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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Antelope Valley Area Plan 
during the public review period, which began August 22, 2014, and closed October 6, 2014. This document 
has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent 
judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows: 

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR. 

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number: A-1 through A-10 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations, and R-1 through R-2 for letters received from residents and businesses. Individual comments 
have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the 
corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. County 
of  Los Angeles (County) staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material 
constitutes the type of  significant new information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR for further public 
comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will 
result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of  
this material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 
effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is 
determined in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR.” 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency 
and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact 
report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform 
to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (County of  Los Angeles) to evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the 
DEIR and prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the responses to each comment 
prepared by the County of  Los Angeles (County). Comment letters and specific comments are given letters 
and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the 
sections are shown indented. Changes to the DEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and 
strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public 
review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 
A1 Public Utilities Commission September 30, 2014 2-3 
A2 Endangered Habitats League (Letter 1) September 27, 2014 2-7 
A3 Endangered Habitats League (Letter 2) September 27, 2014 2-15 
A4 Center for Biological Diversity October 3, 2014 2-35 
A5 Tri-County Watchdogs October 5,2014 2-53 
A6 Friends of Antelope Valley Open Space October 6, 2014 2-69 
A7 California Department of Fish and Wildlife October 6, 2014 2-75 
A8 Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council October 6, 2014 2-87 
A9 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California October 6, 2014 2-101 

A10 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research October 7, 2014 2-127 

Residents& Businesses 
R1 Granite Construction Company September 23, 2014 2-131 
R2 Eric Roy Anderson October 7, 2014 2-137 
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LETTER A1– Public Utilities Commission (1 page) 
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A1. Response to comments from Ken Chiang, P.E., Public Utilities Commission, dated 
September 30, 2014. 

A1-1 Please note that there are several proposed policies in both the Proposed General Plan 
Update and the Antelope Valley Area Plan (AVAP) that relate to rail safety, including the 
following: 

 Policy M 5.3: Maintain transportation right-of-way corridors for future 
transportation uses, including bikeways, or new passenger rail or bus services. 
(County General Plan) 

 Policy M 6.6: Preserve property for planned roadway and railroad rights-of-way, 
marine and air terminals, and other needed transportation facilities. (County General 
Plan) 

 Policy M 6.8: In planning for all regional transportation systems, consider and 
mitigate potential impacts to existing communities, and minimize land use conflicts. 
(AVAP) 

However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A2– Endangered Habitats League, Letter 1 (5 pages) 
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A2. Response to comments from Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League, dated September 27, 
2014 (Letter 1). 

A2-1 It should be noted that a RL-40 designation does not exist in the Adopted Area Plan. 
The Proposed Project substantially reduces development intensity within the proposed 
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) by converting most of  the areas designated for 
residential development from N1 – Non Urban 1 (0.5 dwelling units/acre) and N2 – 
Non Urban 2 (1 dwelling unit/acre) to RL20 – Rural Land 20 (1 dwelling unit/20 acres). 
The use of  the RL20 designation for the SEAs was a compromise reached with the Blue 
Ribbon Committee, and is an integral part of  the balanced approach that the Proposed 
Area Plan achieves. This cannot be changed without affecting the overall integrity of  the 
Proposed Area Plan. The County, as Lead Agency, determined that biological resources 
would be better protected through the expanded SEA boundaries and the RL20 
designation included within the Proposed Project, rather than continued use of  the N1 
designation. Also, these areas are severely constrained by fault zones, seismic areas and 
Hillside Management Areas which further limiting potential development. The existing 
zoning code regulations that are currently in place, including the SEA Ordinance, will be 
able to regulate developments in these areas so that biological resources are adequately 
protected.   

A2-2 The minimum lot size requirements contained in the Proposed Project were developed 
to protect the rural character of  the Antelope Valley after extensive community 
outreach. The Proposed Area Plan balances community goals to maintain the rural 
character of  the area with protection of  the natural environment through SEAs and the 
Hillside Management Ordinance. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be 
forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A2-3 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A2-4 The Transfer of  Development Rights (TDR) program has been included in Chapter 8 
(Plan Implementation) of  the Proposed Area Plan, which commits County Department 
of  Regional Planning (DRP) to undertake this program. However, because of  its 
technical complexity, the County needs outside technical expertise to develop the details 
of  this program. 

A2-5 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A2-6 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A2-7 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A3– Endangered Habitats League, Letter 2 (17 pages) 
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A3. Response to comments from Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League, dated September 27, 
2014 (Letter 2). 

A3-1 It should be noted that a RL-40 designation does not exist in the Adopted Area Plan. 
The Proposed Project substantially reduces development intensity within the proposed 
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) by converting most of  the areas designated for 
residential development from N1 – Non Urban 1 (0.5 dwelling units/acre) and N2 – 
Non Urban 2 (1 dwelling unit/acre) to RL20 – Rural Land 20 (1 dwelling unit/20 acres). 
The use of  the RL20 designation for the SEAs was a compromise reached with the Blue 
Ribbon Committee, and is an integral part of  the balanced approach that the Proposed 
Area Plan achieves. This cannot be changed without affecting the overall integrity of  the 
Proposed Area Plan. The County, as Lead Agency, determined that biological resources 
would be better protected through the expanded SEA boundaries and the RL20 
designation included within the Proposed Project, rather than continued use of  the N1 
designation. Also, these areas are severely constrained by fault zones, seismic areas and 
Hillside Management Areas which further limiting potential development. The existing 
zoning code regulations that are currently in place, including the SEA Ordinance, will be 
able to regulate developments in these areas so that biological resources are adequately 
protected. 

A3-2 The minimum lot size requirements contained in the Proposed Project were developed 
to protect the rural character of  the Antelope Valley after extensive community 
outreach. The Proposed Area Plan balances community goals to maintain the rural 
character of  the area with protection of  the natural environment through SEAs and the 
Hillside Management Ordinance. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be 
forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A3-3 Expansion of  the SEA boundaries is component of  the Proposed Project and is 
therefore not necessary as a mitigation measure. 

A3-4 The Transfer of  Development Rights (TDR) program has been included in Chapter 8 
(Plan Implementation) of  the Proposed Area Plan, which commits County Department 
of  Regional Planning (DRP) to undertake this program. However, because of  its 
technical complexity, the County needs outside technical expertise to develop the details 
of  this program. 

A3-5 As discussed in Section 5.14.1 of  the DEIR, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, 
potential impacts related to fire hazards are reduced to a less than significant level 
through compliance with the County Fire Code and mitigation measures in the DEIR. 
In addition, the Proposed Area Plan limits potential development in Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity zones through appropriate land use designations with very low 
residential densities, as indicated on the Proposed Area Plan Land Use Policy Map. 
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A3-6 Chapter 10 of  the DEIR analyzes the growth-inducing impacts of  the Proposed Project. 
The analysis contained in the DEIR acknowledges that the Proposed Project will result 
in growth-inducing impacts related to infrastructure and direct and indirect population 
and employment growth, as compared to existing on the ground conditions. However, 
in discussing whether approval of  this project will involve some precedent-setting 
action, the DEIR accurately discloses that the Proposed Project reduces allowable 
housing and population growth, as compared to the Adopted Area Plan. 

Note:  The commenter attached previous correspondence sent during the public review period for 
the EIR’s Notice of  Preparation. The first letter is a comment letter on the County of  Los Angeles 
General Plan Update EIR and does not relate to the Proposed Project. The second letter is a Notice 
of  Preparation (NOP) comment for the Proposed Project and was taken into consideration during 
preparation of  the DEIR and therefore does not require an additional response here. 
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LETTER A4 – Center for Biological Diversity (12 pages) 
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A4. Response to comments from Ileene Anderson, Center for Biological Diversity, dated October 
3, 2014. 

A4-1 It should be noted that a RL-40 designation does not exist in the Adopted Area Plan. 
The Proposed Project substantially reduces development intensity within the proposed 
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) by converting most of  the areas designated for 
residential development from N1 – Non Urban 1 (0.5 dwelling units/acre) and N2 – 
Non Urban 2 (1 dwelling unit/acre) to RL20 – Rural Land 20 (1 dwelling unit/20 acres). 
The use of  the RL20 designation for the SEAs was a compromise reached with the Blue 
Ribbon Committee, and is an integral part of  the balanced approach that the Proposed 
Area Plan achieves. This cannot be changed without affecting the overall integrity of  the 
Proposed Area Plan. The County, as Lead Agency, determined that biological resources 
would be better protected through the expanded SEA boundaries and the RL20 
designation included within the Proposed Project, rather than continued use of  the N1 
designation. Also, these areas are severely constrained by fault zones, seismic areas and 
Hillside Management Areas which further limiting potential development. The existing 
zoning code regulations that are currently in place, including the SEA Ordinance, will be 
able to regulate developments in these areas so that biological resources are adequately 
protected.   

A4-2 One of  the main objectives of  the Proposed Project is to direct future development 
within the Project Area to three separate Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), while 
reducing allowable densities elsewhere and allowing for expansion of  the existing SEA 
boundaries. The EOAs are proposed to focus development in areas near major 
infrastructure opportunities while preserving both open space and greater value habitat 
elsewhere. The land use designations within each EOA were developed to provide a 
balance between jobs and housing. Therefore, implementation of  the Proposed Project 
allows for greater opportunities to preserve large, contiguous open space areas as 
compared to the Adopted Area Plan, which allows higher density development over a 
much larger area. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A4-3 The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and the 
California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) are studying various transportation 
projects in the North County area, including the Northwest 138 Corridor Improvement 
Project. Metro and Caltrans have initiated a new environmental study to evaluate the 
corridor alternatives. The project corridor traverses from Interstate 5 (I-5), just south of  
Gorman Post Road, to State Route 14 (SR-14) at West Avenue D (which is coterminous 
with SR-138). The West EOA was selected due to its proximity to major highways (the I-
5 and SR-138), and employment opportunities in the Santa Clarita Valley located 
approximately 25 miles to the south. In addition, the proposed land use designations in 
the West EOA provide a balance between housing and jobs. As a result, the County has 
determined that creation of  the West EOA is appropriate from a land use and 
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environmental perspective. Future master-planned development within the West EOA 
would be subject to further discretionary review and CEQA requirements, which will 
provide project-specific site design and environmental review.  

A4-4 Please refer to Response A4-2 above. 

A4-5 As discussed on Page 5.1-26 of  the DEIR, designated Scenic Drives are located within 
EOAs. The Scenic Drive designation does not preclude development on adjacent lands. 
However, the Proposed Area Plan includes goals and policies that would protect scenic 
views along the designated corridors. In particular, implementation of  Policy COS 5.7 
would ensure that development standards and guidelines are established for 
development within the viewsheds of  scenic drives. However, your comment is hereby 
noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review 
and consideration. 

A4-6 Although the West EOA does designate portions of  the area for urban uses, a significant 
portion of  the area is designated for open space as well as very low density residential 
uses (RL20), consistent with the Rural Preservation Strategy. An updated Rural 
Preservation Strategy Map also updates the H5 – Residential 5 (5 dwelling units/acre), 
RL1 – Rural Land 1 (1 dwelling unit/acre), CR (Rural Commercial) and IL (Light 
Industrial) areas as Rural Town Areas. Thus, this Proposed Area Plan directs growth to 
certain areas to help preserve other more environmentally sensitive areas. 

A4-7 Seismic hazards related to the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 5.6 of  the 
DEIR. As listed in Subsection 5.6.6 of  the DEIR, all future development will be 
required to comply with the County Building Code, the County Grading Ordinance, and 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, regardless of  the underlying land use 
designations. Therefore, no additional land use changes are necessary to comply with 
existing regulations relating to seismic hazards. 

A4-8 The Fire Hazard Severity Zones are shown on Figure 5.8-1, Fire Hazard Severity Zones, of  
the DEIR. It clearly shows the Very High, High, and Moderate Fire Hazard Zones. The 
majority of  these areas are designated Open Space or SEA in the Draft Area Plan. 
Please refer to Sections 5.8 and 5.14.1 of  the DEIR for a complete discussion of  fire 
hazards and fire protection. 

A4-9 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A4-10 As discussed in Chapter 7 of  the DEIR, three alternatives to the Proposed Project were 
analyzed in detail including the No Project/Existing Area Plan Alternative, Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, and the Alternative Land Use Policy Map. In addition, two 
alternatives were considered during the scoping process for the EIR including various 
Project Planning Alternatives, and the No Growth/No Development Alternative. As 
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discussed in Section 7.7 of  the DEIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative was selected as 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The County considers the five alternatives 
analyzed in the DEIR to be a “reasonable range” of  alternatives which reduce the 
significant impacts of  the project while attaining the basic objectives of  the Proposed 
Project. 

A4-11 Considering the size of  the Project Area, which consists of  over 1.1 million acres, it is 
not uncommon to have a substantial number of  significant unavoidable adverse impacts. 
The Proposed Project consists of  a Proposed Area Plan for northern Los Angeles 
County consisting of  over 1,800 square miles. By contrast, the largest City in California 
by land area is the City of  Los Angeles, at 503 square miles. The DEIR does identify 
eight significant unavoidable adverse impacts; however, this is related to the 
programmatic nature of  the Proposed Project, which is a long-range planning 
document. All feasible mitigation measures for this level of  planning have been 
incorporated into the Proposed Project. However, as future development projects are 
proposed, project-specific mitigation may be imposed to avoid or further reduce the 
significant impacts associated with buildout of  the Project Area under the Proposed 
Project.  

A4-12 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A4-13 Section 5.4.1.2 of  the DEIR adequately describes the distribution and abundance of  
perennial grasses and wildflower fields in the Project Area. The DEIR identifies 
perennial grasslands and wildflower fields as sensitive plant communities, and states that 
the western part of  the Antelope Valley and the ridgeline (the San Andreas rift zone) 
contain large areas of  native perennial grasslands and wildflower fields (see also Figure 
5.4-1, Plant Communities of  the Antelope Valley, in the DEIR). The DEIR impact analysis 
concludes that implementation of  the Proposed Project would significantly impact 
sensitive plant communities, including Valley needlegrass grassland (a perennial 
grassland) and wildflower fields. 

The spatial data for the valley floor vegetation map were obtained from the California 
Department of  Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) vegetation and mapping website1. These 
were developed by CDFW and others as part of  the California Desert Vegetation Map 
in support of  the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP), which 
combined native annual and perennial grasslands into one category. Separating native 
annual grasses and native perennial grasses in the DEIR vegetation map was not 
possible given that they were grouped in CDFW’s data. 

A4-14 The DEIR addresses impacts to sensitive plant communities that are known to occur in 
the Project Area. Wildflower fields are described in existing conditions section (5.4.1.2) 

                                                      
1 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/ 
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and identified as abundant in the western part of  the Antelope Valley, mapped in Figure 
5.4-1, Plant Communities of  the Antelope Valley, and identified as a sensitive plant 
community that would be adversely impacted by buildout of  the Project Area under the 
Proposed Project. 

 With regard to walnut woodland, this sensitive plant community may occur along slopes 
of  the San Gabriel Mountains in the southern part of  the Project Area. However, the 
U.S. Forest Service spatial data that was used for the Figure 5-4.2, Plant Communities of  the 
Angeles National Forest, does not include this community in the Project Area2. With regard 
to coastal sage scrub, Section 5.4.1.2, Existing Conditions (page 5-4.11 of  the DEIR) 
identifies the sage scrub plant communities in the Project Area, both the cismontane 
coastal sage scrub (Riversidian coastal sage scrub) and desert sage scrub 
(Riversidiandesert scrub). The lower cismontane slopes of  the San Gabriel Mountains 
contain coastal sage scrub. With regard to marshes, the DEIR identifies the various 
seasonal wetlands and marshes that occur in the Project Area (page 5.4-11, 5.4-23-24; 
Figure 5.4-1, Plant Communities of  the Antelope Valley). The impacts to these are addressed 
within Impact 5.4-3 (impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters; pages 5-4.83-84 of  
the DEIR). The names of  the various wetland plant communities have been added to 
the list of  sensitive plant communities in the Project Area summarized within the 
analysis under Impact 5.4-2 (page 5.4-80) of  the DEIR: 

Impact Analysis: The Project Area contains 16 27 sensitive natural plant 
communities identified in the CNDDB, including canyon live oak ravine forest, 
Mojave riparian forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, walnut 
woodland,southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-willow 
riparian forest, southern mixed riparian forest, southern riparian forest, southern 
riparian scrub, southern sycamore alder riparian woodland, southern willow scrub, 
valley needlegrass grassland, valley oak woodland, wildflower field, vernal pool, 
Southern California arroyo chub/Santa Ana sucker stream, and Southern California 
threespine stickleback stream, and nine seasonal wetland and marsh plant 
communities (freshwater marsh, alkali meadow, alkali marsh, alkali sink scrub, alkali 
playas, freshwater seeps, vernal pools, ephemeral ponds, and montane meadows). 
Several of  the sensitive woodland plant communities occur primarily in the 
mountainous parts of  the Project Area, which are under the jurisdiction of  the 
Angeles and Los Padres national forests. Development (residential, commercial, 
industrial, and public/institutional) that would occur under the Proposed Project 
would occur primarily in the Antelope Valley, and to a much smaller extent in the 
San Gabriel Mountains part of  the Project Area. The Proposed Project would allow 
low density residential development on private in-holdings within the national 
forests (typically one dwelling unit per 10 acres) and limited commercial/recreational 

                                                      
2 http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r5/landmanagement/resourcemanagement/?cid=stelprdb5347192 
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development. The Proposed Area Plan would not affect land use within Edwards 
Air Force Base. 

A4-15 All feasible mitigation measures for this level of  planning have been incorporated into 
the Proposed Project. However, as future development projects are proposed, project-
specific mitigation may be imposed to avoid or further reduce the potentially significant 
biological impacts of  buildout of  the Project Area under the Proposed Project. In 
addition, compliance with the SEA requirements is designed to protect the significant 
biological resources present within the County, including the Antelope Valley. However, 
your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A4-16 Please refer to Response A4-2 above. 

A4-17 CEQA requires an EIR to consider “the whole of  an action” which is proposed for 
approval, and cannot piecemeal or segment a project to avoid environmental review. The 
Proposed Project consists of  a comprehensive update to the Proposed Area Plan, which 
provides the general land use designations for the Project Area. The Project Proponent 
for the Proposed Project is the County. While the Centennial project is located within 
the Proposed Area Plan, no project-level entitlements will be granted if  the Proposed 
Area Plan is adopted. Any development proposed by the Centennial project will require 
separate development applications by the landowner/developer, project-level approvals 
including a specific plan or similar planning document, tract maps, and a project-level 
EIR.  Therefore, the Proposed Area Plan and the Centennial project are separate 
projects with independent utility, and no impermissible segmentation has occurred. 

However, it should be noted that any future development projects within the Project 
Area including Centennial, may tier off  of  the Program EIR for the Proposed Project to 
the extent permitted by CEQA. “Tiering” refers “to the coverage of  general matters in 
broader EIRs (such as on general plans or policy statements) with subsequent narrower 
EIRs or ultimately site-specific EIRs incorporating by reference the general discussions 
and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the EIR subsequently prepared.  
Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of  EIRS is:  [¶]  (a)  From a general plan, 
policy, or program EIR to a . . . site-specific EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15385, italics 
added.) 

 The Legislature encourages tiering of  EIRs where applicable.  “(a)  The Legislature finds 
and declares that tiering of  environmental impact reports will promote construction of  
needed housing and other development projects by (1) streamlining regulatory 
procedures, (2) avoiding repetitive discussions of  the same issues in successive 
environmental impact reports, and (3) ensuring that environmental impact reports 
prepared for later projects which are consistent with a previously approved policy, plan, 
program, or ordinance concentrate upon environmental effects which may be mitigated 
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or avoided in connection with the decision on each later project.  The Legislature further 
finds and declares that tiering is appropriate when it helps a public agency to focus upon 
the issues ripe for decision at each level of  environmental review and in order to exclude 
duplicative analysis of  environmental effects examined in previous environmental 
impact reports. ”  (CEQA § 21093.)  

A4-18 The Draft DRECP is a landscape-scale plan that uses science to inform the siting of  
renewable energy development projects and the conservation of  species, creating 
systematic habitat protection and connectivity improvements across the Mojave and 
Colorado/Sonoran desert regions. The Draft DRECP’s comprehensive approach is 
more transparent and predictable and would achieve conservation benefits that could 
not be achieved using the project-by-project approach currently used to permit 
renewable energy projects and protect species. The Draft DRECP considers renewable 
energy facility development in the desert over the next 25 years and, through strategic 
habitat conservation, provides an ecosystem approach to impact mitigation and 
landscape-level natural resources conservation. The environmental impacts of  the 
DRECP are addressed in the associated Draft EIR/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). 

 While the Proposed Area Plan addresses issues related to renewable energy through 
various goals and policies, it does not designate specific locations for future renewable 
energy projects. However, renewable energy projects are allowed within various 
industrial and rural designations in the Proposed Area Plan. Therefore, the potential for 
renewable energy projects within the Project Area is addressed in the DEIR to the 
extent feasible at this level of  planning.  

A4-19 Though not related to the DEIR, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded 
to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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A5. Response to comments from Katherine King, Tri-County Watchdogs, dated October 5, 2014. 

A5-1 When submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the review 
period for an EIR must not be less than 45 days, unless the State Clearinghouse grants a 
shorter period of  not less than 30 days (CEQA Guidelines §15105). A longer public 
review period is not required by CEQA.  However, your comment is hereby noted and 
will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

 The Proposed Project analyzed in the DEIR was the August 2014 version of  the 
Proposed Area Plan, including the SEA boundaries proposed at that time. 

A5-2 In 2000, the County commissioned the Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area 
Update Study (2000 Update Study), which was subsequently released for public review. 
Conservation planning was a fundamental aspect of  this Study, which was designed to 
accomplish the following: evaluate existing SEAs for changes in biotic conditions and 
consider additional areas for SEA status; propose SEA boundaries based upon biotic 
evaluation; and propose guidelines for managing and conserving biological resources 
within SEAs. The 2000 Update Study was based on scientifically grounded concepts 
regarding the size and type of  linkage systems necessary to sustain the biologically 
diverse plant and animal species that are found within the County. All recommended 
SEAs in the SEA Update Study were evaluated and refined between 2001 and 2002 after 
consideration of  public and resource agency input. 

 In 2005, the proposed SEAs were again refined, based on the SEA criteria, to address 
public comment received in 2003 and 2004. Additional field work was conducted, 
literature review and sensitive species data tables updated, and a subset of  the SEAs, 
called Ecological Transition Areas, identified and mapped. At the end of  this process, 
the County’s staff  biologists and environmental consultants convened to review the 
updated SEA boundaries over aerial photography to ensure mapping accuracy. The 
meeting resulted in all four biologists concurring that the proposed boundaries met the 
SEA criteria. These refinements were reflected on the draft SEA Map, released for 
public review as part of  the draft General Plan in 2007. 

 In 2011, the draft SEA Map was released for public review as part of  the Los Angeles 
County Draft 2035 General Plan. Throughout the entirety of  the SEA Study and update 
process, modifications to the proposed boundaries have occurred with careful and 
deliberate consideration of  the adjustments’ effect on the continued viability of  the 
entire SEA. The County proposes to expand SEAs and create three new ones in the 
Project Area as part of  the Proposed Project. Under the Proposed Project, the SEA 
coverage in Project Area would be expanded from 135,772 to 332,899 total acres, 
providing substantially greater protection of  biological resources. Three new SEAs 
would be created in the southern San Gabriel Mountain area in the southern part of  the 
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Project Area. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A5-3 Please refer to Section 5.1, Aesthetics, for a discussion of  the visual impacts of  the 
Proposed Project. Although the State Scenic Highways program is a State program, the 
County has designated SR-138 as a Scenic Drive in the Proposed Area Plan. 

A5-4 All future development within the Project Area will be required to comply with all 
existing County codes and ordinances, including the Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
(“Dark Skies”) ordinance. Although not related to the Proposed Project, existing code 
violations should be reported to the County for enforcement. 

A5-5 One of  the main objectives of  the Proposed Project is to direct future development 
within the Project Area to three separate Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), while 
reducing allowable densities elsewhere and allowing for expansion of  the existing SEA 
boundaries. The EOAs are proposed to focus development in areas near major 
infrastructure opportunities while preserving both open space and greater value habitat 
elsewhere. The land use designations within each EOA were developed to provide a 
balance between jobs and housing. Therefore, implementation of  the Proposed Project 
allows for greater opportunities to preserve large, contiguous open space areas as 
compared to the Adopted Area Plan, which allows higher density development over a 
much larger area. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

 As discussed in Section 5.1 of  the DEIR, aesthetic impacts were not determined to be 
significant provided future projects comply with existing County regulations and the 
goals and policies included in the Proposed Area Plan. As a result, these additional 
mitigation measures, as suggested by the commenter, are not necessary. 

A5-6 The Commenter provided additional mitigation measures to be considered for 
incorporation into the DEIR. Per the Commenter recommendation, Mitigation Measure 
GHG-2 has been revised to include some of  the measures suggested. The change has 
been incorporated into Section 3.2, DEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments, of  this 
FEIR as shown below. The other remaining measures suggested by the Commenter 
were considered, but were not incorporated as additional mitigation measures in the 
DEIR as they are either beyond the control of  the County, are within the purview of  the 
proposed policies of  the Proposed Area Plan, are covered under a current mitigation 
measure or existing regulation (e.g., County Building Code or Tree Planting Ordinance), 
or would not provide measurable reductions in air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

GHG-2 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following additional 
implementation actions in the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation 
Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward meeting the long-term GHG 
reduction goals of  Executive Order S-03-05: 
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 The County shall further research to determine the feasibility, and as 
appropriate propose amendments to the County Code, for the following: 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  
residential development, the property owner/developer shall indicate 
on plans that garage and/or car port parking are electrically wired to 
accommodate a Level 2 (240 volt) EV charging. The location of  the 
electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans, and proper 
installation shall be verified by Department of  Public Works prior to 
issuance of  a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  non-
residential development of  100,000 building square feet or more within 
the Antelope Valley Area Plan, the applicant shall indicate on plans that 
at minimum, 10 Level 2 EV vehicle charging stations will be provided 
for public use. The location of  the EV station(s) shall be specified on 
building plans, and proper installation shall be verified by the 
Department of  Public Works prior to issuance of  a Certificate of  
Occupancy. 

 The County of  Los Angeles shall require applicants of  new residential 
developments to consider installation of  gray water systems for 
resident use. 

 The County of  Los Angeles shall require applicants of  non-residential 
developments of  100,000 building square feet or more, to coordinate 
with the Antelope Valley Transit Authority for the installation of  
additional bus shelters and transit stops as feasible. 

A5-7 The list and occurrence for sensitive plants is based on all available information, 
including the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), California Critical 
Habitat (CCH), and biological assessments in the region. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 
(page 5-4.89 of  the DEIR) requires that projects that impact biological resources include 
an analysis of  impacts based on a general survey and focused surveys for sensitive plants 
and animals as needed. Project-specific EIRs do contain an analysis of  cumulative 
impacts that would cover biological resources if  it is one of  the topics addressed by the 
DEIR. 

The DEIR identifies 16 sensitive natural plant communities in the Project Area (page 
5.4-80) and concludes that buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse effect on sensitive communities (page 5.4-83). See also Response to Comment 
A5-14. The impacts to perennial grasslands and wildflower fields are among those 
considered significantly adverse. For additional information on perennial grasslands, 
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wildflower fields, and the source of  data for Figure 5.4-1 of  the DEIR, Plant Communities 
of  the Antelope Valley.  

A5-8 As described in the Section 5.6 of  the DEIR, the San Andreas Fault Zone is located 
adjacent to the West EOA. In accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act, new construction of  houses within these zones is prohibited unless a 
comprehensive geologic investigation shows that the fault does not pose a hazard to the 
proposed structure. In addition, all structures will be required by comply with the 
County Building Code. Therefore, no significant impacts related to geology and soils are 
anticipated. 

A5-9 As discussed on Page 5.6-18 of  the DEIR, although liquefaction zones have been 
mapped within the Project Area, future development associated with buildout of  the 
Project Area allowed by the Proposed Project would not result in increased risk of  or 
exposure to liquefaction or other seismic-related ground failures. Geotechnical 
investigations for future development plans considered for approval by the County 
pursuant to the Proposed Project would be required to evaluate the potential for 
liquefaction and other seismic ground failure, such as lateral spreading, under the 
respective plan sites. Geotechnical investigation reports would provide 
recommendations for grading and for foundation design to reduce hazards to people 
and structures arising from liquefaction and other seismic-related ground failure. Future 
development plans proposed within the Project Area allowed by the Proposed Project 
would be required to adhere to existing building and grading codes, and construction-
related grading requires the preparation and submittal of  site-specific grading plans and 
geotechnical reports that must be reviewed and approved by the County beforehand. 
Each future development plan would be required to comply with the recommendations 
in its geotechnical investigation report and comply with the County Building Code, 
thereby reducing such hazards to a less than significant level. 

A5-10 The DEIR acknowledges that the Project Area is located in a seismically active region, 
similar to other areas of  southern California. As stated in the DEIR, the State regulates 
development through a variety of  tools that reduce hazards from earthquakes and other 
geologic hazards. The County Building Code contains building design and construction 
requirements that are intended to safeguard against major structural failures or loss of  
life caused by earthquakes or other geologic hazards. 

A5-11 As stated in Section 1.2.2 of  the DEIR, this DEIR has been prepared to satisfy the 
requirements for a Program EIR. Although the legally required contents of  a Program 
EIR are the same as those of  a Project EIR, Program EIRs are typically more 
conceptual and may contain a more general or qualitative discussion of  impacts, 
alternatives, and mitigation measures than a Project EIR. As provided in Section 15168 
of  the State CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR may be prepared on a series of  actions 
that may be characterized as one large project. Use of  a Program EIR provides the 
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County (as lead agency) with the opportunity to consider broad policy alternatives and 
program-wide mitigation measures and provides the County with greater flexibility to 
address project-specific and cumulative environmental impacts on a comprehensive 
basis. A Program EIR generally establishes a framework for "tiered" or project-level 
environmental documents that are prepared in accordance with the overall program. 

 Considering that the Project Area includes over 1,800 square miles, it is not possible to 
complete project-specific geotechnical studies for all properties located within the 
Project Area. As a result, reliance on the County Building Code, which requires 
preparation of  site-specific geotechnical studies when development is proposed, is 
appropriate at this level of  planning. 

A5-12 Similar to your request, Mitigation Measures CUL-2 and CUL-3 have been included in 
the DEIR to protect potential archaeological and paleontological resources that are likely 
to exist in the Project Area. 

A5-13 Section 5.17.2, Water Supply and Distribution Systems, of  the DEIR acknowledges the long-
term water supply problems in the Project Area and concludes that full buildout of  the 
Project Area allowed by the Proposed Project would result in a significant unavoidable 
adverse impact. The DEIR contains numerous mitigation measures to ensure that future 
development identifies adequate water supplies before it is approved.  

 With regards to the suggested mitigation measures, a groundwater management plan for 
the Antelope Valley has already been adopted as part of  the Antelope Valley Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plan 2013. The second mitigation measure is already 
required by SB 221 and SB 610 which require identification of  an adequate water supply 
in normal and dry years for a 20-year period. 

A5-14 Issues related to fire protection and provision of  emergency services are addressed in 
Section 5.14-1 of  the DEIR. Issues related to traffic and circulation, including impacts 
to I-5 and SR-138 are addressed in Section 5.16 of  the DEIR. Feasible mitigation 
measures are identified in the DEIR to address fire protection and traffic-related issues. 
No additional changes are necessary. 

A5-15 As shown on Tables 5.16-15 and 5.16-16 of  the DEIR, 101 roadway segments 
throughout the Project Area were analyzed including numerous roadways located west 
of  SR-14. In addition, various freeway/highway segments were analyzed including I-5, 
SR-138, and SR-14. The traffic study for the Proposed Project was prepared in 
accordance with the County’s traffic study guidelines under the direction of  County 
Department of  Public Works and in consultation with Caltrans. As a result, the traffic 
analysis contained in the DEIR provides an adequate description of  the potential traffic 
impacts of  the Proposed Project. 
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A5-16 Mitigation measures T-1 through T-6 have been identified in Section 5.16.8 of  the DEIR 
to address the need for project-level traffic studies and future roadway improvements to 
maintain adequate levels of  service at buildout of  the Proposed Project. These measures 
also identify potential funding sources for those improvements including a potential 
Congestion Mitigation Fee program. These mitigation measures are considered 
appropriate at this programmatic level of  review.  

A5-17 No specific development is currently proposed within the EOAs, so no details beyond 
the land use designations included on the Land Use Policy Maps are currently available. 

A5-18 These issues have been addressed above in Responses A4-1 through A4-17. However, 
your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A6–Friends of  Antelope Valley Open Space (4 pages) 
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A6. Response to comments from Margaret Rhyne, Friends of Antelope Valley Open Space, dated 
October 6, 2014. 

A6-1 In 2000, the County commissioned the Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area 
Update Study (2000 Update Study), which was subsequently released for public review. 
Conservation planning was a fundamental aspect of  this Study, which was designed to 
accomplish the following: evaluate existing SEAs for changes in biotic conditions and 
consider additional areas for SEA status; propose SEA boundaries based upon biotic 
evaluation; and propose guidelines for managing and conserving biological resources 
within SEAs. The 2000 Update Study was based on scientifically grounded concepts 
regarding the size and type of  linkage systems necessary to sustain the biologically 
diverse plant and animal species that are found within the County. All recommended 
SEAs in the SEA Update Study were evaluated and refined between 2001 and 2002 after 
consideration of  public and resource agency input. 

 In 2005, the proposed SEAs were again refined, based on the SEA criteria, to address 
public comment received in 2003 and 2004. Additional field work was conducted, 
literature review and sensitive species data tables updated, and a subset of  the SEAs, 
called Ecological Transition Areas, identified and mapped. At the end of  this process, 
the County’s staff  biologists and environmental consultants convened to review the 
updated SEA boundaries over aerial photography to ensure mapping accuracy. The 
meeting resulted in all four biologists concurring that the proposed boundaries met the 
SEA criteria. These refinements were reflected on the draft SEA Map, released for 
public review as part of  the draft General Plan in 2007. 

 In 2011, the draft SEA Map was released for public review as part of  the Los Angeles 
County Draft 2035 General Plan. Throughout the entirety of  the SEA Study and update 
process, modifications to the proposed boundaries have occurred with careful and 
deliberate consideration of  the adjustments’ effect on the continued viability of  the 
entire SEA. The County proposes to expand SEAs and create three new ones in the 
Project Area as part of  the Proposed Project. Under the Proposed Project, the SEA 
coverage in Project Area would be expanded from 135,772 to 332,899 total acres, 
providing substantially greater protection of  biological resources. Three new SEAs 
would be created in the southern San Gabriel Mountain area in the southern part of  the 
Project Area. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A6-2 As discussed in Chapter 3 of  the DEIR, Project Description, expansion of  the existing 
SEA boundaries within the Project Area is part of  the Proposed Project. While update 
to the existing SEA Ordinance is not part of  the Proposed Project, it is being 
considered as part of  the comprehensive revision to the 1980 Countywide General Plan. 
As a result, the DEIR analyzes biological impacts based on the expanded SEA 
boundaries proposed as part of  the Project, and considers impacts under the existing 
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SEA Ordinance as well as the Proposed SEA Ordinance. As a result, the Proposed 
Project can proceed prior to adoption of  the Proposed SEA Ordinance. 

A6-3 Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR acknowledges the importance of  the Antelope 
Valley California Poppy Preserve as a scenic resource. Potential aesthetic impacts to this 
resource are discussed on Page 5.1-20 of  the DEIR. No additional changes to the DEIR 
are necessary. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A6-4 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A6-5 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A7 – California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (7 pages) 
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A7. Response to comments from Betty J. Courtney, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
dated October 6, 2014. 

A7-1 The density of  development is the number of  units (e.g., people, buildings, or area of  
developed surfaces) within a designated land area, and varies greatly based on the scale 
considered and other factors such as household and business size. The Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, if  adopted, would result in a lower number of  dwelling units at 
buildout, a lower population number, and a lower intensity of  development within 
SEAs. Buildout of  the Project Area allowed by the Proposed Project would result in a 
lower intensity of  development in the proposed SEAs than the Adopted Area Plan, in 
part by converting the dominant land use designation Non-Urban 1 (0.5 dwelling 
unit/acre) and Non-Urban 2 (1 dwelling unit/acre) to Rural Land 20 (1 dwelling unit/20 
acres). The Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces potential development, but not the 
amount of  land proposed for development. However, the reduction in densities 
associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce potential biological 
impacts. 

A7-2 The comment that agricultural lands can support biological diversity is noted. 
Agricultural Resources Areas (ARAs) comprise areas of  prime farmland and designated 
farmlands of  state and local important importance, which are typically under cultivation 
or active in farming uses. The existing SEAs are typically dominated by natural habitats, 
and additional areas included in the proposed SEAs include landscapes that connect 
existing SEAs. ARAs were generally not included within proposed SEAs because of  
their active agricultural uses.  

The Proposed Project seeks to protect agricultural uses, in part by limiting incompatible 
non-agricultural uses in ARAs. There are some ARAs within existing or proposed SEAs, 
and SEAs and ARAs have shared boundaries in different parts of  the Project Area. 
Limiting residential development within ARAs that are within or adjoin SEAs would 
have a positive impact on biological resources by avoiding or reducing conversion of  
farmland to residential or commercial land uses. Agricultural practices can impact 
sensitive and non-sensitive biological resources, however, the Proposed Project does not 
expand agricultural land uses and does not contain any specific agricultural activities that 
when buildout occurs within the Project Area allowed by the Proposed Project, would 
adversely impact biological resources. The comment acknowledges that the County has 
little or no authority to regulate agricultural activities to assure compliance with laws and 
regulations that protect biological resources, including the existing SEA Ordinance. 

A7-3 The designation of  important agricultural lands as Rural Land would allow for 
agriculture, equestrian and animal-keeping uses, and single family homes on large lots. 
This policy would have a beneficial impact on biological resources by limiting habitat 
conversion and loss that occur as a result of  higher density residential and commercial 
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development. The Proposed Project does not contain policies or actions related to 
specific grazing practices. See also Response to Comment A4-2. 

A7-4 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (page 5-4.89 of  the DEIR) requires that 
projects that impact biological resources include an analysis of  the impacts by a qualified 
biologist, based on a general survey and focused surveys for sensitive plants and animals 
as needed. The County will be responsible for implementation of  the mitigation 
measure, and in the process will ensure that the analysis is based on up-to-date 
information. 

A7-5 Comment noted. Standard practice in preparing biological studies is now to use the 
updated vegetation classifications found in the current edition of  A Manual of  California 
Vegetation. 

A7-6 The halophytic and xerophytic saltbush plant communities were treated as saltbush 
scrub in the DEIR (page 5.4-17 of  the DEIR), based on spatial data and supporting 
plant community descriptions from CDFW’s vegetation and mapping website (see also 
Response to Comment A4-13). It would not be practical to separate these communities 
in the FEIR because its distribution is already shown in Figure 5.4-1, Plant Communities of  
the Antelope Valley. The CDFW mapping considered many of  the saltbush scrub 
communities to be associated with playa or salt pan/flat habitats. However, none were 
noted to be part of  a stabilized dune community. 

A7-7 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (page 5-4.89 of  the DEIR) requires that 
projects that impact biological resources include an analysis of  impacts based on a 
general survey and focused surveys for sensitive plants and animals as needed. Although 
this mitigation does not specifically address wildlife movement, in practice, all projects 
subject to analysis under CEQA are required to evaluate impacts to wildlife movement 
corridors and nurseries if  the County determines that there is a potentially significant 
impact to wildlife movement. 

A7-8 Comment noted. Water supply issues related to the Proposed Project are discussed in 
Section 5.17.2, Water Supply and Distribution Systems. As described in the DEIR, 
groundwater resources in the Antelope Valley have been addressed by the Antelope 
Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 2013 Update.  

A7-9 Comment noted. No response required. 

A7-10 Projects within the Project Area located on private and County lands, and which involve 
brush-clearing activities for site development purposes would be subject to the County’s 
environmental checklist and biological reporting and mitigation requirements. The 
recommendation that the County should establish a brush-clearing ordinance that can 
protect biological resources from vegetation clearance for fire management purposes is 
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hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 

A7-11 Comment noted. No response required. 

A7-12 Comment A7-5 concerns vegetation classification, which is not directly related to 
impacts to wildlife movement. For projects within SEAs, the Conditional Use Permit 
process can set forth requirements to avoid impacts to wildlife movement corridors. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 re-states this requirement. For impacts to wildlife movement 
corridors, see Response to Comment A7-7 above. Comments related to SEAs are hereby 
noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review 
and consideration. 

A7-13 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A8 – Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council (6 pages) 
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A8. Response to comments from Susan Zahnter, Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council, 
dated October 6, 2014. 

A8-1 The Proposed Area Plan and associated zoning consistency (Proposed Project) is a 
comprehensive update to the adopted 1986 Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan 
(Adopted Area Plan). It is the result of  a highly inclusive and extensive community 
participation effort launched in 2007. Through a series of  many community meetings, 
residents and other stakeholders worked alongside County planners to develop a shared 
vision of  the future, identify community issues, draft proposals for the future, and 
prioritize their recommendations, forming the foundation of  the Proposed Area Plan. 
Building on the foundation laid by the region’s communities and from input with other 
stakeholders, planners partnered with other County departments to explore the 
recommendations; and refine the proposed goals and policies, plan for program 
implementation. 

 The Proposed Project analyzed in the DEIR was the August 2014 version of  the 
Proposed Area Plan. If  any additional updates to the Proposed Area Plan are proposed, 
they will need to be evaluated for consistency with the Proposed Project analyzed in the 
DEIR prior to certification of  the EIR by the County Board of  Supervisors. 

A8-2 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A8-3 The NOP comment letter from the Three Points-Liebre Mountain Town Council was 
properly received by the County on July 11, 2014 and included in Appendix B. Although 
the letter was inadvertently left out of  Table 1-2, the comments were considered and 
addressed in the DEIR. Table 1-2 of  the DEIR has been revised as follows: 

Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
Organizations 
Three Points-Liebre 
Mountain Town Council 

Aesthetics; 
Agriculture and 
Forestry 
Resources; Air 
Quality/Greenhou
se Gas Emissions; 
Biological 
Resources; 
Economics/Jobs; 
Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials; 
Hydrology/Water 
Quality; Noise; 
Land Use; Utilities 

 Requests analysis of impacts to aesthetics due 
to development along scenic roadways 

 Requests consideration of impacts to 
agricultural areas due to renewable energy 
projects and impacts to forestry resources due 
to development 

 Requests analysis of impacts related to air 
quality and GHG emissions due to increased 
development; impacts related to Valley Fever 

 Requests analysis of impacts biological 
resources, including wildlife corridors. 

 Requests analysis of economic impacts related 
to increased industrial development  

 Requests analysis of impacts related to 

Sections 5.1, Aesthetics, 5.2, 
Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, 5.3, Air Quality, 
5.4, Biological Resources, 5.6, 
Geology and Soils, 5.7, 
Biological Resources, 5.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, 5.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality 5.10, Land Use 
and Planning, 5.12, Noise, 
5.13, Population and 
Housing, and 5.17, Utilities 
and Service Systems. 
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Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
and Service 
Systems;  

increased hazards from flooding and fire 
hazards 

 Requests analysis of impacts to water supply 
 Requests analysis of impacts related to noise 

from increased vehicle and truck traffic  
 Requests analysis of land use impacts 

associated with the proposed goals and policies 
and Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) 

 

A8-4 In 2000, the County commissioned the Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area 
Update Study (2000 Update Study), which was subsequently released for public review. 
Conservation planning was a fundamental aspect of  this Study, which was designed to 
accomplish the following: evaluate existing SEAs for changes in biotic conditions and 
consider additional areas for SEA status; propose SEA boundaries based upon biotic 
evaluation; and propose guidelines for managing and conserving biological resources 
within SEAs. The 2000 Update Study was based on scientifically grounded concepts 
regarding the size and type of  linkage systems necessary to sustain the biologically 
diverse plant and animal species that are found within the County. All recommended 
SEAs in the SEA Update Study were evaluated and refined between 2001 and 2002 after 
consideration of  public and resource agency input. 

 In 2005, the proposed SEAs were again refined, based on the SEA criteria, to address 
public comment received in 2003 and 2004. Additional field work was conducted, 
literature review and sensitive species data tables updated, and a subset of  the SEAs, 
called Ecological Transition Areas, identified and mapped. At the end of  this process, 
the County’s staff  biologists and environmental consultants convened to review the 
updated SEA boundaries over aerial photography to ensure mapping accuracy. The 
meeting resulted in all four biologists concurring that the proposed boundaries met the 
SEA criteria. These refinements were reflected on the draft SEA Map, released for 
public review as part of  the draft General Plan in 2007. 

 In 2011, the draft SEA Map was released for public review as part of  the Los Angeles 
County Draft 2035 General Plan. Throughout the entirety of  the SEA Study and update 
process, modifications to the proposed boundaries have occurred with careful and 
deliberate consideration of  the adjustments’ effect on the continued viability of  the 
entire SEA. The County proposes to expand SEAs and create three new ones in the 
Project Area as part of  the Proposed Project. Under the Proposed Project, the SEA 
coverage in Project Area would be expanded from 135,772 to 332,899 total acres, 
providing substantially greater protection of  biological resources. Three new SEAs 
would be created in the southern San Gabriel Mountain area in the southern part of  the 
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Project Area. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

A8-5 With regard to the SEA boundaries in the western Antelope Valley, the expansion of  the 
SEAs that would occur under the Proposed Project was the subject of  extensive 
scientific review and public consultation (please see Response to Comment A6-1 for a 
brief  history).  

With regard to migratory birds, the DEIR states that the habitats of  the Antelope Valley 
support diverse sedentary and migratory birds (page 5-4.25), that the dry lakes within the 
Rosamond Dry Lake SEA and Edwards Air Force Base SEA (Piute Ponds, Buckhorn 
Lake, and Rogers Lake) provide important resting areas for migratory birds on this part 
of  the Pacific Flyway, and that migratory birds of  prey forage in agricultural fields in the 
Antelope Valley (page 5.4-63 of  the DEIR). Birds migrate through the Antelope Valley 
in a broad front, and there is little information on migratory pathways or stopover 
concentrations (apart from the dry lakes in the Rosamond Dry Lake and Edwards Air 
Force Base SEAs and the windy passes in the western corner of  the Project Area). The 
comment that the Antelope Valley is identified as an Important Bird Area by the 
Audubon Society has been added to the text of  the FEIR. 

The Proposed Project would not impact bird migratory pathways, but the buildout of  
the Project Area allowed by the Proposed Project could adversely impact natural 
habitats, including those used by migratory birds. In addition, wind farms can result in 
higher mortality of  sensitive raptoral birds such as the golden eagle and Swainson’s 
hawk, sensitive bat species, and indeed any bird or bat species that occurs in the area as a 
result of  collision with wind turbines. This has been added to the impact analysis under 
Impact 5.4-1 (impacts to sensitive species): 

Nonetheless, buildout of  the Proposed Project will result in impacts to various 
habitat types, which will result in the loss of  special-status species through direct 
mortality, habitat loss, and edge effects at the urban-wildland interface. In addition, 
wind energy projects could be allowed within various industrial and rural 
designations in the Project Area. Wind farms can result in higher mortality of  
sensitive raptoral birds such as the golden eagle, Swainson’s hawk, sensitive bat 
species, and indeed any bird or bat species that occurs in the area, as a result of  
collision with wind turbines. As a consequence, buildout of  the Proposed Project 
will have a significant adverse effect on special-status species. 

While the Proposed Area Plan addresses issues related to renewable energy through 
various goals and policies, it does not designate specific locations for future renewable 
energy projects. However, renewable energy projects could be allowed within various 
industrial and rural designations in the Proposed Area Plan, including in the areas 
designated light industrial along SR-138 east of  Quail Lake. However, the Proposed 
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Project does not entitle any renewable energy project, and any such projects would be 
subject to project-level review, including consideration of  their impacts to biological 
resources.  

With regard to the California condor, the DEIR states that the species forages in the 
western part of  the Plan Area (pages 5.4-26, 5.4-52) and is one of  the sensitive wildlife 
species that would be adversely impacted by the Proposed Project (5.4-77).  

With regard to wildlife movement corridors, the DEIR describes the corridor in the 
northwestern part of  the Project Area (the Tehachapi connection, page 5-4.68 of  the 
DEIR). The Tehachapi connection is largely outside the Project Area. The part of  this 
connection within the Project Area is a small lowland area in the northwestern corner of  
the Project Area. The DEIR concludes that the Proposed Project will impact regional 
wildlife linkages and have a significant adverse effect on wildlife movement (pages 5-495, 
86). Nonetheless, existing infrastructure in the northeastern part of  the Project Area 
already restricts wildlife movement, especially the California aqueduct and I-5, and to a 
lesser extent SR-138.  

With regard to the impacts of  sprawl, one of  the main objectives of  the Proposed 
Project is to direct future development within the Project Area to three separate EOAs, 
while reducing allowable densities elsewhere and allowing for expansion of  the existing 
SEA boundaries. The EOAs were proposed to focus development near major 
infrastructure opportunities while preserving both open space and greater value habitat 
elsewhere. The land use designations within each EOA were developed to provide a 
balance between jobs and housing. Therefore, buildout of  the Project Area allowed by 
the Proposed Project allows for greater opportunities to preserve large, contiguous open 
space areas as compared to the Adopted Area Plan which allows higher density 
development over a much larger area. However, your comment is hereby noted and will 
be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

A8-6 CEQA requires an EIR to consider “the whole of  an action” which is proposed for 
approval, and cannot piecemeal or segment a project to avoid environmental review. The 
Proposed Project consists of  a comprehensive update to the Proposed Area Plan, which 
provides the general land use designations for the Project Area. The Project Proponent 
for the Proposed Project is the County. While the Centennial project is located within 
the Proposed Area Plan, no project-level entitlements will be granted if  the Proposed 
Area Plan is adopted. Any development proposed by the Centennial project will require 
separate development applications by the landowner/developer, project-level approvals 
including a community plan or specific plan, tract maps, and a project-level EIR, which 
will analyze project-specific impacts related to Centennial.   
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It should be noted that any future development projects within the Proposed Area Plan 
including Centennial, may tier off  of  the Program EIR for the Area Plan to the extent 
permitted by CEQA. “Tiering” refers “to the coverage of  general matters in broader 
EIRs (such as on general plans or policy statements) with subsequent narrower EIRs or 
ultimately site-specific EIRs incorporating by reference the general discussions and 
concentrating solely on the issues specific to the EIR subsequently prepared.  Tiering is 
appropriate when the sequence of  EIRs is:  [¶]  (a)  From a general plan, policy, or 
program EIR to a . . . site-specific EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15385, italics added.) 

A8-7 One of  the main objectives of  the Proposed Project is to direct future development 
within the Project Area to three separate EOAs, while reducing allowable densities 
elsewhere and allowing for expansion of  the existing SEA boundaries. The EOAs were 
proposed to focus development near major infrastructure opportunities while preserving 
both open space and greater value habitat elsewhere. The land use designations within 
each EOA were developed to provide a balance between jobs and housing. Therefore, 
implementation of  the Proposed Project allows for greater opportunities to preserve 
large, contiguous open space areas as compared to the Adopted Area Plan which allows 
higher density development over a much larger area. However, your comment is hereby 
noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review 
and consideration. 

A8-8 While the Proposed Area Plan addresses issues related to renewable energy through 
various goals and policies, it does not designate specific locations for future renewable 
energy projects. However, renewable energy projects are allowed within various 
industrial and rural land use designations in the Proposed Area Plan. Therefore, the 
potential for renewable energy projects within the Project Area is addressed in the DEIR 
to the extent feasible at this level of  planning.   

A8-9 The Commenter notes that there is no mention of  air quality in the far northwestern 
county, specifically the Gorman area, and for the area under the jurisdiction of  the 
Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District (EKAPCD), which does not regulate any 
portion of  the Project Area. The plan-level air quality analysis presented in Chapter 5.3 
of  the DEIR is for the entire Proposed Area Plan (Project Area). Thus the air quality 
analysis provides a broad-level discussion of  air quality impacts to the Proposed Area 
Plan as a whole. As the Gorman community is encompassed within the Project Area, 
the air quality analysis also pertains to this community. The mitigation measures 
prescribed to reduce air quality impacts are applicable to the entire Proposed Area Plan 
and would also therefore be applicable to the northwest county area portion of  the 
Project Area. 

 Regarding the EKAPCD, the air quality analysis includes an assessment of  impacts to 
the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) as the Project Area is within its boundaries. The 
analysis showed that project-related emissions would exceed the Antelope Valley Air 
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Quality Management District (AQMD) regional significance thresholds. These 
thresholds assess the level at which emissions are considered to result in significant 
cumulative impacts within the MDAB as a whole.  Thus, the impacts disclosed would be 
inherent impacts to the portion of  the MDAB within the jurisdiction of  EKAPCD. 

A8-10 The Commenter states that Chapter 5.3 of  the DEIR does not include a discussion of  
current increase of  Valley Fever. Additionally, the Commenter asks what percentage of  
the population is predicted to contract Valley Fever based on the population increase 
and how the Proposed Area Plan would protect current and future residents. In fact, 
Section 5.3 of  the DEIR does include a discussion of  Valley Fever in Impact 5.3-2 and 
notes that it may be an issue associated with development from disturbance of  soil 
during construction activities. The analysis points out that compliance with South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and Antelope Valley Air Quality 
Management District (AVAQMD) fugitive dust rule would help minimize any potential 
issues with Valley Fever. Additionally, implementation of  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
would also contribute in minimizing fugitive dust emissions and reducing any potential 
impacts related to Valley Fever. Furthermore, the Proposed Area Plan includes policies 
that call for preservation of  open space areas. Moreover, the overall projected service 
population (i.e., residents and employees) under the Proposed Area Plan would decrease 
by approximately 52 percent compared to the Adopted Area Plan. 

In terms of  what the percent increase in cases of  Valley Fever may be due to the 
anticipated population increase is beyond the scope of  this plan level analysis. The 
Proposed Area Plan is a programmatic document that establishes a land use framework 
for future growth and does not include or prescribe specific development projects. Thus, 
it would be speculative to assess what impacts, if  any, the project may have on the 
number of  incidences of  Valley Fever. In addition, a public health agency such as the 
County Department of  Health would be in the best position to further evaluate this 
issue and determine how future development in general may impact the spread of  Valley 
Fever based on its epidemiological characteristics. 

A8-11 Please refer to Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of  the DEIR for a discussion of  the 
project-related impacts to wildlife corridors and sensitive habitats and species. Potential 
impacts related to light and glare are discussed under Impact 5.1-4 starting on Page 5.1-
31 of  the DEIR. Potential economic impacts are not a CEQA-related issue and are 
therefore not discussed in the DEIR. However, your comment is hereby noted and will 
be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

A8-12 As discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the DEIR, compliance with 
existing regulatory programs would reduce potential impacts to hydrology and water 
quality to a level that is less than significant. While future development will be required 
to comply with existing regulations related to hydrology and water quality, a substantial 
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amount of  existing development in the Project Area and the County was built prior to 
enactment of  the Clean Water Act and County Codes relating to flood control. As a 
result, flooding and water quality problems continue to occur in older areas of  the 
County. 

A8-13 Issues relating to water supply are discussed in Section 5.17.2, Water Supply and 
Distribution Systems, of  the DEIR. 

A8-14 While it is likely that some of  the future residents within the Project Area may 
occasionally visit the Angeles National Forest and Los Padres National Forest, it is 
unlikely that the additional use would be significant. Of  the 1,130,544 acres included 
within the Project Area, 547,721 acres, or 48 percent is designated as open space. This 
represents approximately 1,350 acres of  open space per 1,000 population at Proposed 
Area Plan buildout.  

Please refer to Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of  the DEIR for a discussion of  the 
project-related impacts to wildlife corridors and sensitive habitats and species. As 
discussed in Section 5.14.1, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, the County Fire 
Department has indicated that potential impacts related to fire hazards are reduced to a 
less than significant level through compliance with the County Fire Code and mitigation 
measures in the DEIR. In addition, the Proposed Area Plan limits potential 
development in Very High Fire Hazard Severity zones through appropriate land use 
designations with very low residential densities as indicated on the Proposed Area Plan 
Land Use Policy Map. 

A8-15 As discussed in Chapter 7 of  the DEIR, three alternatives to the Proposed Project were 
analyzed in detail including the No Project/Existing Area Plan Alternative, Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, and the Alternative Land Use Policy Map. In addition, two 
alternatives were considered during the scoping process for the EIR including various 
Project Planning Alternatives, and the No Growth/No Development Alternative. As 
discussed in Section 7.7, the Reduced Intensity Alternative was selected as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. The County considers the five alternatives 
analyzed in the DEIR to be a “reasonable range” of  alternatives which reduce the 
significant impacts of  the project while attaining the basic objectives of  the Proposed 
Project. 
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LETTER A9 – Metropolitan Water District of  Southern California (24 pages) 
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A9. Response to comments from Deidre West, Metropolitan Water District of California, dated 
October 6, 2014. 

A9-1 The Proposed Project consists of  an update to the Adopted Area Plan, which is the 
long-range planning document for the northern portion of  unincorporated County. As a 
result, no actual development is proposed at this time. However, your comment is 
hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their 
review and consideration. 
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LETTER A10 – Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research (2 pages) 
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A10. Response to comments from Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
dated October 7, 2014. 

A10-1 The State Clearinghouse forwarded correspondence from the CDFW. Refer to Letter A7 
in this FEIR for responses to comments received from CDFW. No additional response 
is necessary. 
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LETTER R1 – Granite Construction (3 pages) 
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R1. Response to comments from Bill Taylor, Granite Construction, dated September 23, 2014. 

R1-1 Suggested Policies C/NR 10.2 and 10.3 are already existing State requirements. This 
language is already included in the Draft County of  Los Angeles General Plan. Stating 
this again at the Area Plan level would be unnecessarily redundant. However, per your 
request, the other suggested policies have been added to the updated Proposed Area 
Plan, as follows: 

• Policy COS 8.4: Protect MRZ-2’s and access to MRZ-2’s in the Antelope 
Valley from incompatible development and discourage incompatible adjacent 
land uses. 

• Policy COS 8.5: Work collaboratively with agencies to identify Mineral 
Resource Zones in the Antelope Valley and to prioritize mineral land use 
classifications in regional efforts. 

• Policy COS 8.6: Manage mineral resources in the Antelope Valley in a manner 
that effectively plans for the access to, and the development and conservation 
of  mineral resources for existing and future generations. 
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LETTER R2 – Eric Roy Anderson (3 pages) 
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R2. Response to comments from Eric Roy Anderson datedOctober 7, 2014. 

R2-1 Please refer to Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR for a discussion of  the visual 
impacts of  the Proposed Project. Although the State Scenic Highways program is a State 
program, the County has designated I-5 and SR-138 as Scenic Drives in the Proposed 
Area Plan. SR-118 is not located within the Project Area and is therefore not addressed 
in the Proposed Area Plan. 

R2-2 All future development within the Project Area will be required to comply with all 
existing County codes and ordinances, including the Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
(“Dark Skies”) ordinance. Although not related to the Proposed Project, existing code 
violations should be reported to the County for enforcement. 

R2-3 As discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR, upon implementation of  regulatory 
requirements, program-level aesthetic impacts, including Impacts 5.1-1 through 5.1-5, 
would be less than significant. However, as future development applications are 
submitted, additional environmental review will be required. If  significant aesthetic 
impacts are identified, project-level mitigation measures will be required to address 
potential impacts. 

R2-4 As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of  the DEIR expansion of  the existing 
SEA boundaries within the Project Area is part of  the Proposed Project. While update 
to the existing SEA Ordinance is not part of  the Proposed Project, it is being 
considered as part of  the comprehensive revision to the 1980 Countywide General Plan. 
As a result, the DEIR analyzes biological impacts based on the expanded SEA 
boundaries proposed as part of  the Project, and considers impacts under the existing 
SEA Ordinance as well as the Proposed SEA Ordinance. As a result, the Proposed 
Project can proceed prior to adoption of  the Proposed SEA Ordinance. 

R2-5 Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of  the DEIR acknowledges that flora creates distinctive scenic 
views in the Project Area in addition to the importance of  the Antelope Valley 
California Poppy Preserve as a scenic resource (see Page 5.1-8). No additional changes 
to the DEIR are necessary. However, your comment is hereby noted and will be 
forwarded to the appropriate County decision makers for their review and consideration. 

R2-6 CEQA requires analysis and mitigation for physical environmental impacts, not 
economic “impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines §15382) As a result, potential economic 
impacts of  the Proposed Project are not discussed in the DEIR. However, your 
comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate County of  decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the 
time of  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation 
measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation 
requirements included in the DEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter any 
impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in 
strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 

Table 1-2, Page 1-14, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified to include the following information: 

Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
Organizations 
Three Points-Liebre 
Mountain Town Council 

Aesthetics; 
Agriculture and 
Forestry 
Resources; Air 
Quality/Greenhou
se Gas Emissions; 
Biological 
Resources; 
Economics/Jobs; 
Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials; 
Hydrology/Water 
Quality; Noise; 
Land Use; Utilities 
and Service 
Systems;  

 Requests analysis of impacts to aesthetics due 
to development along scenic roadways 

 Requests consideration of impacts to 
agricultural areas due to renewable energy 
projects and impacts to forestry resources due 
to development 

 Requests analysis of impacts related to air 
quality and GHG emissions due to increased 
development; impacts related to Valley Fever 

 Requests analysis of impacts biological 
resources, including wildlife corridors. 

 Requests analysis of economic impacts related 
to increased industrial development  

 Requests analysis of impacts related to 
increased hazards from flooding and fire 
hazards 

 Requests analysis of impacts to water supply 
 Requests analysis of impacts related to noise 

from increased vehicle and truck traffic  
 Requests analysis of land use impacts 

associated with the proposed goals and policies 

Sections 5.1, Aesthetics, 5.2, 
Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, 5.3, Air Quality, 
5.4, Biological Resources, 5.6, 
Geology and Soils, 5.7, 
Biological Resources, 5.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, 5.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality 5.10, Land Use 
and Planning, 5.12, Noise, 
5.13, Population and 
Housing, and 5.17, Utilities 
and Service Systems. 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Page 3-2 PlaceWorks 

Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
and Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs)

 

Page 5.4-25, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

Wildlife 

These habitats support diverse sedentary and migratory bird species. Typical species include the mourning 
dove (Zenaidamacroura), greater roadrunner (Geococcyxcalifornianus), lesser nighthawk (Chordeilesacutipennis), 
western kingbird (Tyrannusverticalis), common raven (Corvuscorax), horned lark (Eremophilaalpestris), rock wren 
(Salpinctesobsoletus), Le Conte's thrasher (Toxostomalecontei), and sage sparrow (Artemisiospiza belli). The region 
supports a diverse resident and seasonal list of  raptoral species, some of  which are increasingly rare, such as 
the burrowing owl (Athenecunicularia), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), and 
rough-legged hawk (Buteolagopus). The Audubon Society has designated two Globally Important Bird Areas 
(IBAs) in the Plan Area: the Antelope Valley (Lancaster) IBA (326,296 acres) and the Edwards Air Force base 
IBA (295,883 acres). IBAs are areas recognized as being globally important habitat for the conservation of  
bird populations. 

Page 5.4-78, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

Nonetheless, buildout of  the Proposed Project will result in impacts to various habitat types, which will result 
in the loss of  special-status species through direct mortality, habitat loss, and edge effects at the urban-
wildland interface. In addition, wind energy projects could be allowed within various industrial and rural 
designations in the Project Area. Wind farms can result in higher mortality of  sensitive raptoral birds such as 
the golden eagle, Swainson’s hawk, sensitive bat species, and indeed any bird or bat species that occurs in the 
area, as a result of  collision with wind turbines.As a consequence, buildout of  the Proposed Project will have 
a significant adverse effect on special-status species. 

Page 5.4-80, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

Impact Analysis:The Project Area contains 16 27 sensitive natural plant communities identified in the 
CNDDB, including canyon live oak ravine forest, Mojave riparian forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, 
coastal sage scrub, walnut woodland,southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-willow 
riparian forest, southern mixed riparian forest, southern riparian forest, southern riparian scrub, southern 
sycamore alder riparian woodland, southern willow scrub, valley needlegrass grassland, valley oak woodland, 
wildflower field, vernal pool, Southern California arroyo chub/Santa Ana sucker stream, and Southern 
California threespine stickleback stream, and nine seasonal wetland and marsh plant communities (freshwater 
marsh, alkali meadow, alkali marsh, alkali sink scrub, alkali playas, freshwater seeps, vernal pools, ephemeral 
ponds, and montane meadows). Several of  the sensitive woodland plant communities occur primarily in the 
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mountainous parts of  the Project Area, which are under the jurisdiction of  the Angeles and Los Padres 
national forests. Development (residential, commercial, industrial, and public/institutional) that would occur 
under the Proposed Project would occur primarily in the Antelope Valley, and to a much smaller extent in the 
San Gabriel Mountains part of  the Project Area. The Proposed Project would allow low density residential 
development on private in-holdings within the national forests (typically one dwelling unit per 10 acres) and 
limited commercial/recreational development. The Proposed Area Plan would not affect land use within 
Edwards Air Force Base. 

Pages 5.7-35 and 5.7-36, Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is hereby modified as follows: 

GHG-1 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following additional implementation actions, 
consistent with the CCAP measures drafted in the Final Unincorporated Los Angeles 
County Community Climate Action Plan 2020, in the Antelope Valley Area Plan 
Implementation Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward meeting the long-term GHG 
reduction goals of  Executive Order S-03-05: 

 The County shall further research to determine the feasibility, and as appropriate propose 
amendments to the County Code, for the following: 

 Require new residential and now residential buildings within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan to achieve the Tier 1 energy standards within the California Green Building 
Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11). The voluntary Tier 1 CALGreen requires a 15 
percent increase in energy efficiency compared to the Building and Energy Efficiency 
Standards (Title 24, Part 6). Architectural building plans shall be submitted to the 
County that identify features that achieve the Tier 1 energy standards (corresponding 
CCAP Measure BE-1). 

 Require that new residential and non-residential building be constructed to 
accommodate roof-top solar installation. Architectural building plans shall be submitted 
to the County that shall identify this requirement (corresponding CCAP Measure BE-3). 

 Prior to isusance of  building permits for new construction of  non-residential 
development of  100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, the applicant shall identify bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike parking and 
lockers. The location of  the bicycle storage shall be specified on site plans and verified 
by Department of  Regional Planning prior to building permit issuance (corresponding 
CCAP Measure LUT-1). 

 Require installation of  Level 2 (240 volt) electric vehicle (EV) charging facilities at 
County-owned public venues (e.g., hospitals, beaches, stand-alone parking facilities, 
cultural institutions, and other facilities) within the Antelope Valley Area Plan and ensure 
that at least one-third of  these charging stations will be available for visitor use 
(corresponding CCAP Measure LUT-8).  
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GHG-2 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following additional implementation actions in 
the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward 
meeting the long-term GHG reduction goals of  Executive Order S-03-05: 

 The County shall further research to determine the feasibility, and as appropriate propose 
amendments to the County Code, for the following: 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  residential development, 
the property owner/developer shall indicate on plans that garage and/or car port 
parking are electrically wired to accommodate a Level 2 (240 volt) EV charging. The 
location of  the electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans, and proper 
installation shall be verified by Department of  Public Works prior to issuance of  a 
Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  non-residential 
development of  100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, the applicant shall indicate on plans that at minimum, 10 Level 2 EV vehicle 
charging stations will be provided for public use. The location of  the EV station(s) shall 
be specified on building plans, and proper installation shall be verified by the 
Department of  Public Works prior to issuance of  a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 The County of  Los Angeles shall require applicants of  new residential developments to 
consider installation of  gray water systems for resident use. 

 The County of  Los Angeles shall require applicants of  non-residential developments of  
100,000 building square feet or more, to coordinate with the Antelope Valley Transit 
Authority for the installation of  additional bus shelters and transit stops as feasible. 

 

3.3 ADDITIONAL DEIR REVISIONS 
The following text has been revised to update information or correct errors. 

Page 4-13, Section 4, Environmental Setting, is hereby modified as follows: 

The County has the largest solid waste management system in the country. In 2012, Tthere are were seven 
major solid waste landfills, four minor solid waste landfills and two waste-to-energy facilities in Los Angeles 
County. In 2012, the County generated, on average, approximately 59,000 tons per day (tpd) of  solid waste. 
Assembly Bill 939, also known as the California Integrated Waste Management Act of  1989, mandates local 
jurisdictions to meet a diversion goal of  50 percent by 2000 and thereafter. Major issues identified with 
respect to solid waste include 1) the growing amounts of  waste being generated and disposed of; 2) a 
shortage of  solid waste processing facilities; 3) strong public opposition for new solid waste management 
facilities; 4) promoting alternative technologies; and 5) trash hauling. Most solid waste generated in the Project 
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Area is disposed at the Antelope Valley Public Landfill in Palmdale and the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling 
Center in Lancaster. 

Page 5.2-21, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, is hereby modified as follows: 

Increasing water demands in a region can reduce change the practicability and/or economic feasibility of  
commercial agriculture. The two foremost sources of  water in the Antelope Valley are local groundwater and 
water imported from Northern California via the State Water Project (SWP). The Antelope Valley-East Kern 
Water Agency (AVEK), the largest water wholesaler in the Antelope Valley region, purchases imported water 
and resells it to the local water providers. The native safe yield of  the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin is 
82,300 acre-feet per year (afy). The SWP water brought in the Antelope Valley results in return flows. The 
supplemental yield from imported water return flows and the native safe yield of  82,300 provide an average 
total of  110,000 afy. See Section 5.17 for additional information pertaining to availability of  water supplies. 

Page 5.3-25, Section 5.3, Air Quality, is hereby modified as follows: 

Indicator 2 

AVAQMD and SCAQMD consider a project consistent with the air quality management plan if  it is 
consistent with the existing land use plan. Zoning changes, specific plans, general plan amendments, and 
similar land use plan changes that do not increase dwelling unit density, vehicle trips, or vehicle miles traveled 
are deemed to not exceed this threshold (SCAQMD 1993; AVAQMD 2011). SCAG projections for the 
Project Area are partially based on the Adopted Area Plan within the 2012 RTP/SCS. The horizon year for 
the 2012 RTP/SCS is 2035. Table 5.3-10 compares the population, employment, and daily VMT generation 
of  the Proposed Project compared to the population, employment, and daily VMT generation of  the 
Adopted Area Plan, which is used for regional air quality management planning. As shown in Table 5.3-10, 
Comparison of  Population, Employment, and VMT Forecasts, buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in 
higher a lower population and generate more employment for the Project Area than SCAG forecasts. Overall, 
the “service population” (residents plus employees) of  the Project Area and its associated VMT would be 
lower under the Proposed Project. 
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Page 5.3-31, Section 5.3, Air Quality, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified as 
follows: 

Impact 5.3-4: Buildout of the Proposed Project could result in new source sources of criteria air pollutant 
emissions and/or toxic air contaminants proximate to existing or planned sensitive 
receptors. [Threshold AQ-4] 

Page 5.4-86, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified 
as follows: 

Impact 5.4-4: Development of t The Proposed Project wcould affect wildlife movement of native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites result in the loss of riparian 
habitat or sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations or by the CDFWor USFWS. [Threshold B-4] 

Page 5.4-91, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified 
as follows: 

BIO–1 Biological resources shall be analyzed on a project-specific level by a qualified biological 
consultant. A general survey shall be conducted to characterize the project site, and focused 
surveys should be conducted as necessary to determine the presence/absence of  special-
status species (e.g., focused sensitive plant or wildlife surveys). For proposed discretionary 
projects within SEAs, biological resources assessment report shall be prepared to 
characterize the biological resources on-site, analyze project-specific impacts to biological 
resources, and propose appropriate mitigation measures to offset those impacts. The report 
shall include site location, literature sources, methodology, timing of  surveys, vegetation 
map, site photographs, and descriptions of  biological resources on-site (e.g., observed and 
detected species as well as an analysis of  those species with potential to occur onsite). 

Page 5.5-23, Section 5.5, Cultural Resources, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby modified 
as follows: 

CUL-2 Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit associated with a discretionary project, 
applicants shall provide written evidence to the County of  Los Angeles that a County-
approved archaeologist  has been retained to observe grading activities greater than three 
feet in depth and to salvage and curate archaeological resources as necessary. The 
archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference;, shall establish procedures for 
archaeological resource surveillance and monitoring;, and shall establish, in cooperation with 
the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, 
identification, and evaluation of  the artifacts as appropriate; and shall obtain a commitment 
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from an American Association of  Museums accredited repository for the storage of  any 
recovered significant archaeological remains.  

The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures for 
archaeologist resource surveillance and monitoring, and shall establish, in cooperation with 
the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, 
identification, and evaluation of  the fossils as appropriate and obtain a commitment from an 
American Association of  Museums accredited repository for the storage of  any recovered 
significant archaeological remains.   

If  the archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist shall determine 
appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant and the County, for 
exploration and/or salvage. Any recovered significant archaeological resources shall be 
permanently transferred to an appropriate repository, subject to the fees and conditions of  
acceptance as established by the repository in their repository agreement.  Prior to the 
release of  the grading bond, the applicant shall submit a report prepared by the 
archaeologist that identifies the period of  inspection, an analysis of  any artifacts found and 
the present repository of  the artifacts. Applicant shall prepare excavated material to the 
point of  identification.  

Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of  Los Angeles, 
or its designee, on a first refusal basis, if  required by mitigation measures. These actions, as 
well as final mitigation and disposition of  the resources shall be subject to the approval of  
the County. 

CUL-3 Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit associated with a discretionary project, 
applicants shall provide written evidence to the County of  Los Angeles that a County-
approved paleontologist  has been retained to observe grading activities greater than three 
feet in depth and to salvage and curate paleontological resources as necessary. The 
paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference;, shall establish procedures for 
paleontologist resource surveillance and monitoring;, and shall establish, in cooperation with 
the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, 
identification, and evaluation of  the artifacts as appropriate; and shall obtain a commitment 
from an American Association of  Museums accredited repository for the storage of  any 
reocovered significant paleontological remains.  

The paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures 
for paleontologist resource surveillance and monitoring, and shall establish, in cooperation 
with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the 
sampling, identification, and evaluation of  the fossils as appropriate and obtain a 
commitment from an American Association of  Museums accredited repository for the 
storage of  any recovered significant paleontological remains.  
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If  the paleontological resources are found to be significant, the paleontologist shall 
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant and the County, for 
exploration and/or salvage. Any recovered significant paleontological resources shall be 
permanently transferred to an appropriate repository, subject to the fees and conditions of  
acceptance as established by the repository in their repository agreement.  Prior to the 
release of  the grading bond, the applicant shall obtain approval of  the paleontologist’s 
report, from the County. The report shall include the period of  inspection, an analysis of  
any fossils found and the present repository of  the fossils. Applicant shall prepare excavated 
material to the point of  identification.  

Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of  Los Angeles, 
or its designee, on a first refusal basis, if  required by mitigation measures. These actions, as 
well as final mitigation and disposition of  the resources shall be subject to the approval of  
the County. 

Page 5.6-3, Section 5.6, Geology and Soils, is hereby modified as follows: 

11Los Angeles County Code, Title 26, Appendix J-Grading The Grading Code Ordinance and Regulations, 
 https://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274, accessed on February 24, 2014. 

Page 5.6-13, Section 5.6, Geology and Soils, is hereby modified as follows: 

 The presence of  shallow groundwater. Saturated sediments are necessary for seismically induced 
liquefaction to occur. In general, the highest liquefaction susceptibility is found in sedimentary soils of  
late Holocene to late Pleistocene age (i.e., 1,000 to 15,000 present to approximately 11,700 years before 
present [B.P.]) in areas where the groundwater is shallower than about 50 feet below ground surface (bgs). 

Page 5.6-21, Section 5.6, Geology and Soils, is hereby modified as follows: 

Individual development plans would be required to adhere to existing building and grading codes. These 
codes contain provisions for soil preparation/conditioning to minimize hazards from unstable and expansive 
soils. Grading and building activities also requires the preparation of  site-specific grading/building plans, soils 
and geology reports to address liquefaction, subsidence, hydrocollapse, and other potential geologic or soil 
stability issues. Such plans and reports must be tendered to the County for review and approval before 
development within the Project Area can commence. Submittal of  these technical plans and studies would 
ensure that hazards arising from unstable and expansive soils would be minimized to the extent practicable. 

Page 5.7-24, Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is hereby modified as follows: 

 Solid Waste Disposal: Indirect emissions from waste generation include Reduce fugitive GHG 
emissions associated with landfill operations and activities. 
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Page 5.7-35, Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Table 1-3 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is hereby 
modified as follows: 

GHG-1 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following implementation actions, consistent 
with the CCAP measures drafted in the Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County 
Community Climate Action Plan 2020, in the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation 
Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward meeting the long-term GHG reduction goals of  
Executive Order S-03-05.: 

The County shall further research to determine the feasibility, and as appropriate, propose 
amendments to the County Code for the following: 

 Require new residential and now nonresidential buildings within the Antelope Valley 
Area Plan to achieve the Tier 1 energy standards within California Green Building 
Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11). The voluntary Tier 1 CALGreen requires a 15 
percent increase in energy efficiency compared to the Building and Energy Efficiency 
Standards (Title 24, Part 6). Architectural building plans shall be submitted to the 
County that identify features that achieve the Tier 1 energy standards (corresponding 
CCAP Measure BE-1). 

 Require that new residential and non-residential building be constructed to 
accommodate roof-top solar installation. Architectural building plans shall be submitted 
to the County shall identify this requirement (corresponding CCAP Measure BE-3). 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  non-residential 
development of  100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, the applicant shall identify bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike parking and 
lockers. The location of  the bicycle storage shall be specified on site plans and verified 
by Department of  Regional Planning prior to building permit issuance (corresponding 
CCAP Measure LUT-1). 

 Require installation of  Level 2 (240 volt) electric vehicle (EV) charging facilities at 
County-owned public venues (e.g., hospitals, beaches, stand-alone parking facilities, 
cultural institutions, and other facilities) within the Antelope Valley Area Plan and ensure 
that at least one-third of  these charging stations will be available for visitor use 
(corresponding CCAP Measure LUT-8). 

GHG-2 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following additional implementation actions in 
the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward 
meeting the long-term GHG reduction goals of  Executive Order S-03-05: 

The County shall further research to determine the feasibility, and as appropriate, propose 
amendments to the County Code for the following: 
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 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  residential development, 
the property owner/developer shall indicate on plans that garage and/or car port 
parking are electrically wired to accommodate a Level 2 (240 volt) EV charging. The 
location of  the electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans, and proper 
installation shall be verified by Department of  Public Works prior to issuance of  a 
Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  non-residential 
development of  100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, the applicant shall indicate on plans that at minimum, 10 Level 2 EV vehicle 
charging stations will be provided for public use. The location of  the EV station(s) shall 
be specified on building plans, and proper installation shall be verified by the 
Department of  Public Works prior to issuance of  a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 The County of  Los Angeles shall require applicants of  new residential developments to 
consider installation of  gray water systems for resident use. 

 The County of  Los Angeles shall require applicants of  non-residential developments of  
100,000 building square feet or more, to coordinate with the Antelope Valley Transit 
Authority to negotiate the installation of  additional bus shelters and transit stops. 

Page 5.7-37, Chapter 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is hereby modified as follows: 

Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles. 2014, June. Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community 
Climate Action Plan 2020. 

Page 5.9-2, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, is hereby modified as follows: 

The Project Area lies within the jurisdiction of  Los Angeles RWQCB (Region 4) and the Lahontan RWQCB 
(Region 6V) and is subject to the waste discharge requirements of  the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit 
(Order No. R4-2012-0175) and NPDES Permit No. CAS004001, as amended by Order No. R8-2010-0062. 
Los Angeles County, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and 84 incorporated cities within the 
coastal watersheds of  Los Angeles County are co-permittees under the MS4 Permit, with the exception of  
the City of  Long Beach, which is covered under a separate MS4 permit. Pursuant to the MS4 Permit, the co-
permittees have the flexibility to develop Watershed Management Programs, which implement the 
requirements of  the Permit on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and best 
management practices (BMPs). Watershed Management Programs (WMP) have been developed for the 
Upper Santa Clara River Watershed, the Upper Los Angeles River Watershed, and the Upper San Gabriel 
River Watershed, all of  which encompass part of  the Project Area. No management program has been 
adopted for the Antelope Valley Watershed. The MS4 Permit also requires the municipalities to havedevelop 
and implement low impact development (LID) ordinances and green streets policies in place per the MS4 
permit provisions for at least 50 percent of  the area covered by the WMP. 
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Page 5.9-19, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, is here by modified as follows: 

An emerging contaminant of  concern is hexavalent chromium or chromium-6. Chromium-6 can occur 
naturally in the environment from the erosion of  natural chromium deposits, but can also be produced by 
industrial processes where it is used for chrome plating, dyes and pigments, and leather and wood 
preservation. This element is a known carcinogen and California has recently implemented a new lower MCL 
of  10 micrograms per liter. Twelve wells belonging to various water purveyors within the southern portion of  
the Antelope Valley have tested in excess of  this MCL within the last 10 years; these wells are subject to 
continued monitoring (AVEKWA 2012). 

Page 5.9-27, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, is hereby modified as follows: 

Groundwater continues to be an important resource for water supply in the Project Area. Prior to 1972, 
groundwater provided more than 90 percent of  the total water supply. Since 1972, it provides 50 percent to 
90 percent of  the total water supplied to the Project Area. In terms of  groundwater recharge, only about 5 
percent of  the precipitation that falls in the Antelope Valley each year percolates to the groundwater basin, 
while the remaining water is lost to evaporationprecipitation. There is an overdraft of  groundwater in this 
region in the past, resulting in subsidence and earth fissures in the Lancaster and Edwards Air Force Base 
areas. 

The 2013 Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (AVIRWMP) forecasts that 
groundwater resources combined with existing and new imported SWP water, surface water, and recycled 
water supplies will be sufficient to meet the population needs of  the Antelope Valley, including the Project 
Area, through the year 2035, assuming a population increase to 547,000 by 2035. Most of  the implementation 
projects to address water supply issues in the AVIRWMP come directly from local planning documents. 
Altogether, the projects included in the AVIRWMP directly implement elements of  a number of  local plans 
and studies, including Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs), Water Recycling Master Plans, Water 
Conservation Master Plans, and Master Facilities Plans. 

Page 5.10-26, Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, is hereby modified as follows: 

Once approved, the Draft Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan NCCP/HCP would provide 
renewable energy project developers with binding, long-term endangered species permit assurances while 
facilitating the review and approval of  solar thermal, utility-scale solar photovoltaic, wind, and other forms of  
renewable energy and associated infrastructure. Because the Draft Desert Renewable Energy Conservation 
Plan NCCP/HCP is not yet approved, implementation of  the Proposed Project would not conflict with the 
Plan. Furthermore, the Proposed Area Plan establishes that site-specific renewable energy systems are highly 
preferred over new utility-scaled energy projects (see Policy COS 12.1). Lastly, approval of  the Proposed 
Project does not include approval of  specific energy projects in the plan area of  the Draft Desert Renewable 
Energy Conservation Plan NCCP/HCP. 
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Page 5.14-1, Section 5.14, Public Services, is hereby modified as follows: 

Currently there are threetwo battalions with 21 fire stations located throughout the Project Area as shown on 
Table 5.14-1. 

Table 5.14-1 Fire Stations Serving the Project Area 
BATTALION11 BATTALION17 

Fire Station #33‐HDQTRS 44947 Date Ave 
Lancaster, 93534 

Fire Station #24‐HDQTRS 1050 W Avenue P 
Palmdale, 93550 

Fire Station #78 
(Augmented CFF) 

17021N Elizabeth Lake Rd 
Palmdale, 93550 

Fire Station #37 38318 E 9th St East 
Palmdale, 93550 

Fire Station#84 5030 W Avenue L‐14 
Quartz Hill, 93536 

Fire Station #79 33957 Longview Rd 
Pearblossom,93553 

Fire Station #112 (CFF) 8812 W Avenue E‐8 
Lancaster, 93535 

Fire Station #80 1533 W Sierra Hwy 
Acton, 93510 

Fire Station #117 44851 3oth St East 
Lancaster, 93535 

Fire Station #81 8710 W Sierra Hwy 
Agua Dulce, 91350 

Fire Station #129 42110 6th St West 
Lancaster, 93534 

Fire Station #92 8905 E Avenue U 
Littlerock, 93535 

Fire Station #130 44558 40th St West 
Lancaster, 93536 

Fire Station #93 5624 E Avenue R 
Palmdale, 93550 

Fire Station #134 43225 N 25th St W 
Lancaster, 93534 

Fire Station #114 39939N 170th St 
East Palmdale, 93550 

Fire Station #135 1846 East Avenue K‐4 
Lancaster, 93535 

Fire Station #131 2629 E Avenue S 
Palmdale, 93550 

Fire Station #140 (CFF) 8723 Elizabeth Lake Rd 
Leona Valley,93550 

Fire Station #136 3650 Bolz Ranch Rd 
Palmdale, 93551 

Fire Station #157 (CFF) 15921 Spunky Canyon Rd 
Green Valley, 91350 

BATTALION 6  

Fire Station #77 46833 Peace Valley Rd 
Gorman, 93243 

   

 

Page 5.17-9, Chapter 17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

2 The wastewater generation factor, 76 gpcd, is from the Los Angeles County Climate Action Plan (LACDPW 
2014aCounty of  Los Angeles 2014). 

Page 5.17-13, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

California Governor Edmund Brown Jr. declared a drought state of  emergency on January 17, 2014, asking 
Californians to voluntarily reduce water use by 20 percent. 2013 was the driest year in recorded history in 
many parts of  California. The extreme drought is continuing in 2014: statewide, between October 1, 2013 
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and June 30, 2014, precipitation was 50 percent of  average, runoff  was 35 percent of  average, and reservoir 
storage 60 percent of  average (DRW DWR 2014). Initially, the DWR announced on January 31, 2014, that if  
current dry conditions persist, customers would receive no deliveries from the State Water Project (SWP) in 
2014, except for small carryover amounts from 2013. Later, DWR increased the SWP allocation to 5 percent 
and deliveries would start in August 2014. Almost all areas served by the SWP also have other sources of  
water, such as groundwater and local reservoirs (DWR 2014). Additionally, deliveries from the Central Valley 
Project in 2014 were cut to zero for agriculture users south of  the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

Figure 5.17-2, Page 5.17-15, Chapter 17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Source: LACDPW 2013, AVEK 2013; CLWA 2014 Leadership Committee of  Greater Los Angeles County 
Integrated Regional Water Management Region, Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Management 
Plan 2013 Update, February 2014. 

Page 5.17-17, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Water supply for the Antelope Valley Region comes from three primary sources: SWP, surface water stored in 
the Littlerock Reservoir, and the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin. The Antelope Valley Region’s SWP 
contractual Table A Amount is approximately 170,000 165,000 acre-feet per year (AFY).4 With proper 
treatment, SWP water is generally high quality water well-suited for municipal and industrial (M&I) uses; 
however, the reliability of  the SWP water supply is variable and has decreaased in recent years due to drought 
emergency. Surface water stored at the Littlerock Reservoir, which has a storage capacity of  3,325 3,500 AF, is 
used directly for agricultural uses and for M&I purposes following treatment (PWD 2014). 

Page 5.17-21, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

 Projected water supplies by source Population projections in the Antelope Valley IRWM Region are shown 
below in Table 5.17-2. The Antelope Valley IRWMP 2013 Update forecasts that the population within the 
IRWM Region will increase to 547,000 in 2035 from a 2010 US Census count of  about 390,000, which is a 
net increase of  about 157,000 201,000 (AVRWMG 2013). 

Table 5.17-4, Page 5.17-22, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Source: LACDPW 2014b Leadership Committee 2013 

Page 5.17-23, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Existing and projected average water year demands for IRWM Regions serving the Project Area are shown 
below in Table 5.17-6. 

Table 5.17-6 Existing and Projected Average Water Year Demands by IRWM Region/Subregion in Acre-Feet per 
Year 
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IRWM Region/Subregion 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Antelope Valley1,4 187,000 195,000 200,000 205,000 210,000 

Upper Santa Clara 
River2 

94,553 94,218 102,647 109,674 118,203 

Upper Los Angeles 
River3 

439,111 462,331 477,376 493,481 500,228 

Upper San Gabriel and 
Rio Hondo3 

325,122 341,951 349,647 357,392 363,856 

Total 1,045,786 1,093,500 1,129,670 1,165,547 1,192,287 
1 Sources: AVRWMG 2013, CLWA 2014, LACDPW 2014b 
2 Source: CLWA 2014 
3 Source: Leadership Committee 2013 
4 Note that these numbers do not take into consideration dry year demands. 

 

Water Treatment Facilities 

Water treatment facilities filter and/or disinfect water before it is delivered to customers. 

Page 5.17-24, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

PWD’s water treatment plant has the capacity to treat is 35 MGD (39,235 AFY), but it is limited to treating 28 
MGD (31,390 AFY). (PWD 2014) PWD is also in the preliminary design stage for a new water treatment 
plant with an initial capacity of  10 MGD.  

Page 5.17-26, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Supply Reliability. MWD evaluated supply reliability by projecting supply and demand conditions for the 
single- and multiyear drought cases based on conditions affecting the SWP (MWD’s largest and most variable 
supply). For this supply source, the single driest year was 1977 and the driest three-year period was 1990 to 
1992. According to the most recent update of  MWD’s Integrated Water Resources Plan, Tthe region can 
provide reliable water supplies not only under normal conditions but also under the single driest year and the 
multiple dry year conditions. (MWD 2010) 

Page 5.17-27, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin Adjudication Cases 

In approximately 1999, agricultural interests in the Antelope Valley initiated litigation in state court seeking to 
determine certain rights to groundwater. In approximately 2005, certain public water supplies, including 
LACWD 40, filed a cross-action seeking an adjudication of  groundwater rights within the basin. Other 
agencies and parties have filed separate actions concerning groundwater rights in the Antelope Valley Area of  
Adjudication (AVAA). The Court has coordinated and consolidated the actions in one action in Los Angeles 
Superior Court. Four phases of  the trial have been completed in the adjudication during which the court has 
defined the adjudication area boundary (i.e., the AVAA) and determined that the total safe yield of  the AVAA 
is 110,000 AFY, that the AVAA has been in a state of  overdraft for over 50 years, and the current pumping by 
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the parties exceeds the safe yield of  the AVAA. The action will result in a judgment (by trial and/or 
stipulation) containing a final allocation of  groundwater rights and a long-term groundwater management 
system for the AVAA. It is unknown how long it will take to complete the adjudication litigation. 

Reliability 

According to As stated in the AVRWMG 2013 Update, “Since long‐term recharge is expected to be stable, it 
is anticipated that groundwater pumping, and hence supply, will be reliable even in short‐term and multiple 
year droughts” (AVRWMG 2013 Update). Thus groundwater is considered a reliable supply for the Antelope 
Valley Region. However, the pending adjudication will affect how much groundwater can physically be 
pumped in the Antelope Valley Region in the future to insure that AVAA groundwater is not overdrafted. It is 
important to note that the supplemental yield from imported water return flows depends upon demand and 
may fluctuate with changes in demand. The imported water return flow estimates are meant to indicate a 
sense of  the impact of  return flows to the AVAA groundwater basin. 

Page 5.17-29, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Water Demands 

Although four IRWM Regions serve the Project Area, only the Antelope Valley IRWM contains land use 
designations that would allow future development. As a result, the following impact analysis focuses on the 
ability of  the Antelope Valley IRWM to serve the Proposed Project at buildout. Based on a current per capita 
water consumption factor of  0.223 acre feet per year for the Antelope Valley IRWM3, the projected net 
increase in water demands due to Proposed Project buildout is approximately 42 million gallons per day 
69,500 acre feet per year, excluding agricultural demand. , as shown below in Table 5.17-7. It should be noted 
that future water consumption in the Project Area may be less due to increased use of  reclaimed water, and 
increased water efficiency and conservation required by the recently adopted California Green Building 
Standards Code. 

Table 5.17-7 Estimated Water Demand due to Proposed Project Buildout 

 

Existing (2013) Area Plan Buildout 

Net Increase, Water 
Demands Population 

Water Demands  
(estimated as 166 gallons per 

capita per day)1 Population 

Water Demands 
(estimated as 142 gallons per 

person per day)1 

Antelope 
Valley 

93,490 15,519,340 405,410 57,568,220 42,048,880 

Estimated water demands include demands by all land uses, residential and nonresidential; and including potable water and nonpotable water. 
1 Source for GPD ratio: LACDPW 2014a 

                                                      
3 Antelope Valley Regional Water Management Group (AVRWMG). 2013. Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
2013 Update, Table 3-4. http://www.avwaterplan.org/. 
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Page 5.17-30, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Antelope Valley IRWM Region 

Total water supplies in The average water year demand for the Antelope Valley IRWM Region in 2035 are 
forecast is projected to be approximately 210,600 216,000 afy, which, is adequate for the projected 2035 
population of  547,000 people for the whole Antelope Valley IRWM Region including the incorporated cities 
of  Palmdale and Lancaster, unincorporated areas, and part of  Kern County. (AVRWMG 2013) However, 
under single dry year or multiple dry year periods, projected demands (216,000 afy) would exceed project 
supplies (154,800 afy and 174,800 afy, respectively). No demand projections estimate of  supply beyond 2035 
is available for the Antelope Valley IRWM Region. Therefore, even with planned future water supplies under 
consideration by Antelope Valley water agencies, water supplies in the Project Area would not be adequate to 
serve the buildout of  the Proposed Project which is anticipated to be beyond 2035. New and/or expanded 
water supplies would be required to meet such demands. This impact would be significant. 

Page 5.17-30, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

In terms of  supply, tThe implementation and conceptual projects proposed will allow provide additional 
supply to the Region to supplement the future demand maintain adequate supply and demand in average 
years. The IRWM projects identify approximately 30,000 AFY of  new supply, while also identifying up to 
approximately 600,000 AFY of  water bank storage capacity. These projects, if  implemented, would help the 
Region to lessen the gap between supply and demand for meet demands during single‐ dry years and multiple	
‐dry year periods, as well as during a plausible six month disruption of  SWP deliveries. (AVRWMG 2013) 

Page 5.17-31, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

As discussed above, no demand projections estimate of  supply beyond 2035 is available for the Antelope 
Valley IRWM Region. Therefore, even with planned future water supplies under consideration by the 
Antelope Valley water agencies, water supplies in the Project Area would not be adequate to serve the 
buildout of  the Proposed Project. New and/or expanded water supplies would be required to meet such 
demands. This impact would be cumulatively significant. 

Page 5.17-33, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Adequate water supplies have been identified in the UWMP’s for the Project Area for demand as projected 
through the year 2035. However, additional The AVIRWMP 2013 Update identifies the need for future 
conservation, recycled water, stormwater capture, water banking, and additional water supply projects to meet 
future demand through the 2035 planning period. Demand for water exceeds available supplies. In future 
single dry years, the supply demand mismatch is estimated to be 61,200 AFY. Wwater supplies necessary to 
serve buildout of  the Project Area under the Proposed Project, which is expected to occur beyond the year 
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2035, have not been identified for the Project Area. Considering current water supply constraints—including 
the record 2013–2014 California drought—it is uncertain whether the water districts serving the Project Area 
would be able to secure water supplies greater than those currently forecasted for 2035. there is not sufficient 
water secured for the buildout of  the Project Area under the Proposed Project. New water supplies will need 
to be secured, and tTherefore, impacts of  the Proposed Project buildout on water supplies are significant and 
unavoidable. 

Page 5.17-34, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

AB 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of  2011) established a State policy goal of  not less than 75 percent of  solid waste 
generated bey source reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020. The law also mandates recycling for 
commercial and multifamily residential land uses as well as schools and school districts. 

Los Angeles County Countywide Siting Element 

In 1997, the County prepared the Los Angeles County Countywide Siting Element (Siting Element) which 
projects the amount of  solid wastes generated in the future, as well as analyzes the extents to which factors 
such as recycling, developing alternative-to-landfill facilities, landfill expansions, and exporting trash could 
impact Countywide disposal capacity. The Siting Elements is a long-term planning document that describes 
how the County and the cities within the County plan to manage the disposal of  their solid waste for a 15-
year planning period. The Siting Element identifies DPW as the responsible agency to develop plans and 
strategies to manage and coordinate the solid waste generated in the unincorporated areas and to address the 
disposal needs of  the County. In addition, the Siting Element contains goals and policies on a variety ofsolid 
waste management issues. The County will continue to meet its disposal capacity needs by implementing 
enhanced waste reduction and diversion programs and greater resource recovery efforts.  

Table 5.17-11, Page 5.17-48, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

1 Source: LACDPW 2014a County of Los Angeles 2014 

Table 5.17-12, Page 5.17-48, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

1 Source: LACDPW 2014a County of Los Angeles 2014. 

Page 5.17-51, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

County of  Los Angeles. 2014, June. Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action 
Plan 2020. 
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Page 5.17-52, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby modified as follows: 

Leadership Committee of  the Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Management Region 
(Leadership Committee). February 2014. Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan 2013 Update. 

     http://www.ladpw.org/wmd/irwmp/index.cfm?fuseaction=TopDocListing&directory=RMC12-
10Submittal-FinalPlan&ttl=2014%20Public%20Draft%20IRWMP%20Update. 

Los Angeles County Department of  Public Works (LADPW). 2014a, June. Final Unincorporated Los 
Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan. 

Los Angeles County Department of  Public Works (LADPW). 2014b, February. Greater Los Angeles County 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. 

     http://www.ladpw.org/wmd/irwmp/index.cfm?fuseaction=TopDocListing&directory=RMC12-
10Submittal-FinalPlan&ttl=2014%20Public%20Draft%20IRWMP%20Update. 

 
Palmdale Water District. 2014. Water Supply. http://www.palmdalewater.org/about/water-supply/. 

Page 6-5, Section 6, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, is hereby modified as follows: 

 Impact 5.17-3: Adequate water supplies have been identified in the UWMP’s for the Project Area for 
demand as projected through the year 2035. However, additional water supplies necessary to serve 
buildout of  the Proposed Project, which is expected to occur beyond the year 2035, have not been 
identified for the Project Area. Considering current water supply constraints—including the record 
2013–2014 California drought—it is uncertain whether the water districts serving the Project Area 
would be able to secure water supplies greater than those currently forecasted for 2035. Therefore, 
impacts of  the Proposed Project buildout on water supplies are significant and unavoidable.The 
AVIRWMP 2013 Update identifies the need for future conservation, recycled water, stormwater 
capture, water banking, and additional water supply projects to meet future demand through the 2035 
planning period. Demand for water exceeds available supplies. In future single dry years, the supply 
demand mismatch is estimated to be 61,200 AFY. Water supplies necessary to serve buildout of  the 
Project Area under the Proposed Project, which is expected to occur beyond the year 2035, have not 
been identified for the Project Area. Considering current water supply constraints – including the 
record 2013-2014 California drought – there is not sufficient water secured for the buildout of  the 
Project Area under the Proposed Project. New water supplies will need to be secured, and therefore, 
impacts of  the Proposed Project buildout on water supplies are significant. 

Page 7-7, Section 7.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, is hereby modified as follows: 

3.4 NO PROJECT/EXISTING ADOPTED AREA PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
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Page 13-7, Chapter 13, Bibliography, is hereby modified as follows: 

County of  Los Angeles. 2014, June. Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action 
Plan 2020. 

Page 13-9, Chapter 13, Bibliography, is hereby modified as follows: 

Los Angeles, County of. 2014, June. Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action 
Plan 2020. 

———. 2014. Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Airport Information. 
 http://planning.lacounty.gov/aluc/airports 

Page 13-10, Chapter 13, Bibliography, is hereby modified as follows: 

Leadership Committee of  the Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Management Region 
(Leadership Committee). February 2014. Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan 2013 Update. 

     http://www.ladpw.org/wmd/irwmp/index.cfm?fuseaction=TopDocListing&directory=RMC12-
10Submittal-FinalPlan&ttl=2014%20Public%20Draft%20IRWMP%20Update. 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LADPW). 2014, March 25. Malibu Mesa Wastewater 
Reclamation Plant. http://dpw.lacounty.gov/SMD/wtp/Page_01.cfm.2014, February. Greater Los 
Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. 
http://www.ladpw.org/wmd/irwmp/index.cfm?fuseaction=TopDocListing&directory=RMC12-
10Submittal-FinalPlan&ttl=2014%20Public%20Draft%20IRWMP%20Update. 

———. 2014, March 25. Malibu Water Pollution Control Plant. 
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/SMD/wtp/Page_02.cfm. 

———. 2014, March 25. Trancas Water Pollution Control Plant. 
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/SMD/wtp/Page_03.cfm. 

———. 2014, February. Low Impact Development Standards Manual. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). 2010 (October). Integrated Water Resources 
Plan 2010 Update. 

Palmdale Water District. 2014. Water Supply. http://www.palmdalewater.org/about/water-supply/. 
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Overview of Buildout Models 

The buildout for the Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan 
Update (“Proposed AV Plan”) was established by Placeworks (formerly The Planning 
Center) and put into a GIS format by the Department of Regional Planning.  Three basic 
datasets were derived that show existing conditions, current conditions (adopted AV 
Plan), and proposed conditions (Proposed AV Plan).  The following is a generalized 
description of the buildout and the basic steps and formulas used to arrive at the final 
projected numbers.   

1.  Existing Conditions 

Existing Conditions are based on data from the Los Angeles County Assessor for the 
unincorporated areas only.  The parcels were taken from the April, 2011 version of the 
Assessor Database.  Figure 1.A shows a sample of parcels in the Quartz Hill 
Community.  

Figure 1.A 

 

 

Within the Assessor Parcel data is a 'Use Code' with categories that were established 
by the Assessor.  The parcels were aggregated by Assessor Use Code and in Figure 
1.B below, the different colors represent the different Residential, Commercial, and 
Industrial categories (among others) in this area.  Red is commercial, yellow is single-
family residential, brown is multi-family residential, pink is public facilities, and blue is 
industrial. 
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Figure 1.B 

 

This aggregated parcel layer was then combined with the 2008 Traffic Analysis Zones 
(TAZ) from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the Plan 
Areas used by the Department of Regional Planning (DRP).   

Figure 1.C 

TAZ           DRP Plan Areas            Aggregated Parcel layer 

                   

 

The result of this combination is that each of the Aggregated land use categories have a 
SCAG TAZ ID and a DRP Planning Area coded into it.  In Figure 1.D below the 
Assessor Land Use layer is colored based on the TAZ IDs.  The blue outline is a 
selected aggregated polygon along with a pop-up window of the fields in the GIS data. 
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Figure 1.D 

 

With this GIS layer now prepared, factors were established for each of the Assessor 
Land Use Categories in order to begin the calculations for the buildout. 

Factors 

Existing use, building square footage, and number of dwelling units were provided by 
the Assessor parcel data. Population estimates were made by applying single-family 
and multifamily development person per household assumptions (established by the 
County) to the number of units in each parcel. Employment estimates were made by 
applying employee per square foot assumptions to nonresidential square footage 
recorded by the Assessor. The employee assumptions are from the Natelson Company 
Employment Density Study (see Appendix C), with the exception of public/quasi-public 
uses, schools, and farms. Employment for public/quasi-public uses were calculated 
individually due to the range of uses within this category. Schools are estimated to 
employ 90 persons on average; based on a survey of LAUSD employment. This may 
vary by school type. Square feet per employee for farmworkers was determined by 
dividing the number of Los Angeles County farmworkers, as reported in the 2006 
American Community Survey, by the building square footage for existing farms.  See 
Figure 1.E below. 
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Figure 1.E 

Assessor Land Use 

Persons 
per 
Household 

Square 
Foot / 
Emp Notes 

Commercial   511   
Commercial Reg   2,437   
Farm   90   
Industrial   1,306   
Miscellaneous 
Government 

  1,306   

Multifamily 2.79     
Office   302   
Parking   0   

Public/Quasi-Public     Calculated individually.  

ROW       

School     Calculated individually. 

Single-Family 3.85     
Utilities   1,306   
Vacant       
Warehouse   1,306   

Water   1,306 
Employment generation factor provided in the event 
that a utility structure is included, but none are in 
the water category (according to this data set) 

 

Once the factors are calculated for the various land uses, the following formulas can be 
applied to arrive at the final numbers: 

1. Units - Single-Family and Multi-Family Units were taken directly from Assessor data.  
When the previously described data aggregation occurred the total units were 
summarized per land use category per TAZ.   

2. Population - Units were multiplied by the Persons per Household factor shown in 
Figure 1.E above, based on multi-family or single-family: 

Formula: 

(Units) x (pph) = Population 

3. Employment1 - Employment is 
calculated in one of two ways: 

a) Employment was generated by 
determining the Building Square 
Footage for each employment-

1 For more about Employment, please see section 5 on page 18. 
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generating use.  Using a 'Building Outline' layer that was derived from 2008 
aerial imagery (see aerial shot on bottom of Page 5), the total building square 
footage was calculated...taking also into account the total number of floors.  For 
those parcels that did not have a building polygon, building square footage from 
the Assessor was used.2   

Formula: 

     (Building Square Footage) / (Square Foot per Emp) = Employment 

b) Some areas have specific employment factors.  A field was added in the GIS 
layer to indicate whether a factor was applied to a general use, or whether a 
specific number of employees was determined by either contacting the factility, or 
getting the information through a Census site, or other online resource.  The 
table below (Figure 1.F) breaks down these uses: 

Figure 1.F 

Land Use Type Factor / Specific number EMP 
Airport Specific Number Found # of employees for each site 
Amusement Parks Specific Number Found # of employees for each site 
Cemeteries Factor 100 
City Hall Specific Number Found # of employees for each site 
Colleges & Universities Specific Number Found # of employees for each site 
Golf Courses Factor 50 
Hospitals & Medical Centers Specific Number Found # of employees for each site 
Military Facilities Specific Number Found # of employees for each site 
Preschools Factor 90 
Private and Charter Schools Factor 100 
Public Elementary Schools Factor 100 
Public High Schools Factor 250 
Public Middle Schools Factor 100 
Regional Parks & Gardens Factor (small park) 25 
Regional Parks & Gardens Factor (large park) 50 

 

After all of the Units, Population and Employment is determined, then all of the TAZs 
have a summary of Planning Area, Land Use, total units, population and employment.  
In Figure 1.G below, the GIS layer represents a sample TAZ and all of the data 
displayed in the table below it.  

  

2 Using this ‘Building Outline’ GIS layer was favorable as it represented a more accurate depiction of building 
square footage than what the Assessor had. 
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Figure 1.G 
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2.  Current Conditions (Adopted Antelope Valley Plan) 

For current conditions, the Land Use Policy from the 1986 Antelope Valley Plan was 
used.   

GIS Analysis 

Similar to how the Assessor Land Use was generated, the Adopted Land Use Policy 
was incorporated into the parcel layer.  The parcels were then aggregated based on 
Land Use category, and then combined with the 2008 TAZ layer from SCAG and the 
DRP Plan Areas using the same procedure outlined above in the Existing Conditions 
section (illustrated by Figures 1-A through 1-C).  One additional layer was added for 
Hillside Management, which shows slope areas 25-50% and greater than 50%.  The 
target densities are reduced depending on their range of slope.  Additionally, any open 
space or National Forest areas were not considered for the Hillside Management 
reduction3.  See Figure 2.A below for an example in the Lake Hughes / Lake Elizabeth 
communities. 

  

3 The main reason for this is that adding thousands of small Hillside Management polygons to the GIS layer created 
a very large file.  Since no Residential units are considered in Open Space categories, it was decided to take those 
Hillside Management areas out as is seen in the Altadena screenshot.  Doing this made the data layers easier to 
process. 
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Figure 2.A 

Land Use Policy - aggregated parcels        

 
Incorporated Hillside Management and Slopes (note Open Space / National Forest clipped out) 

 

 

Similar to how the GIS layer is set up for the Existing Conditions (Figure 1.D), the figure 
below shows the GIS layer for the Current Conditions.  Land Use is aggregated per TAZ 
(representing the different colors in Figure 2.B).  The blue outline below is a selected 
aggregated polygon along with a pop-up window of the fields in the GIS data.  Please 
also note, that unlike the Existing Conditions, this has additional information as to 
whether this is a 'Hillside Management' area, and what type of slope it is. 
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Figure 2.B 

 

With this GIS layer now prepared, factors were established for each of the Land Use 
Categories in order to begin the calculations for the buildout. 

 

 

Factors 

Assumptions for density and floor area ratio were developed in response to 
development standards in the Antelope Valley Area Plan. Housing projections assume 
that most areas will develop at 80 percent of the maximum density, with exceptions for 
designations of no more than one unit per acre, which are expected to buildout at the 
maximum density. Population projections were established by applying County-
determined person per household assumptions for single-family and multifamily housing 
types.  Wherever possible, employment assumptions (using square feet per employee) 
were provided by the Natelson Company Employment Density Study (see Appendix C). 
Employment estimates for public uses, such as Public Facilities, Public/Quasi-Public, 
and Institutions, were determined individually to reflect existing uses.  

Residential development on county land was builtout based on 80 percent of the 
maximum residential density, with an exception for densities of no more than 1 unit per 
acre which may build out at the maximum. See Appendix A for a list of all of the factors 
per Land Use category.  

Once the factors are calculated for the various land uses, the following formulas can be 
applied to arrive at the final numbers: 

1. Units - Single-Family and Multi-Family Units were calculated using the factors in the 
'Target Density' and 'MF vs. SF' fields in Appendix A.   
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a) The factors in the 'Target Density' field were multiplied by the total Acres for each 
aggregated land use polygon.  The 'MF vs. SF' field is used to determine which 
Density factor to use. 

b) There are certain higher density residential land use categories that should have 
both single-family and multi-family factors considered.  For example, some 
categories show a "split 50/50" value in the 'MF vs. SF' field (Appendix A), so for 
those aggregated land use polygons, acreage is multiplied by the single-family 
density then divided by two; same for the multi-family density.  

c) For land use designations with an Urban or a rural mixed use category, a further 
reduction will need to be done to account for a split between residential and 
commercial.  Usually, this is a 50% split between the two, and 50% is used in the 
‘Formulas’ example below. 

d) Add Single-Family and Multi-Family Units together for Total Units 

Formulas: 

(Acres) x (Density SF) = Single-Family Units 

(Acres) x (Density MF) = Multi-Family Units 

(Acres) x (Density SF / 2; Density MF / 2) = Single / Multi-Family splits 

[for Mixed Use categories – 50/50 split in example below] 

(Acres / 2) x (Density SF; Density MF) = Single / Multi-Family residential / 
commercial reductions 

(Single-Family Units) + (Multi-Family Units) = Total Units 

2. Population - Single-Family and Multi-Family Population figures were derived by 
multiplying the Single-Family and Multi-Family Units by the 'Persons per Household' 
(PPH) figures that are in Appendix A. 

a) Consult the 'MF vs. SF' field to see whether the Single-Family or Multi-Family 
populations should be calculated. 

b) For land use designations with target densities that could accommodate both 
Single-Family and Multi-Family housing, a PPH factor of 3.60 was used.  This 
PPH factor is an average of 3.85 and 3.34 PPH, reflecting both an assumption of 
50/50 SF and MF mix in that designation, and the assumption that household 
sizes are bigger in lower density multifamily projects than the 2.79 PPH factor for 
higher density Multi-Family projects. 

 Formulas: 

(Units SF) * (PPH_SF) = Single-Family Population - includes those with 
'50/50 split' 
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(Units MF) * (PPH_MF) = Multi-Family Population - includes those with 
'50/50 split 

(Single-Family Population) + (Multi-Family Population) = Total Population 

 

3. Building Square Footage - Target Floor Area Ratio (FAR) factors were used to 
determine Building Square Footage, which will then determine Employment.  The 
'Target FAR' field shown in the table in Appendix A has these factors for the non-
residential land use categories, and these are simply multiplied by the total square 
footage of the aggregated land use polygons.  For Mixed Use categories, these 
figures need to be reduced based on a split between Residential and Commercial 
(usually 50 / 50) 

 

Formula: 

(Area) x (FAR) = Building Square Footage 

[for Mixed Use categories – 50/50 split in example below] 

 (Area / 2) x (FAR) = Building Square Footage 

4. Employment4 – Employment is calculated in one of two ways: 

a) Employment was generated one way by using the Building Square Footage 
calculations from the previous step.   

 Formula: 

     (Building Square Footage) / (Square Foot per Emp) = Employment 

b) Some areas have specific employment factors.  A field was added in the GIS 
layer to indicate whether a factor was applied to a general use, or whether a 
specific number of employees was determined by either contacting the factility, or 
getting the information through a Census site, or other online resource.  Below 
are the different employment categories and their factors.  For the 'Specific 
Employment Factors', please refer to the table in the ‘Existing Conditions’ section 
(Figure 1.F) for these uses. 

 

 

 

 

4 For more about Employment, please see section 5 on page 18 
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Figure 2.D 

Employment Category Employment Factory 
Commercial - General, Neighborhood, Rural TPC factor - 511 
Commercial - Major, Regional TPC factor - 2437 
Commercial - Office, Business Park TPC factor - 302 
Industrial TPC factor - 1306 
Specific Employment Number Specific Employment Number 
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3.  Proposed Conditions (Proposed AV Plan) 

For the Proposed Conditions, the Land Use Policy from the Proposed AV Plan was 
used to generate the units, population, and employment figures using the same method 
described in Steps 1-4 in the 'Current Conditions (Adopted Antelope Valley Plan)' 
section.  Since those steps are already written out, they will not be repeated here (to 
see the factors used for the Proposed AV Plan, please refer to Appendix B).  
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4.  Accuracy of TAZ Layer vs. Parcels Layer 

The TAZ layer from SCAG's 2008 "Regional Transportation Plan" was used for the 
duration of the Buildout iterations.  At one point it was discussed to possibly use the 
2010 or 2012 TAZ layers as they became available, but for purposes of consistancy, it 
was decided to keep the 2008 layer throughout.  It should be noted that the 2008 GIS 
layer didn't line up with parcels in most areas.  The TAZ data layer wasn't meant to line 
up with parcels, since the RTP covered a large, 6-county area, and it meant to follow 
2000 Census geographies.  Below in Figure 4.A are some screenshots that show how 
the lines cut through the parcels, and also a line showing where the line probably meant 
to go.  Ideally it would have been best to update the TAZ linework to better follow 
parcels, however it would have been a very time consuming process requiring a lot of 
hours of manual updating.  

Figure 4.A 

    
Additionally, there are many areas where TAZ boundaries are not meant to follow 
parcels at all.  Mainly these occur in the National Forest, rural areas, or other areas of 
large, undeveloped land. 

Figure 4.B 
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The best approach to take with this when aggregating the parcels by TAZ was to simply 
incorporate the split in the parcels into the data.  So, if a parcel is 20% in one TAZ, and 
80% in another, the parcel was simply split and aggregated based on those 
percentages (ie. 80% of the population / units / employment go in one TAZ, and 20% go 
into the other).  In Figure 4.C below, the parcels are split by two TAZ's, then aggregated 
based on that split.  This was discussed between Placeworks and DRP and it was 
decided that it was okay to do this, given the fact that there wasn't enough time or 
resources to fix the source TAZ layer, and that this was not meant to be a parcel level 
analysis...rather, a TAZ-level analysis. 

Figure 4.C 
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5. Employment 

As was mentioned previously, there are Employment factors that are determined by 
dividing the 'Building Square Footage' by 'Square Footage per Employee', and there are 
also those that are determined by a specific factor depending on type of employment 
generator (please see Figure 1.F).  In most cases these 'specific factors' correspond 
with a 'Public', 'Open Space', 'Commercial', or other similar category.  However, it is 
possible that there are some residential land use categories that have some of these 
employment generating uses as well.  A 'Land Types' GIS layer was used to determine 
all of the 'Use Types' in Figure 1.F, and was integrated into all of the Buildout layers 
(Existing, Current, and Proposed).   

1. Current Conditions - Since Current Conditions are based on Adopted Land Use, 
there are several residential areas that have an employment generating use.  
The reason for this was that the older plans like the 1986 Antelope Valley Plan 
allowed for certain "public uses" within residential land use categories.  The 
following excerpt is from the 1980 General Plan land use element: 

  "Within the generalized residential areas mapped, a variety of use types and  
  intensities presently exist.  Such uses typically include local commercial and  
  industrial services, schools, churches, local parks and other community-serving  
  public facilities." 

So, it's not abnormal to see examples like what is shown in Figure 5.A where a school 
shows up in a rural residential land use category.   

Figure 5.A 

 

   

2. Proposed Conditions - Since the proposed land use for the Proposed AV Plan is 
parcel based, all the publically-owned land that have employment generating 
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uses should be coded as either "Public / Semi-Public" or "Open Space".  So, in 
the case of Figure 5.A above, that school now has a 'P' category and is no longer 
rural residential.  Most of the cases in which an employment figure shows up in a 
proposed residential land use category are those of Private and Charter Schools.  
Since these are not considered a "Public" use, they have a residential category 
and therefore, have an employment number. 

Figure 5.B 

   

3. Sliver Polygons - The other instance where there may be an employment number 
in a residential category is when the Land Use Policy layer doesn't quite line up 
with the parcels (where the 'Land Types' GIS layer was derived from).  This 
creates "sliver polygons", and is a common issue whenever doing any overlay 
analysis with parcels.  Given the volume of these sliver polygons and the time 
constraints, these slivers were left in the buildout.    
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6.  TAZ Update and export of GIS layers 

Once the GIS analysis was done, the data was then re-allocated based on the needs of 
the consultants or sub-consultants, and most were then organized into spreadsheets.  
The spreadsheets were helpful so that consultants who did not have GIS software could 
work with the data.  All three datasets (existing, current general plan, and proposed 
general plan) were allocated and exported in the following ways: 

1. TAZ Update.  When the Antelope Valley buildout was originally produced along 
with the General Plan buildout beginning in 2011, the only TAZ data available 
was SCAG’s 2008 layer.  In 2012 they updated their TAZ layer to be more 
accurate and have a higher level of detail.  The screenshot below compares the 
2008 version vs. the 2012 version.  A GIS model was created to update the 
buildout datasets to use the 2012 TAZ geographies. 

Figure 6.A 

2008 TAZ layer          2012 TAZ layer 

     

GIS model that updated the buildout to updated 2012 TAZ layer 
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2. TAZ / Land Use level.  Following the TAZ geography update, datasets were 
exported at the level of TAZ and land use.  In Figure 6.B below, a few sample 
TAZ polygons from the GIS layer are shown along with a view of the data, and 
the extracted spreadsheet.  Please note that in the screenshot of the 
spreadsheet, that the selected rows represent one TAZ; the multiple rows within 
each TAZ represents different land use categories. 

Figure 6.B 

 

 

 

 

3. After all the GIS layers were prepared, and all of the relevant spreadsheets were 
exported, they were all put on the Department of Regional Planning's FTP site to 
be downloaded by EIR consultants and other parties that were helping with this 
project.   

 

20 
 



Appendix A

Land Use Plan Category Target 
Density

Target 
FAR1

MF vs 
SF PPH SF/Emp2, 

3 NOTES:

Antelope Valley Area Plan
C - Commercial n/a 0.5 511
M - Industry n/a 0.5 1306
N1 - Non-Urban 1 (max 0.5 du/gross ac) 0.5 n/a SF 3.85
N2 - Non-Urban 2 (max 1.0 du/gross ac) 1.0 n/a SF 3.85
O - Open Space n/a n/a
O-NF - National Forest n/a n/a
O-W - Water Body n/a n/a
P - Public Service Facilities n/a 0.5 individually estimated; assumed 0.5 for 

public/institutional categories.

Airport n/a n/a
individually estimated (under Public Facilities in 
"Resources" spreadsheet); Designation applies to 
Palmdale Airport property.

U1 - Urban 1 (0 to 3.3 du/gross ac) 2.6 n/a SF 3.85
U1.5 - Urban 1.5 (0 to 2.0 du/gross ac) 1.6 n/a SF 3.85
U2 - Urban 2 (0 to 6.6 du/gross ac) 5.3 n/a SF 3.85
U2-D (0 to 4 du/gross ac) 3.2 n/a SF 3.85
Urban 3 (0 to 15.0 du/gross ac) 12.0 n/a split 

50/50
3.6

U3-D (0 to 10 du/gross ac) 8.0 n/a split 
50/50

3.6

Urban 4 (15.1 du/gross acre and greater) 15.1 n/a split 
50/50 3.6

Additional assumptions (HMAs)
Hillside Management Areas (HMAs): 25% to 
50% slope (Max 1 du/ 2 acres)

0.5 n/a SF 3.85

Hillside Management Areas (HMAs): Greater 
than 50% slope (Max 1 du / 20 acres)

0.05 n/a SF 3.85

3  Yellow highlighted background indicates that the Community Plan does not specify density/intensity so General Plan assumptions were used. It may 
also indicate an assumption provided directly from County staff.

1  For non-residential designations, FAR is assumed to be the larger of either: the highest FAR value of the range of existing conditions OR the GP 
assumption, when applicable. Some non-residential uses have specific assumptions as provided by a specific plan or the County.
2  For residential designations density is generally assumed to be 80% of the maximum density unless the maximum density less than one unit per 
acre, in which case the maximum density it used.



Appendix B

Land Use Plan Category Target 
Density

Target 
FAR

MF vs 
SF PPH SF/Emp NOTES:

Proposed Antelope Valley Plan
Rural
Rural Land 1 1.0 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Rural Land 2 0.5 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Rural Land 5 0.2 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Rural Land 10 0.1 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Rural Land 20 0.1 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Rural Land 40 0.03 n/a SF 3.85 n/a

Residential
Residential 2 1.6 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Residential 5 4.0 n/a SF 3.85 n/a
Residential 9 7.20 n/a SF 3.6 n/a
Residential 18 14.4 n/a split 

50/50
3.6 n/a

Residential 30 24.0 n/a MF 2.79 n/a
Residential 50 40.0 n/a MF 2.79 n/a
Residential 100 80.0 n/a MF 2.79 n/a
Residential 150 120.0 n/a MF 2.79 n/a

Commercial
Rural Commercial n/a 0.25 n/a n/a 511

General Commercial n/a 0.5 n/a n/a 511

Major Commercial n/a 1.5 n/a n/a 2437

Industrial
Light Industrial n/a 0.5 n/a n/a 1306
Heavy Industrial n/a 0.5 n/a n/a 1306
Office and Professional n/a 1.0 n/a n/a 302

Mixed Use
Rural Mixed Use 4.0 0.25 split 

25/75
3.85 511

Mixed Use 120.0 1.5 MF 2.79 511

Public
Public and Semi-Public Facilities n/a 1.5 indiv individually estimated

Open Space
Open Space Conservation n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Open Space Parks and Recreation n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Open Space National Forest n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Bureau of Land Management n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Water n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Mineral Resources n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Military n/a 0.0 n/a n/a n/a

While there is an allowance of FAR 0.5 to account 
for agricultural and other non-residential uses 
permitted in the RL categories, the buildout model 
uses the target densities for buildout.

The General Plan Land Use Legend includes 
residential densities in CG and CM; however, for 
the purposes of the buildout model, we used the 
FAR, under the assumption that the general 
intended use of these land use designations are 
commercial uses.



Appendix C 

Employment assumptions were chosen by Placeworks using the Natelson Company 
Employment Density Study for the SCAG region for 2001.  The full document of the 
study can be found here:   

http://www.mwcog.org/uploads/committee-documents/bl5aX1pa20091008155406.pdf 

The following is an excerpt from that document, first Section I. the Introduction, then 
Section V. the Employment Density Data.  Within Section V, the Table 4B shows some 
of the “Square Feet / Employee” factors used in this buildout: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this study is to derive employment density factors for use in the 
Small Area Allocation Model (SAAM) currently being developed by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG).  Specifically, the study has 
estimated employment densities for ten major land use categories.  For purposes of 
this study, an employment density factor is defined as the number of employees per 
square feet of building space and acres of land.  As detailed in this report, the 
consultant has utilized a “multi-step” approach to derive these employment density 
factors.  Figure 1 on the following page provides a diagrammatic summary of the 
study process. 

Section II of this report provides an executive summary of the major findings of the 
study.  Section III provides the findings of an extensive review of previous  

studies/papers on employment density factors.  Section IV provides an overview of 
the study methodology.  Finally, Section V provides the estimated employment 
density factors derived by the study.  Where possible, all findings are presented both 
at the individual county level and for the overall six-county region.  The appendices 
fully document the technical/statistical analysis employed in this study. 

http://www.mwcog.org/uploads/committee-documents/bl5aX1pa20091008155406.pdf
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V. EMPLOYMENT DENSITY DATA 

Tables 1 through 14 provide the final employment density factors, measured in terms of 
square feet of building space per employee, for each of 10 land use categories.  The 
employment density factors are presented for each individual county and the entire 
SCAG region in two formats: 

1. One based on the median employees per acre density and the median FAR; and

2. One based on the weighted average of employees per acre density and the
weighted average FAR.

In addition, the tables also separate out the two different sets of parcel records as 
described in section IV.  The tables labeled “NARROW POLYGON SELECTION” 
include data from the first set of parcel records, ones that were in polygons with 
employment densities (measured in terms of employees per acre) around the mean.  
The tables labeled “BROAD POLYGON SELECTION” include data from the second set 
of parcel records, ones that were in a completely random set of polygons.4 

The tables provide the following key information for each land use category. 

1. Number of records:  the total number of parcel records that the FAR was
calculated from. 

2. FAR:  The ratio of building area and land area (measured in terms of square
feet).  Presented as the median FAR and the weighted average FAR.

3. Employees per Acre:  the ratio of employees and total acres of land.  Presented
as the median employees per acre and the weighted average employees per
acre.

4. Net Gross Adjustment Factor:  factor to “net out” roads and other non-building
related areas that were included in the polygons, which provided the area
acreages in the employees per acre density factors.

5. Building Efficiency:  factor utilized to exclude any non-work related space in a
building (i.e., common areas).5

4 For Imperial County the Assessor’s office does not include building area and land area in parcel records.  Therefore, 
in order to calculate employment density factors for Imperial county we relied upon FAR data from rural areas in 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties.  This prevented us from providing Imperial County employment density 
factors in the two formats—narrow and broad—since they had to be combined to generate an adequate sample size 
of parcel records. 
5 These factors were derived from previous retail, office, and industrial development projects that the consultant has 
completed.  They should be regarded as rough estimates of building efficiency factors, not definitive factors that apply 
to every type of retail, office, or industrial building spaces.  
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6. Square Feet per Employee: the product of square feet per employee (the
reciprocal of employees per acre, converted to square feet), the FAR, the Net
Gross Adjustment Factor, and the Building Efficiency Factor.
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Table 1A
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--MEDIAN EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--MEDIAN FAR
FIVE COUNTY REGION Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 27 0.59 14.99 0.80 1,023
Other Retail/Svc. 1013 0.28 13.49 0.85 585
Low-Rise Office 349 0.36 22.91 0.90 466
High-Rise Office 46 1.19 116.32 0.90 300
Hotel/Motel 16 0.61 11.04 N/A 1,804
R & D/Flex Space 70 0.31 18.13 0.95 527
Light Manufacturing 1047 0.35 11.63 0.95 924
Heavy Manufacuring 0 -- 17.05 N/A --
Warehouse 121 0.42 10.63 0.95 1,225
Government Offices 32 0.37 16.23 0.90 672

Table 2A
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--AVERAGE EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--AVERAGE FAR
FIVE COUNTY REGION Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 27 0.65 19.71 0.80 857
Other Retail/Svc. 1013 0.27 21.98 0.85 344
Low-Rise Office 349 0.43 43.95 0.90 288
High-Rise Office 46 1.86 175.49 0.90 311
Hotel/Motel 16 1.17 33.07 N/A 1,152
R & D/Flex Space 70 0.23 20.53 0.95 344
Light Manufacturing 1047 0.25 17.83 0.95 439
Heavy Manufacuring 0 -- 31.14 N/A --
Warehouse 121 0.30 11.40 0.95 814
Government Offices 32 0.46 51.67 0.90 261
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Table 1B
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--MEDIAN EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--MEDIAN FAR
FIVE COUNTY REGION Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 24 0.46 14.99 0.80 798
Other Retail/Svc. 445 0.39 13.49 0.85 813
Low-Rise Office 222 0.47 22.91 0.90 600
High-Rise Office 35 1.14 116.32 0.90 289
Hotel/Motel 6 0.45 11.04 N/A 1,333
R & D/Flex Space 45 0.36 18.13 0.95 609
Light Manufacturing 695 0.41 11.63 0.95 1,089
Heavy Manufacuring 1 0.89 17.05 N/A 1,700
Warehouse 50 0.44 10.63 0.95 1,274
Government Offices 10 0.47 16.23 0.90 843

Table 2B
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--AVERAGE EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--AVERAGE FAR
FIVE COUNTY REGION Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 24 0.71 19.71 0.80 948
Other Retail/Svc. 445 0.41 21.98 0.85 514
Low-Rise Office 222 0.47 43.95 0.90 315
High-Rise Office 35 1.83 175.49 0.90 306
Hotel/Motel 6 0.46 33.07 N/A 459
R & D/Flex Space 45 0.38 20.53 0.95 569
Light Manufacturing 695 0.29 17.83 0.95 501
Heavy Manufacuring 1 0.89 31.14 N/A 931
Warehouse 50 0.35 11.40 0.95 960
Government Offices 10 0.48 51.67 0.90 272
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Table 3A
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--MEDIAN EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--MEDIAN FAR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 0 -- 18.45 0.80 --
Other Retail/Svc. 431 0.41 15.71 0.85 730
Low-Rise Office 117 0.49 30.75 0.90 471
High-Rise Office 29 2.00 156.07 0.90 377
Hotel/Motel 7 0.62 17.14 N/A 1,179
R & D/Flex Space 3 1.40 25.31 0.95 1,717
Light Manufacturing 327 0.55 14.17 0.95 1,214
Heavy Manufacuring 0 -- 42.95 N/A --
Warehouse 8 0.62 12.65 0.95 1,518
Government Offices 5 1.25 16.78 0.90 2,182

Table 4A
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--AVERAGE EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--AVERAGE FAR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 0 -- 18.86 0.80 --
Other Retail/Svc. 431 0.39 25.76 0.85 424
Low-Rise Office 117 0.60 55.28 0.90 319
High-Rise Office 29 3.60 240.77 0.90 440
Hotel/Motel 7 1.21 51.91 N/A --
R & D/Flex Space 3 1.31 22.61 0.95 1,796
Light Manufacturing 327 0.49 18.49 0.95 829
Heavy Manufacuring 0 -- 48.18 N/A --
Warehouse 8 0.63 12.96 0.95 1,518
Government Offices 5 3.12 63.63 0.90 1,442
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Table 3B
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--MEDIAN EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--MEDIAN FAR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 13 0.78 18.45 0.80 1,102
Other Retail/Svc. 228 0.47 15.71 0.85 836
Low-Rise Office 82 0.51 30.75 0.90 487
High-Rise Office 28 2.22 156.07 0.90 418
Hotel/Motel 3 0.46 17.14 N/A 877
R & D/Flex Space 10 0.56 25.31 0.95 688
Light Manufacturing 216 0.47 14.17 0.95 1,040
Heavy Manufacuring 1 0.89 42.95 N/A 675
Warehouse 20 0.45 12.65 0.95 1,094
Government Offices 1 1.57 16.78 0.90 2,745

Table 4B
Derivation of Square Feet per Employee Based on:
--AVERAGE EMPLOYEES PER ACRE
--AVERAGE FAR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY Net/Gross Adjustment Factor: 0.75

# of Employees/ Building Square Feet/
Land Use Category Records FAR Acre Efficiency Employee

Regional Retail 13 1.76 18.86 0.80 2,437
Other Retail/Svc. 228 0.47 25.76 0.85 511
Low-Rise Office 82 0.56 55.28 0.90 299
High-Rise Office 28 2.50 240.77 0.90 305
Hotel/Motel 3 0.47 51.91 N/A 298
R & D/Flex Space 10 1.36 22.61 0.95 1,862
Light Manufacturing 216 0.45 18.49 0.95 749
Heavy Manufacuring 1 0.89 48.18 N/A 602
Warehouse 20 0.49 12.96 0.95 1,172
Government Offices 1 1.57 63.63 0.90 724
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