted in the staff comments, the proposed DE(R for Armargosa CGraek Specific Plan Is consistert with

or supporl many of the core and ancillary policies in the RCPG, except as nated

3. Al feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negetive regional impacts associated with the

proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) is a Jaint Rowers Agency established
under California Gevernment Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Coyncil
of Govemments (COG), a Reglonal Trangportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a Metrupolitan Fianning Organization
(MPO). SCAG's mandated roles and responsibilities include the following:

SCAG is designated by the federal govemment as the Region's Metrapolitan Planning Organization and mandated to
maintain a conlinuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transporation planning 3 regulting in @ Regional
Transpertation Plan and @ Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.5.C. "134, 49 U.5.C. 5301
etseq, 23 CF.R.'460, and 48 C.F.R. 613, SCAG I also the designated Reglanal Trans;, flon Planning Agency,
and as such ig responaible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan {RTF) 4nd Regmnal Transportation
Improvement Frogram (RTIP) under Califomia Government Code Section 65080 and 65082

SCAG is responsible for developing the demegraphic projections and the Integrated land
and fransportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air
pursuant o California Health and Safety Code Section 40460()}(¢). SCAG is also designathd under 42 U.S.C. '7504(a)
as a Co-L.ead Agency for air qualily planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District

SCAG i responsibla under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projetts, Plans and Programs to
the State implementation Plan, pursuant 1o 42 L.8.C. '7606.

Pursuant to Califomia Govemment Code Section 850892, SCAG is responsible for reviewing all Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistancy with regional transportation plans required by Section 55080 of the
Govemment Code. SCAG must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the region.

SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Govermmental Review of Programs proposed for fegeral financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Exeoutive Order 12,378 {replacing A-65 Review).

SCAG reviews, pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Environmental Impacts Reports of
projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans [California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Sactions 15206 and 15125(b}].

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. "1288(2}(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Cantrol Agt), SCAG is the authorized
Areawlde Waste Treatmant Management Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparation of the Reglonal Housing Needs Assessment, pursudnt to California Govemment
Code Section 65584(a).

SCAG is respensiblo (with the Assodclation of Bay Area Govemments, the Sacramento Aréa Council of Governments,
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Govemments) for preparing the Southern Californla Hazardous Waste
Management Pian pursuant to Califomia Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revisad July 2001
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Also, for ease of raview, we would encourage you to use a side-by-side comparison pf all SCAG policies with
a discussion of the consistency, non-consistency or not applicable of the palicy and supporiive analysis in a
table format. All policies and goals must ba evaluated as to impacts. Sugpest format s a follows;

Side by Side Comparison Table of SCAG Policies
Recommended Table Layout

SCAG RCPG (RTP and CGV) Policles

Statement df Consistency,
Non-Consistency, or Not Applicable

Growth Management Chapter

RTC-57

Policy Policy Texl Text
Number

3.01 | The population, housing, end jobs forecasts, | Consistent: Statement as to why.
which are adopted by SCAG's Regional Council | Not-Consistent: Stateinent as 1o why.
and that réflect local plans and policies, shall be | Not Applicable: Statelent as to why.
used by SCAG in all phases of impismentation

: and review.

302 |in areas with large seasonal population | Consistent: Statemert as to why.
fluctuations, such as resort areas, forscast | Not-Cansistent: Statement as to why.
permanent populations, However, appropriate | Not Applicable; State]:lem as to why.
infrastructure systems should be sized iop
serve high-season popuiation tofuls.

303 | The fiming, financing, and location of public | Consistent: Statemerjt as to why.
facilties, ity systems, and transportation | Not-Consistent: Statemant as (o why.
systems shall be used by SCAG lo implement | Not Applicable: Statement as to why.
the reglon’s growth palicies.

Eic. Etc. Elc.
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8. R n to lLetters Receiv from Li thern lifornia A iation of
Governments, Los Angeles, California, correspondence dated July 2, 2007.

Comment 1
The commentator summarizes the role of SCAG in reviewing projects of regional significance.
Response 1

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 2

The commentator briefly summarizes the proposed project.
Response 2

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 3

The commentator refers to SCAG’s March 1, 2007 letter to the City in response to the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the proposed project and states that the following pages of the letter include

detailed comments on the Draft Program EIR.
Response 3

The March 1, 2007 letter is in Appendix 1.0 of the Draft Program EIR. The detailed comments in SCAG's

July 2, 2007 letter are summarized below with a response to each.
Comment 4

The commentator briefly summarizes the proposed project.
Response 4

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment 5

The commentator lists those applicable policies from the Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG).

Response 5

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 6

The commentator refers to Policy 3.01 of the RCPG which states, “The population, housing, and jobs
forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall

be used by SCAG in all phases of implementation and review.”

The commentator states that this project “has a significant impact on the ability of the City to provide
employment opportunities as forecast by SCAG” and that this policy should be incorporated into Section
8.3.c., Economic Growth, of the Draft Program EIR “as the project has the potential to provide a large

number of employment opportunities for the City of Lancaster and surrounding area.”

The commentator further asks that Section 8.0.3.d, Growth Inducing Impacts/Economic Growth, of the
Draft Program EIR incorporate the most current adopted SCAG population, household, and employment
forecasts for the SCAG region, north Los Angeles County, and the City of Lancaster.

Response 6

It is unclear how the project would have a significant impact on the ability of the City to provide
employment opportunities when SCAG has not provided criteria for impact significance. Additionally,
the City of Lancaster has no employment significance criteria and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines
does not provide such criteria in its Initial Study checklist. Finally, Section 15126.2 (d) of the CEQA
Guidelines states, “It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessary beneficial, detrimental, or

of little significance to the environment.”

The City of Lancaster is of the opinion that most employment opportunities provided by the proposed
project over its 25-year build out can be met by existing and future residents within the City and region.
Furthermore, because the project site is already designated for commercial and industrial uses and at
higher densities than proposed under the Specific Plan, the proposed project would not create

employment opportunities within the City or regional that were not already factored into the City’s
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General Plan, the County’s Antelope Valley Areawide Plan, or SCAG’s employment forecasts, which are
based on these plans. Therefore, the City stands by its conclusion in Section 8.0 of the Draft Program EIR
that a direct increase in employment over the 25-year buildout of this project would be within the 2030

employment forecasts for the City.

Section 8.0.3.d, Growth Inducing Impacts/Economic Growth, already includes the 2030 population and

employment forecasts for the City that are provided in Comment 6.

Comment 7

The commentator refers to Policy 3.03 of the RCPG which states, “The timing, financing, and location of
public facilities, utility systems, and transportation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the

region’s growth policies.”
The commentator concludes that the proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

Response 7

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.03 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 7, no further response is required.

Comment 8

The commentator refers to the GMC policies related to the RCPG goal to improve the regional standard

of living.
Response 8

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 9

The commentator refers to Policy 3.04 of the RCPG, which states, “Encourage the local jurisdictions’

efforts to achieve a balance between the types of jobs they seek to attract and housing prices.”

The commentator states that it would be helpful if the Final Program EIR includes a discussion of the
prices of the forecasted residential units and to determine if a balance has been achieved between the jobs

being created by the proposed project and housing prices.

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-60 Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
762-02 July 2007



Responses to Comments

Response 9

The City's adopted and state-certified Housing Element contains policies and programs to provide
housing for all economic segments of the community. The proposed project would provide job
opportunities in a variety of skill levels, including retail, service, medical, and managerial. The City's
General Plan contains land use densities that provide for a variety of housing types, styles, and price levels
that would be affordable to project employees. As a result, the proposed project would be consistent with

this policy.
Comment 10

The commentator refers to Policy 3.05 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage patterns of urban
development and land use that reduce costs of infrastructure construction and make better use of existing

facilities.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the project is

within the City’s Urban core and the project area is already served by public utilities and services.

Response 10

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.05 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 10, no further response is required.

Comment 11

The commentator refers to Policy 3.06 of the RCPG which states, “Support public education efforts

regarding the costs of various alternative types of growth and development.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because of the

community workshops that were held to help formulate the design of the Specific Plan.

Response 11

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.06 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 11, no further response is required.
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Comment 12

The commentator refers to Policy 3.07 of the RCPG which states, “Support subregional policies that
recognize agriculture as an industry, support the economic viability of agricultural activities, preserve

agricultural land, and provide compensation for property owners holding lands in greenbelt areas.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the project

site is in the City’s Urban Core and lessens the pressure to develop lands dedicated to agriculture.

Response 12

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project is
consistent with Policy 3.07 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 12, no further response is required.

Comment 13

The commentator refers to Policy 3.08 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage subregions to define an
economic strategy to maintain the economic vitality of the subregion, including the development and use
of marketing programs, and other economic incentives, which support attainment of subregional goals

and policies.”

The commentator asks that the Final Program EIR determine if the proposed project is consistent with

this policy.
Response 13

The proposed project is within the Antelope Valley Enterprise Zone and the Amargosa Redevelopment
Project Area. The Antelope Valley Enterprise Zone is a special tax incentive area located within the cities
of Palmdale and Lancaster and northerly portions of Los Angeles County. The Zone, established by the
State of California, strengthens the region's local economy.2 The Amargosa Redevelopment Project Area
was formed in 1984 to assist in creating infrastructure, particularly flood control on the Amargosa Creek
that would allow for economic development with the City's goal of diversifying the economy. By
developing in the Antelope Valley Enterprise Zone and the Amargosa Redevelopment Project Area, the

project is consistent with the region’s economic goals and is, therefore, consistent with this policy.

2 Antelope Valley Enterprise Zone, “Life in the Zone,” [Online] 5 July 2007 <http://www.avez.org/
wherezone. html#>.
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Comment 14

The commentator refers to Policy 3.09 of the RCPG which states, “Support local jurisdictions” efforts to
minimize the cost of infrastructure and public service delivery, and efforts to see new sources of funding

for development and the provision of services.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the project
already served by publicinfrastructure, utilities, and services, and because the project would be required

to pay its fair share of the costs to serve the project.

Response 14

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.09 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 14, no further response is required.

Comment 15

The commentator refers to Policy 3.10 of the RCPG which states, “Support local jurisdictions” actions to
minimize red tape and expedite the permitting process to maintain economic vitality and

competitiveness.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed Specific Plan is consistent with this policy because it
includes development standards that would reduce red tape and expedite the permitting of the proposed
development because the development standards would be known in advance, and because the Program

EIR would reduce or limit future environmental review of the project’s development applications.

Response 15

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.10 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 15, no further response is required.

Comment 16

The commentator refers to the Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals, and to

develop urban forms that enhance quality of life.
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Response 16

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 17

The commentator refers to Policy 3.11 of the RCPG which states, “Support provisions and incentives
created by local jurisdictions to attract housing growth in job-rich subregions and job growth in housing-

rich subregions.”

The commentator states that the City has a Redevelopment Agency and is within an Enterprise Zone,

which suggests that the City has provisions and incentives to attract jobs into the city and region.

Response 17

It is correct that the City has a Redevelopment Agency and is within an Enterprise Zone. The enterprise
zone is one of the strategies the City uses to increase and diversify the employment base of the City,

which is considered to be housing-rich and jobs-poor.
Comment 18
The commentator refers to Policies 3.12 through 3.17 of the RCPG. These policies are as follows:

Policy 3.12 Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions” programs aimed at designing land
uses which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for roadway expansion,
reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled, and create opportunities for

residents to walk and bike.

Policy 3.13 Encourage local jurisdictions” plans that maximize the use of existing urbanized areas

accessible to transit through infill and redevelopment.

Policy 3.14 Support local plans to increase density of future development located at strategic points

along the regional commuter rail, transit systems, and activity centers.

Policy 3.15 Support local jurisdictions” strategies to establish mixed-use clusters and other transit-

oriented development around transit stations and along transit corridors.

Policy 3.16 Encourage developments in and around activity centers, transportation corridors,

underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment.
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Policy 3.17 Support and encourage settlement patterns which contain a range of urban densities.

The commentator states that the proposed project would be consistent with these policies.
Response 18

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policies 3.12 through 3.17 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or

adequacy of the Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 15, no further response is required.
Comment 19

The commentator refers to Policy 3.18 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage planned development in

locations least likely to cause adverse environmental impact.”

The commentator refers to unavoidable traffic, air quality, and noise impacts of the proposed project and
requests that the EIR evaluate other means to reduce traffic and air quality impacts, such as on-site car

pooling areas, onrsite bus stops, and a bus route serving the Lancaster Transfer Center from the project.
Response 19

Given the nature of the retail industry, which involves a lot of part-time employees and staggering of
shifts, and the staggering of shifts in the medical industry, car pooling is not a feasible option to reduce
vehicle trips. It is also not a feasible mitigation measure because it is not enforceable. Furthermore, South
Coast Air Quality Management District data demonstrate that, even if used, preferential parking for car
poolers would reduce mobile source emissions from a project by less than 0.1 percent, and such a
reduction would not reduce the project’s operational CO and PMio emissions substantially or even to less

than significant.

Bus service is not anticipated within the project site, but is anticipated to occur along the site perimeter
(i.e., along 10% Street West, Avenue L, 5% Street West, and Avenue K-8). Because bus service would be
provided along the site perimeter and because the project is across the street from the Lancaster Transfer
Center, it is not expected that providing bus service within the project site itself would be an incentive to
site employees and visitors to use transit. As a result, on-site bus service would not contribute to a

reduction in project trips and air emissions.

The project site is across from the Lancaster Transfer Center and the Specific Plan provides for direct,
easy, and safe pedestrian access between the project site and the Transfer Center. While providing bus or

shuttle service between the project site and the Transfer Center is feasible, it is not reasonable given the
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short distance between the two sites, and there is no evidence that providing this service would be an
incentive to site employees and visitors to use transit. As a result, on-site bus service would not

contribute to a reduction in project trips and air emissions.

Comment 20

The commentator refers to Policy 3.20 of the RCPG which states, “Vital resources as wetlands,
groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered

plants and animals should be protected.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the project
site contains no wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, or unique and
endangered plans and animals, and because the Draft Program EIR includes mitigation to protect the

western burrowing owl and the silvery legless lizard.

Response 20

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.20 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 20, no further response is required.

Comment 21

The commentator refers to Policy 3.21 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage the implementation of
measures aimed at the preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and

archaeological sites.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the Draft
Program EIR includes mitigation to protect cultural resources in the event they are discovered during

project grading and construction.

Response 21

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.21 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 21, no further response is required.
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Comment 22

The commentator refers to Policy 3.22 of the RCPG which states, “Discourage development or encourage

the use of special design requirements, in areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, seismic hazards.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the project
and Draft Program EIR include measures to protect the project from fire, flood, and seismic hazards (no

steep slopes occur on or adjacent to the project site).

Response 22

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.22 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 22, no further response is required.

Comment 23

The commentator refers to Policy 3.23 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage mitigation measures that
reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources,
measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and develop

emergency response and recovery plans.”

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the Draft

Program EIR includes mitigation measures that would reduce impacts related to these issues.

Response 23

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.23 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 23, no further response is required.

Comment 24

The commentator refers to policies related to the RCPG goal to provide social, political, and cultural

equity.

Response 24

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment 25

The commentator refers to Policy 3.24 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage efforts of local jurisdictions
in the implementation of programs that increase the supply and quality of housing and provide

affordable housing as evaluated in the Regional Housing Needs Assessment.”

The commentator concurs with the Draft Program EIR that this policy is not applicable to the proposed

project.
Response 25

The commentator concurs with the Draft Program EIR that this policy is not applicable to the proposed

project. Therefore, no further response is required.

Comment 26

The commentator refers to Policy 3.25 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage the efforts of local
jurisdictions, employers and service agencies to provide adequate training and retraining of workers, and
prepare the labor force to meet future challenges of the regional economy.” The commentator states that,
“depending upon the types of businesses to be located at the project site, the training and retraining of
workers may be necessary to prepare the labor force to meet the challenges of these employment

opportunities.”

Response 26

The proposed Commercial District would provide jobs in the retail, restaurant, service, hotel, building
maintenance, and landscaping industries. Except for managerial positions, these job opportunities do not
require substantial training and retraining. The proposed Medical District would require individuals in
the clerical and medical industries, including medical technicians. Individuals in the medical field are
typically trained in post-high school settings (e.g., vocational schools, colleges, and universities) and
would not require special training and/or retraining just to fill those positions that would be provided at
facilities in the Medical District. These trained individuals are expected to come from within and outside
of the region. The City does not believe that the proposed project would require training and retraining

of workers, and this policy does not apply to the proposed project.
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Comment 27

The commentator refers to Policy 3.26 of the RCPG which states, “Encourage employment development
in job-poor localities through support of labor force retraining programs and other economic

development measures.”

Response 27

Please refer to Response 26 above. Project employees are expected to be largely met by individuals
within the region, and the proposed project would not require training and retraining of workers. As a

result, this policy does not apply to the proposed project.

Comment 28

The commentator refers to Policy 3.27 of the RCPG which states, “Support local jurisdictions and other
service providers in their efforts to develop sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members
of society, accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social services,
recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.” The commentator concludes that the
proposed project is consistent with this policy because the project would provide for a variety of
commercial uses which could support education, health care, and social services to the residents of
Lancaster and the surrounding area. Furthermore, the Draft Program EIR includes mitigation measures

that call for the payment of in-lieu fees to cover the costs related to fire protection.

Response 28

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 3.27 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 28, no further response is required.
Comment 29

The commentator refers to the Air Quality Chapter Core Actions.

Response 29

The comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment 30

The commentator refers to Policy 5.07 of the RCPC which states, “Determine specific programs and
associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of
community-based shuttle services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulation can be assessed.” The
commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy because the design,
location, and mitigation measures for the project help to reduce air emissions from the proposed

development.

Response 30

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 5.07 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 30, no further response is required.

Comment 31

The commentator refers to Policy 5.11 of the RCPC which states, “Through the environmental document
review process, ensure that plans at all levels of government (regional, air basin, county, subregional, and
local) consider air quality, land use, transportation, and economic relationships to ensure consistency and
minimize conflicts.” The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with this policy
because the Draft Program EIR has incorporated comments from a variety of agencies concerned with

hair quality, land use, transportation, and economic relations.

Response 31

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy 5.11 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 31, no further response is required.
Comment 32

The commentator refers to the Open Space and Conservation Chapter Core Actions.
Response 32

The comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.
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Comment 33

The commentator refers to Policies 9.01, 9.02, and 9.03 of the RCPC which state the following;:

Policy 9.01 Provide adequate land resources to meet the outdoor recreation needs of the present and

future residents in the region and to promote tourism in the region.

Policy 9.02 Increase the accessibility to open space lands for outdoor recreation.

Policy 9.03 Promote self-sustaining regional recreation resources and facilities.

The commentator concludes that none of these policies are not applicable to the proposed project.
Response 33

This comment is noted, and it is not inconsistent with the findings of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no

further response is required.
Comment 34

The commentator refers to Policies 9.04, 9.05, and 9.06 of the RCPC which state,
Policy 9.04 Maintain open space for adequate protection to lives and properties against natural and

manmade hazards.

Policy 9.05 Minimize potentially hazardous developments in hillside, canyons, areas susceptible to
flooding, earthquakes, wildfires and other known hazards, and areas with limited access

for emergency equipment.

Policy 9.06 Minimize public expenditure for infrastructure and facilities to support urban type uses

in areas where public health and safety could not be guaranteed.

The commentator concludes that the proposed project is consistent with these policies.
Response 34

Consistent with the Draft Program EIR, the commentator concludes that the proposed project would be
consistent with Policies 9.04, 9.05, and 9.06 of the RCPG. As no other comments regarding the content or

adequacy of the Draft Program EIR was made under Comment 34, no further response is required.
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Comment 35

The commentator refers to Policies 11.01, 11.02, 11.03 of the Water Quality Chapter of the RCPG which

state,

Policy 11.01 Streamline water quality regulatory implementation. Identify and eliminate overlaps

with other regulatory programs to reduce economic impacts on local businesses.

Policy 11.02 Encourage “watershed management” programs and strategies, recognizing the primary

role of local governments in such efforts.

Policy 11.03 Support regional efforts to identify and cooperatively plan for wetlands to facilitate both
sustaining the amount and quality of wetlands in the region and expediting the process

for obtaining wetland permits.
The commentator states that these policies are not applicable to the proposed project.

Response 35

The comment is consistent with the findings of the Draft Program EIR and no further response is

required.

Comment 36

This comment has to do with the Regional Transportation Plan and references the goals and policies of

the RTP that are relevant to the proposed project. These include:

Regional Transportation Plan Goals
e DProtect the environment, improve air quality and promote energy efficiency.

¢ Encourage land use and growth patterns that complement our transportation investment.

Regional Transportation Plan Policies
e Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s adopted Regional Performance Indicators.

e Ensuring safety, adequate maintenance, and efficiency of operations on the existing multi-modal
transportation system will be RTP priorities and will be balanced against the needs for system
expansion investments.
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e RTP land use and growth strategies that differ from current expected trends will require a
collaborative implementation program that identifies required actions and policies by all affected
agencies and sub-regions.

The commentator refers to unavoidable traffic, air quality, and noise impacts of the proposed project and
requests that the EIR evaluate other means to reduce traffic and air quality impacts, such as on-site car

pooling areas, on-site bus stops, and a bus route serving the Lancaster Transfer Center from the project.

Response 36

Please see Response 19 regarding the feasibility of these measures and their ability to substantially reduce

traffic and air quality impacts.

Comment 37

The commentator references the following Growth Visioning principles:

Principle 1: Improve mobility for all residents

¢ Encourage transportation investments and land use decisions that are mutually supportive.
¢ Locate new housing near existing jobs and new jobs near existing housing.

e Encourage transit-oriented development.

e Promote a variety of travel choices.

Principle 2: Foster livability in all communities

e Promote infill development and redevelopment to revitalize existing communities.
e Promote development, which provide a mix of uses.

e Promote “people scaled”, walkable communities.

e Support the preservation of stable single-family neighborhoods.

Principle 3: Enable prosperity for all people

e Provide, in each community, a variety of housing types to meet the housing needs of all income
levels.

e Support educational opportunities that promote balanced growth.

¢ Ensure environmental justice regardless of race, ethnicity or income class.
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e Support local and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growth.

¢ Encourage civic engagement.

Principle 4: Promote sustainability for future generations
e Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational and environmentally sensitive areas.
e Focus development in urban centers and existing cities.

e Develop strategies to accommodate growth that uses resources efficiently, eliminate pollution and
significantly reduce waste.

e Utilize “green” development techniques.
The commentator states that the proposed project would be consistent with these principles.
Response 37

This comment is not inconsistent with the findings of the Draft Program EIR; therefore, no further

response is required.
Comment 38

The commentator states that the RCPG policy numbers in Section 5.1, Land Use and Planning, of the
Draft Program EIR are not consistent with the policy numbers in the RCPG.

Response 38

The commentator is correct. The policy numbers in Section 5.1 have been replaced with the correct

numbers.
Comment 39

The commentator states that all of the SCAG policies could be placed in one section of the Final Program

EIR.
Response 39

This comment is acknowledged; however, for ease of analysis and for the benefit of the reader, the City
prefers to consolidate all policies relevant to a topic in the pertinent section of the EIR. For instance, all
policies related to air quality would remain in Section 5.6, Air Quality, all policies related to land use and

planning would remain in Section 5.1, Land Use and Planning, etc.
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Comment 40

The commentator points out a typographical error in Section 5.8, Water Supply, Treatment, and

Distribution.
Response 40
The typographical error has been corrected in the Final Program EIR.

Comment 41

SCAG commends the efforts of the City for including a thorough review of the SCAG policies
recommended for review in its March 1, 2007 letter in response to the NOP; states that the project is
consistent with or supports many of the core and ancillary policies of the RCPG; and states that all

feasible mitigation measures to mitigate potentially negative regional impacts should be implemented.

Response 41

These comments are noted. With respect to project consistency with RCPG policies and implementation

of all feasible mitigation measures, the commentator is referred to Responses 1 through 40.
Comment 42

Comment 42 lists SCAG’s Roles and Authorities.

Response 42

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for consideration.

As it does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 43

This comment suggests that the Draft Program EIR include a table showing a side-by-side comparison of

all SCAG policies with a discussion of the consistency, non-consistency, or inapplicability of each policy.
Response 43

This comment is acknowledged; however, for ease of analysis and for the benefit of the reader, the City

prefers to consolidate all policies relevant to a topic in the pertinent section of the EIR.
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Letter No. 9

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEFARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3204

{323) 8904330

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

JUN 2007
RECEIVED

Cily of Lancaster
Tommuwity Development

June 15, 2007

Brian Ludicke, Planning Director

City of Lancaster Planning Department
44933 Fern Avenue

Lancaster, CA 93534

Dear Mr. Ludicke:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR), AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN
DRAFT PROGRAM, SCH #2007021012, “CITY OF LANCASTER” - (FFER #200700149)

Development Unit, and Forestry Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The

The Draft Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land @
following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. Saction 5.11 of the Draft EIR, Fite Protection, contains a few unclear or inaccurate
statements. The City of Lancaster does not contract with the County for fire protection
service. Rather, Lancaster is annexed to the Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los
Angeles County, a special district. The District is funded in Lancaster and the
surrounding area by property taxes paid by the owners of taxable parcels, not by
allocation of city revenues.

2. Section 5.11.1.2.a. states, “..a paramedic assessment engine staffed by three
firefighters who are also paramedics, a paramedic squad made up of two paramedics...”
This appears to imply that paramedics and firefighters are two separate categories of
personnel.  All Fire Department paramedics are firefighters with a paramedic
certification. There are two assigned to every squad, and one assigned to an @
assessment engine. The statement, “This station is equipped with 3 firefighters and an
Urban Search and Rescue Engine staffed by three personnel” is unclear. The station is
equipped with a 3-person engine company and a 3-person USAR (Urban Search and
Rescue) engine company, together constituting a 6-person USAR Task Force. All
personnel are firefighters with USAR certification.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS ~ BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU PCMONA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA PUENTE MAYWQOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK  CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOI
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE ~ LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAC

LA HABRA WHITTIER
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Brian Ludicke, Planning Director
June 15, 2007
Page 2

3. Effective 7/1/2007, the resources in several Lancaster fire stations have been re-located
to better serve the growth in the area. The new station resources are as follows:

¢ Station 129 has a Haz Mat (Hazardous Materials) Task Force consisting of a 5-person
Haz Mat Squad and a 4-person Haz Mat Engine.

» Station 134 has a 3-person engine, a 2-person paramedic squad, and a 1-person water
tender (staffed only during fire-prone weather).

e Station 33 has a 2-person Emergency Support Team (for manpower augmentation in
major incidents) in addition to the engine, quint, squad, and battalion chief.

e Station 130 has a USAR Task Force as defined above.
LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:
1. The Fire Prevention Division, Land Development Unit has no additional comments

regarding this project. The conditions that were addressed in NOP #200700030, dated
April 25, 2007, have not been changed at this time.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry
Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species,
vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4,
archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance.

2. The areas germane to the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division have been addressed.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours, —

HC

JOHN R. TODD, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

JRT:le
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9. R n to Lett Received from John R. T hief, Forestry Division nty of L
Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles, California, correspondence dated June 15, 2007.

Comment 1

This comment states that the Draft Program EIR was reviewed by the Planning Division, Land

Development Unit, and Forestry Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department.
Response 1

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not specifically comment on the contents or adequacy of the

Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 2

Section 5.11, Fire Protection, Hazards, and Hazardous Materials, contains a few unclear or inaccurate
statements and the commentator provides clarification on fire protection service to the City and sources

of funding.

Response 2

Section 5.11 of the Final Program EIR has been revised to reflect the contents of this comment.
Comment 3

The commentator provides clarification on the staffing of Station 129.

Response 3

Section 5.11 of the Final Program EIR has been revised to reflect the contents of this comment.
Comment 4

Effective July 1, 2007, resources in Stations 129, 134, 33, and 130 have been re-located to better serve the

growth in the area. These changes are listed in the comment.
Response 4

The information provided in the comment has been incorporated into Section 5.11.
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Comment 5

The Fire Prevention Division, Land Development Unit has no additional comments regarding this project.
Response 5
This comment is acknowledged and no response is required.

Comment 6

The statutory responsibilities of the LACFD, Forestry Division are listed, and a statement is made that the

areas germane to this division have been addressed.

Response 6

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no

further response is required.

Comment 7

The commentator provides a contact phone number for additional questions regarding providing fire

protection service to the proposed project.

Response 7

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers. As it does not

comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
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Letter No. 10

WATER
RECLAMATION

| g
% SCOLIO WASTE M MENT §
7

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whitlier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
Telephone: (562) 6997411, FAX: (562} 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org

June 20, 2007

File No: 14-00.04-00

Mr. Brian Ludicke
Planning Department

City of Lancaster

44933 North Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534-2461

Dear Mr. Ludicke:

Amargosa Creek Specific Plan

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on May 18, 2007. The proposed development is
located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 14. We offer the following comments;

3.9  Wastewater Collection and Treatment

1. Page 5.9-1, a. Collection. third paragraph, first sentence: (vitreous concrete pipe) should be
changed to (vitrified clay pipe).

2. All information concerning Districts' facilities and sewerage service contained in the document is
current.

5.10 Solid Waste

3. The Districts agree with the analysis in subsection 7, that more disposal capacity is needed within
the existing system serving Los Angeles County to provide for its long-term disposal needs. To
partially address this issue, the Districts are in the process of implementing a waste-by-rail system
to the Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County, Municipal solid waste will be transported
approximately 210 miles to the site via the Union Pacific Railroad main line, which extends from
Metropolitan Los Angeles to Glamis and then by a proposed 4.5-nule rail spur built to the site.
The Districts have prepared a comprehensive master plan for the site and are in the process of
designing and constructing the facilities necessary to begin operation. The Mesquite Regional
Landfill is scheduled to be operational by the end of 2008. The waste-by-rail system is expected
to be operational by 2011/2012,

Doc # 7931901

‘5 Recycled Paper

Impact
762-02
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Mr. Brian Ludicke -2- June 20, 2007

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2717. @

Very truly yours, E—
Stephen R. Maguin

@.:bh ) .J:J/'Mt%

Ruth L. Frazen

Engineering Technician

Facilities Planning Department
RIFrf

cc: Z. ElJack

Doc #: 7951501
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10. R n to Letters Receiv from Ruth 1. Frazen, Engineering Technician nt

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Whittier, California, correspondence dated June
20, 2007.

Comment 1

The commentator states that the proposed project is within District No. 14.

Response 1

This comment is consistent with the findings of the Draft Program EIR and no further response is

required.

Comment 2

On page 5.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR, “vitreous concrete pipe” should be replaced with “vitrified clay
pipe.”

Response 2
The text in Section 5.9 of the Final Program EIR has been revised to reflect the content of this comment.
Comment 3

All information concerning the District’s facilities and sewerage service contained in the Draft Program

EIR is current.

Response 3

This comment is acknowledged. As it does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 4

The commentator describes a waste-by-rail system to the Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County

that would provide for the Sanitation District’s long-term disposal needs.

Response 4

This comment is acknowledged and it supplements the information provided in Section 5.10, Solid

Waste, of the Draft Program EIR. It does not change the findings of Section 5.10 or the Draft Program
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EIR. As it does not question or affect the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further
response is required.

Comment 5

The commentator provides a contact phone number for additional questions regarding providing

sanitation service to the proposed project.

Response 5

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers. As it does not

comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
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Letter No. 11

PALMDALE

a place to call home

June 26, 2007

7
o
P
‘ @
Mr. Brain Ludicke ‘z"'c} 2007 3
Director of Community Development WLENED o
City of Lancaster % w68y Dol Q‘o
N
44933 Fern Avenue I(ISngt‘?":L

Lancaster, CA 93534
RE: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (S'CH No.
2007021012) Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Program

Dear Mr. Ludicke

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced
document.

The City of Paimdale would like the Final Environmental Impact Report to
note that any improvements to the southern half of the intersection of
Columbia Way (Avenue M) and 10" Street West will require consultation
with, and encroachment permits from, the City of Palimdale and not
Caltrans.

ONG

Should you require any additional
Susan Koleda or me at 661/267-5200.

information, please contact

)

Sincerely

pricd.n/

Asoka Herath
Director of Planning

AH:sk
¢c:  Laurie Lile
Bill Padilla
www.cityofpalmdale. org
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11. R n to Letters Received from Asoka Herath, Director of Plannin ity of Palmdal
Palmdale, California, correspondence dated June 26, 2007.

Comment 1
The commentator thanks the City of Lancaster for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR.
Response 1

This comment is noted; however, as it does not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no response is required.
Comment 2

The commentator requests that the Final Program EIR note that any improvements to the southern half of
the intersection of Columbia Way (Avenue M) and 10" Street West will require coordination with the

City of Palmdale, rather than with Caltrans.
Response 2

Mitigation measure 5.5-27 has been revised in the Final Program EIR to state that the project-related
improvements to the intersection of Columbia Way (Avenue M) and 10" Street West will require

coordination with and approval by the City of Palmdale.

Comment 3

The commentator provides a contact phone number for additional information.
Response 3

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers. As it does not

comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
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% KAISER PERMANENTE.,
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Letter No. 12

June 13, 2007

Brian Ludicke

City of Lancaster
Planning Department
44933 Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93334

Re:

Response Letter to' DEIR State Clearing House #2007021012
Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Ludicke,

On behalf of Kaiser Permanente, I wish to respond to the following issues outlined in the
Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Draft Environmenta! Impact Report:

Section 5.3-6 states that “All on-site storm drainage improvements necessary 1o serve
the project are to be constructed by the project developer(s) to toe satisfaction of the
City of Lancaster.” As the Specific Plan project area contains more than one project,
it is important that the storm drain improvements do not become the burden of just
one project, 1.¢., the first project that is developed would have to install alf
improvements. It should be stated in the EIR that the schedule, approximate costs,
and fair share allocations of these costs should be outlined in the Specific Plan orina
Development Agreement filed with the City of Lancaster,

Section 5.4 states that the applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
surveys of burrowing owl, silvery legless lizard, and Le Conte’s thrasher habitat,
nests, and presence. As biological reports for these species and their habitars have
already been generated for this DEIR, it seems unreasonable to require that new
certified biologist reports be generated. Reasonably, a certified biologist could
update the report within the one-week or 30-day time frame prior to grading or
construction, as required by the specific mitigation, rather than generate a new, full-
blown report.

Section 5.5, Environmental lmpact Aralysis, Transportation and Mitigations states
in mitigation measures 5.5-1 through 5.5-31 state that “the project shall pay its fair
share” of the mitigation measures, including, but not limited to: six () full and
phased traffic signals; restriping, reconfiguration and construction of addifional
lanes, turn phases and roadways surrounding the entire specific plan area; and
passible land acquisition for the aforementioned upgrades. There are at Jeast three
separate entities/ownerships within the specific plan area, each proposing a different

" project. Two projects are slated to be retail; one project is the Kaiser Permanente

medical/hospital campus.

We are concerned, however, because there is no delineation in the document between
the three projects of the total specific plan buildout impacts and required fair share
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project or eatity. It is important that the costs be outlined, and that a fair share
schedule of payments is included in this document, or in a Development Agreement
for this project to be filed with the City of Lancaster. —_—

costs, Tior an accounting nor schedule of the fair share payments attributable to each @

-In Section 5.12 of the DEIR requires “The project developer(s) (to) employ a
minimum of one private security service during all stages of project construction in
order to prevent vandalism or theft at the construction sits” Section 5.12-5 states
that “Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for the first development approval
filed for the Medical District, a minimum of one permanent, private 24-hour security
guard shall be retained to patrol the developed portions of the Medical District, @

In respanse to both 5.12 and 5.12-3, Kaiser provides its own security service at all of
its medical centers. Kaiser has a security depariment which maintains security for
more than 150 medical office buildings in California, and more than 20 hospital
campuses. Although Kaiser does, in some cases, hire oufside security, we believe
that it will be superfluous and costly to be required io hire outside security firms
rather than provide our own security. Whether or not Kaiser can provide security
using its own security employees, we will have security onsite. Kaiser will be happy
to provide a security plan to the Antelope Valley Sheriff’s Department for review
and approval, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. —

Thank you for taking our comments under consideration. If you have any questions,
please feel free to call me at 323-259-4404.

Sincerel
Kaiser anente

Southern California Land Use / Entitlements Manager
825 Colorado Blvd., Suite 222
Pasadena, CA 9004]
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Responses to Comments

12. R n to Letters Received from Nan . Burke, Kaiser Permanente, Pasadena, Californi
correspondence dated June 13, 2007.

Comment 1

The commentator states that she is responding to several issues in the Draft Program EIR on behalf of

Kaiser Permanente.
Response 1

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers. As it does not

comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 2

As the Specific Plan area would contain more than one development application, it is important that the

storm drain improvements not become the burden on just one applicant.
Response 2

The financing of the storm drain improvements is a decision that will be made by the City Council, and
could include a variety of approaches including assessment district, fee credits, and public participation.
As this comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further

response is required.
Comment 3

As biological reports for the burrowing owl, silvery legless lizard, and Le Conte’s thrasher habitat have

already been generated, it seems unreasonable to require new “full-blown” biology reports.
Response 3

CDFG requires surveys for active nests of bird species protected by the MBTA and/or the California Fish
and Game Code, burrowing owl, and the silvery legless lizard within 30 days of construction activities.
The pre-construction surveys would be conducted and survey findings would meet the minimum
requirements of the CDFG prior to construction activity for each development application. A new, “full-

blown” biology reports would not be required for each development application.
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Responses to Comments

Comment 4

The commentator is concerned because there is no delineation in the Draft Program EIR as to how the fair

share of transportation improvement costs would be allocated to each development application.

Response 4

At this program level of planning, it is not possible to determine the costs of each improvement, as well
as the fair share value of each on- and off-site development proposal over the life of the project. It is also

outside of the purview of the Draft Program EIR to identify specific funding mechanisms.

Various on-site public improvements including streets and utility systems will be installed on a phased
basis determined by the Specific Plan reviewing agency as development occurs within various portions of
the Specific Plan site. Typically, development projects are responsible for the installation of
improvements on and immediately adjacent to the development site. Traffic, signal, and other impact
fees are paid at the time building permits are issued and are intended to cover a project's fair share
contribution towards cumulative impacts on City infrastructure. Since development of the project will
occur in a phased manner over time, it is not possible at this point to specifically identify which on or off-
site improvements each portion of the project will be responsible for completing, since other
development projects in the vicinity of the site will also be installing various improvements that may be

considered part of the cumulative mitigation requirements for the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan.

Comment 5

The commentator refers to mitigation measure 5.12-5 in Section 5.12, Police Protection, which states,
“Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for the first development approval filed for the Medical District,
a minimum of one permanent, private 24-hour security guard shall be retained to patrol the developed
portions of the Medical District. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department shall be consulted to
assist in determining the minimum number of security guards that shall patrol the Medical District upon

buildout.”

Kaiser provides its own security service and has a security department which maintains security for more
than 150 medical office buildings in California and more than 20 hospital campuses. The commentator, in
reference to the mitigation measure states, “it will be superfluous and costly to be required to hire outside
security firms rather than provide our own security. Kaiser will be happy to provide a security plan to
the Antelope Valley Sheriff’'s Department for review and approval, prior to issuance of a certificate of

occupancy.”
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Responses to Comments

Response 5

Mitigation measure 5.12-5 does not require that the occupant of the Medical District hire an outside
security firm. The security services already utilized by the occupant of the Medical District would satisfy
the requirement of mitigation measure 5.12-5. As the comment is not inconsistent with the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 6

The commentator provides a contact phone number for additional questions regarding providing fire

protection service to the proposed project.

Response 6

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City decision-makers. As it does not

comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
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Letter No. 13

June 26, 2007
Amargosa Creek Project

TO:; Mr. Brian Ludicke,

City of Lancaster Planning Department
44933 Fern Avenue

Lancaster, CA., 93534

Email: bludicke@cityoflancasterca.org.

ATTN: Brian Ludicke, Planning Director
SUBJECT: Draft EIR for the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan

i am in favor of the proposed “up-scale” Amargosa shopping Center with all the
amenities that would bring Lancaster and the AV. A hospital would be a nice
capstone for the Center. A part of this project should be the addition of more

natural aesthetics, to meet the growing needs of our more and more compressed @
society. | am in favor of the integration of the up-scale shopping center with a
design utilizing an “open Amargosa Creek”. See Figure 7.0-1 of the DEIR.
Alternative 4 Site Plan would keep Amargosa Creek open, and could be
maodified to add the hospital in the eastern portion of the Specific Plan. The
placement of the hospital away from the proximity of the corner on 10 St West
and Ave L, would also serve to reduce the traffic congestion near the hospital.

A representative from California Fish and Game made some comments recently
to officials of the City of Lancaster, on the subject of the Amargosa Creek, ---

“ Citizens of other Cities are in support of getting rid of concrete lined drainages
to return them to soft bottomed drainages and even day lighting historic
drainages (at great expense) and in Lancaster they are still opting to run
drainages underground into large drainage pipes with no biological or aesthetic
value”.

The addition of a walking and bicycle trai along with several open meeting
gazebos would add much to the flavor of the center. Natural vegetation (i.e.
Joshua trees, poppies and etc.) along with some trees and resting areas would
add to the shopper’s enjoyment. The pathway(s) along the creek would serve to
connect to the Lancaster City Park and form a recreation network both north and
south to other facilities.

Please note the following points below for historical background and reference
material.
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The 1992 Lancaster General Plan for a “ Living Environment” had an Urban
Primary Trail along the Amargosa Creek corridor (most of the way) between Ave
H and Ave M identified

October 1894 the City Council directed staff to prepare a Master Plan of Trails in
accordance with the City's General Plan.

January 1995 a Trails and Pathway Committee was formed. They interviewed
groups and individuals interested in trails and recreation.

October 28, 1995 an all-day workshop was held with 40 people taking part in
planning this trail system (the results were turned over to the City staff for
developing a plan).

An “Amargosa Creek Pathway” Master plan and Design Guidelines document
was prepared (note: some wark has stared along the Creek near the new AV Fair
grounds and between Ave H and Ave |).

Question(s). Has the City General Plan been amended to drop the basic
Amargosa Creek corridor?

January 2005 when the City adopted a “Master Pian of Drainage” a covering of
6,500 feet of the Creek in a cement box was proposed. Was the Amargosa
Creek Pathway corridor discussed by the City Council? _

Channel-zing the Creek in cement will reduce recharge into our aquifer and also
send more storm water onto Rosamond dry fake and EAFB. Wil this be
reviewed?

Has an analyses been performed on the effects of covering a long porticn of the
Creek using a 50 year storm event design?

(In the event of more then a 50-year storm, drainage from Ritter Ridge, Sierra
Peloma and other areas of the San Gabriel Mtns could provide a large water flow
into the Amargosa Creek and the AV). With a long enclosed tube, the water flow
may become chocked and pile-up at the entrance.

Final comment. To name a future major shopping area after the Creek, and then
burying it underground forever seems contradictory.

Sincerely,

vg"ﬂw A

Dean Webb, Antelope Valley Environmental Group (AVEG),
1000 E. Caperton,

Lancaster, CA., 93535

eMail < ldwebbo@aocl.com >
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Responses to Comments

13. R n to Letters Received from Dean W Lancaster liforni I'T nden t
une 26, 2007.

Comment 1
The commentator states that he is in favor of the proposed “up-scale” Amargosa shopping center, and is

in favor of a design utilizing an “open Amargosa Creek.” The commentator refers to Alternative 4 of the

Draft Program EIR, and states that it could be modified to include a hospital.
Response 1

Under Alternative 4, the project site would be developed with commercial and residential uses; no
medical facilities would occur on the site. The comment represents the opinion of the commentator and
will be forwarded to the City’s decision-makers for their review. As the comment does not question the

adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.
Comment 2

The commentator quotes an unnamed representative of CDFG.
Response 2

The quotation is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the City’s decision-makers for their
consideration. As the comment does not specifically question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no

further response is required.
Comment 3

“The addition of a walking and bicycle trail along with several open meeting gazebos would add much to
the flavor of the center. Natural vegetation (i.e., Joshua trees, poppies, etc.) along with some trees and
resting areas would add to the shopper’s enjoyment. The pathway(s) along the creek would serve to

connect to the Lancaster City Park and form a recreation network both north and south to other facilities.”
Response 3

The comment represents the opinion of the commentator and will be forwarded to the City’s decision-
makers for their review. As the comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program

EIR, no further response is required.
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Responses to Comments

Comment 4

The commentator provides historical background on a plan for a pathway along Amargosa Creek.

Response 4

As stated in Section 5.1, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft Program EIR,

In December 1996, the City Council approved the Amargosa Creek Master Plan and Design
Guidelines for the establishment of a trail along a 5mile segment of Amargosa Creek, which is

referred to as the Amargosa Creek Pathway.3 When implemented, the pathway would provide a
recreational facility and alternative transportation corridor for bicyclists, pedestrians, and other
trail users. While the Amargosa Creek Master Plan and Design Guidelines could represent a part
of the establishment of a Citywide system of trails, there is no overall master plan of trails
currently adopted for the City as a whole. Further, the Amargosa Creek Master Plan and Design
Guidelines did not commit the City to a specific course of action regarding a trail in the project
site area since no pathway alignment was adopted. Therefore, there is no adopted trail through the
project site along Amargosa Creek, and this planning document does not apply to the proposed
project.

As the comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no further response

is required.
Comment 5

The commentator asks if the City’s General Plan has been amended to drop the basic Amargosa Creek

corridor.
Response 5

The City’s General Plan has been never included plans for pathways or trailways within the Amargosa
Creek corridor. As the comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no

further response is required.
Comment 6

The commentator asks if the Amargosa Creek Pathway was discussed by City Council when it adopted

the Master Plan of Drainage.

3 City of Lancaster, City of Lancaster General Plan Policy Document and Master Environmental Assessment, October
1997, p. 9.4-14.
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Responses to Comments

Response 6

There is no adopted plan for path or trailways through the project site (see Response 4 above) and
inclusion of discussion by City Council members for the Master Plan of Drainage is outside the purview of
this EIR. This question, however, is acknowledged and will be submitted to the City decision-makers for
their consideration. As it does not pertain to the content or adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no

further response is required.

Comment 7

The commentator states that channelizing the creek will reduce discharge in the aquifer, and it would
send more storm water onto Rosamond dry lake bed and EAFB. The commentator asks if this will be

reviewed.

Response 7

As stated in Sections 5.1, Land Use and Planning, 5.2, Geotechnical Resources, 5.3, Hydrology, Storm
Drainage, and Water Quality, and 5.8, Water Supply, Treatment, and Distribution, the segment of
Amargosa Creek that flows through the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan site is subject to sedimentation by
fine silts which have poor porosity and, therefore, poor infiltration rates. Runoff through the creek
through the site tends to be of a flash-flood nature with rapid rates of runoff with little settling and
infiltration time. Therefore, Amargosa Creek through the project site does not serve as a significant

recharge area to the underlying aquifer.

The increase in site runoff as a result of the proposed project is discussed in Section 5.3, Hydrology,

Storm Drainage, and Water Quality, of the Draft Program EIR.

Comment 8

The commentator asks if an analysis has been performed on the effects of covering a long portion of the

creek using a 50-year storm event design.

Response 8

As stated in Section 5.3, Hydrology, Storm Drainage, and Water Quality, of the Draft Program EIR, the
proposed 6,500-foot armorflex lined concrete arch channel that would be constructed in the existing
alignment of the creek through the project site would be designed for the 100-year storm event.

According to the City Engineer, downstream flood control facilities are also designed for the 100-year
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Responses to Comments

storm event, Therefore, water flow through the site would not “become choked and pile up at the

entrance” to the armorflex lined concrete arch channel.

Comment 9

The commentator states, “To name a future major shopping area after the Creek, and then burying it

underground forever seems contradictory,”
Response 9

The comment represents the opinion of the commentator and will be forwarded to the City’s decision-
makers for their review. As the comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, no

further response is required.
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Letter No. 14

YAVITZ. COMPANIES

July 2, 2007

VId FACSIMILE 661/723-5926 AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Jocelyn Swain

City of Lancastey

44933 Fern Ave.
Lancaster, CA 93534-2481

RE:  Amargosa Creek Specific Plan
Draft Environmental Tmpsct Report - May 2007

Dear Jocelyn:

The following are aur comments to the Amargosa Creek Draft Environmental Tmpact Report dated
May 2007

A, Hydrology

Comment No I; Tncorporate by reference the environmental review docurmentation for
the Master Plan of Drainage (January 2003) (5.3-2 and 5.3-10)

Comment No. 2: Apparent inconsistency between whether the soils have poor
infiliration rates. (p. 5.3-5) or high infiltration raies. (p. 3.3-15). Please confirm which
soil typesfareas of the sitc these statements relate.

Comment No. 3: The discussion of criterion 8 should be revised to clarify that the

project is not subject to flood risks, but not because the criterion does not apply because
there are no levees or dams (risk of flooding, frcluding \evee or dam failure.) (p. 5.3-12)

B. Transpoertation and Civeylation
Comment No. 4: Traffic Impact Fee shall be paid at issuance of grading permit (5.5-2)
C. Air Quality

Comment No. 5: P. 5.6-32, strike the word “fully in the 3" line of the first paragraph of
sulbisection b, because the impact will just be mitigated to less than significant.

Comment No. 6: 5.6-14 - Specific Plan docs not permit on-site child care.

222 Main St.. Suite C + Seal Beach, QA 30740
PH: 502.506.9800 -« FAX: 562.596.94904

\
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Ma. Jocelyn Swain

RE: Amargosa Creek - Specific Plan
July 2, 2007

Page Two

D. General Comments

Shouid Global Warming be part of the Repart?

Thank you for your consideration,

Sandra G. Yavitz
SGY/afe

Ce: Michael Busch (via facsimile - 661/723-5926)
Brian Ludicke (via facsimile - 661/723-5926)
Tim Gilley (via facsimile - 661/948-9613)
Jim Wood (via facsimile - 949/497-8760)
Tamsen Plume (via facsimile - 415/743-6910)
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14. R n to Letters Receiv from ndr . Yavitz, Yavitz mpani al Beach

California, correspondence dated July 2, 2007.

Comment 1

The commentator requests that the Draft Program EIR incorporate the environmental review

documentation for the Master Plan of Drainage by reference.
Response 1

It is unclear why the document would be incorporated by reference in the Draft Program EIR. The Draft
Program EIR provides a more adequate and a more up-to-date review of the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed 6,500-foot armorflex lined concrete arch channel through the project site than the
environmental review for the Master Plan of Drainage. As incorporating the environmental review
documentation for the Master Plan of Drainage by reference would not improve or enhance the adequacy

of the Draft Program EIR, no further response is required.

Comment 2

The commentator asks for clarification of the infiltration rates of on-site soils.
Response 2

As indicated in Section 5.3, Hydrology, Storm Drainage, and Water Quality, existing on-site soils are
generally sandy and have high infiltration rates, and runoff rates and volumes from the site are lower
than on other parcels in its vicinity that are already developed and covered over with impermeable
surfaces. However, the segment of the creek that flows through the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan site is
subject to sedimentation by fine silts which have poor porosity and, therefore, poor infiltration rates.
Therefore, while site soils have high infiltration rates, the sediment in the creek bed has a poor infiltration

rate.
Comment 3

“The discussion of criterion 8 should be revised to clarify that the project is not subject to flood risks, but
not because the criterion does not apply because there are no levees or dams (risk of flooding, including

levee or dam failure) (p. 5.3-12).”
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Response 3

Criterion 8 in Section 5.3, Hydrology, Storm Drainage, and Water Quality, states, “Expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of

the failure of a levee or dam.”

The following paragraph in the Draft Program EIR states, “There are no levees or dams upstream of the
project site, and people or structures on the project site would not be exposed to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving flooding as a result of levee or dam failure; criterion 8 therefore does not apply

to the project.”

This paragraph has been revised to state, “There are no levees or dams upstream of the project site, and
people or structures on the project site would not be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding as a result of levee or dam failure. Project impacts relative to exposing people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding are discussed under Criteria 4, 5,
and 7; therefore, criterion 8, as it pertains to flooding from levee or dam failure, will not be specifically

addressed in the following impact analysis.”

Comment 4

The commentator states that the traffic impact fee is paid at the issuance of grading permit.

Response 4

The traffic impact fee is paid concurrent with the issuance of building permits for each development
application. The applicable mitigation measures in Section 5.5, Transportation and Circulation, have been

revised to state the appropriate timing of traffic impact fee payment.

Comment 5

The commentator asks that the word “fully” be deleted in the 5t line of the first paragraph on page 5.6-32
of Section 5.6, Air Quality, of the Draft Program EIR “because the impact will just be mitigated to less

than significant.”

Response 5

The word “fully” has been deleted in the 5" line of the first paragraph on page 5.6-32 of Section 5.6, Air
Quality, of the Draft Program EIR.
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Comment 6

Regarding p. 5.6-32 of Section 5.6, Air Quality, of the Draft Program EIR, the Specific Plan does not

permit on-site child care.

Response 6

The commentator is correct. Mitigation measure 5.6-14, which recommended onsite child care and after-

school facilities, has been deleted from the Final Program EIR.

Comment 7

The commentator asks if global warming should be part of the record.

Response 7

The primary source of global greenhouse gases (GHGs) in California is fossil fuel combustion. The
primary GHG associated with fuel combustion is carbon dioxide, with lesser amounts of methane and
nitrous oxide. Accordingly, the project would result in emissions of these GHGs due to fuel combustion
in motor vehicles and building heating systems associated with the project. Building and motor vehicle
air conditioning systems may wuse hydrofluorocarbons (and hydrochlorofluorocarbons and
chlorofluorocarbons to the extent that they have not been completely phased out at later dates), which
may result in emissions through leaks. The other GHGs (perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride) are
associated with specific industrial sources and are not expected to be associated with the proposed

project.

While the project would result in emissions of GHGs, the significance of the impact of a single project on
global climate cannot be determined at this time. First, no guidance exists to indicate what level of GHG
emissions would be considered substantial enough to result in a significant adverse impact on global
climate. Even though the GHG emissions associated with an individual development project could be
estimated, there is no emissions threshold that can be used to evaluate the significance of these emissions.
Second, global climate change models are not sensitive enough to be able to predict the effect of a single
project on global temperatures and the resultant effect on climate; therefore, they cannot be used to
evaluate the significance of a project’s impact. Thus, while the proposed project emissions would
contribute to global warming, insufficient information and predictive tools exist to assess whether the

project would result in a significant impact on global climate.
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