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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.
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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.

RTC-2



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

Letter No. 1   

1

2

RTC-3



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

3

RTC-4



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

4

RTC-5



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

4

RTC-6



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

5

RTC-7



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

5

RTC-8



Amargosa Creek Specific Plan Final Program EIR
July 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
762-02

5

RTC-9



Responses to Comments

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

1. Responses to Letters Received from Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State

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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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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2. Responses to Letters Received from Dave Singleton, 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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3. Responses to Letters Received from Cheryl J. Powell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief, California

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 th 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
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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 I.

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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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.

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.

5.4-2 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

RTC-28



Responses to Comments

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

with CDFG protocols.1 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.

5.4-4 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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5. Responses to Letters Received from Randy Floyd, Executive Director, Antelope 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 10th

Street West and Route 4 on 10th 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 10th 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

RTC-32



Responses to Comments

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

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

10th 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 10th

Street West. Bus service is not anticipated within the project site, but is anticipated to occur along the site

perimeter (i.e., along 10th Street West, Avenue L, 5th 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 10th Street West, the City’s current fiscal year (2007–2008) Capital

Improvement Program allocates over $1.3 million dollars for the widening of 10 th 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 10th 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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6. Responses to Letters Received from Karen S. Mellor, Entomologist/Operations Supervisor,

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.

RTC-38



Responses to Comments

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

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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7. Responses to Letters Received from Steve Wylie, Assistant Executive Officer, Finance and

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:

 #1 Lancaster/Palmdale between downtown Lancaster and 47th Street East/Avenue S in Palmdale;

 #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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8. Responses to Letters Received from Jacob Lieb, Southern California Association 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.
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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 public infrastructure, 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, on-site 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 PM10 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 10th Street West, Avenue L, 5th 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

 Protect the environment, improve air quality and promote energy efficiency.

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

Regional Transportation Plan Policies

 Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s adopted Regional Performance Indicators.

 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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 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.

 Encourage transit-oriented development.

 Promote a variety of travel choices.

Principle 2: Foster livability in all communities

 Promote infill development and redevelopment to revitalize existing communities.

 Promote development, which provide a mix of uses.

 Promote “people scaled”, walkable communities.

 Support the preservation of stable single-family neighborhoods.

Principle 3: Enable prosperity for all people

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

 Support educational opportunities that promote balanced growth.

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

 Encourage civic engagement.

Principle 4: Promote sustainability for future generations

 Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational and environmentally sensitive areas.

 Focus development in urban centers and existing cities.

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

 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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9. Responses to Letters Received from John R. Todd, Chief, Forestry Division, County of Los

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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10. Responses to Letters Received from Ruth I. Frazen, Engineering Technician, County

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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11. Responses to Letters Received from Asoka Herath, Director of Planning, City of Palmdale,

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 10th 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 10th 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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12. Responses to Letters Received from Nancy G. Burke, Kaiser Permanente, Pasadena, California,

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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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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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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13. Responses to Letters Received from Dean Webb, Lancaster, California, correspondence dated

June 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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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 5-mile 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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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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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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14. Responses to Letters Received from Sandra G. Yavitz, Yavitz Companies, Seal 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 5th 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 5th 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 on-site 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 use 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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