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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document, when combined with the Draft Program Environmental
lmpact Report [DEIR), constitutes the Final EIR (FEIR) for the proposed
General Plan 2030(the “Project”).

The DEIR contains a complete description of the proposed Project, a
description of existing environmental conditions in the Project Area, a
discussion of the Project's potential environmental effects, and mitigation
measures to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts. The DEIR was
circulated for public review and comment between August 15, 2008 and
September 29, 2008.

Comments on the DEIR were received from eight public agencies, three
attorneys representing property owner interests and eleven residents,
These comments together with the City's responses to those comments
are provided in the following pages. Some of the responses to the
comments received resulfed in minor clarifications or revisions o
information contained in the DEIR. These revisions dre summarized in the
Minor Text Revisions section of this FEIR. Other minor corrections to the DEIR
text, which have been idenfified by City staff, also are summarized in the

Minor Text Revisions section. These minor revisions/corrections do not .

substantially alter the analyses or findings of the DEIR, and consequently,
do warrant recirculating the ER.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENT'S

A copy of each comment letter received by the City of Victorville regarding the

Generdl Plan 2030 Program DEIR is included in this section.

After each letter, the

comments responded to in this FEIR are summarized. and then a response to each
comment is provided. The following agencies and individuals provided comments on

- the DEIR:
Agency Person Responding | Date of Letter
1. State Depariment of Transporiation Sandy Hesnard 9/2/08
2. Mojave Desert AQMD Alan J. Dedalvio 9/2/08
3. Southem California Edison Nancy Jackson 10/1/08
4,  Manatt/Phelps/Phillips, counsel for Susan K. Hori 9/2%/08
property owner
5.  Counly Department of Public Works Nancy Sansonetti, AICP 10/1/08
6. County Land Use Services Department | James M. Squire, AICP 10/1/08
7. _Helendale Community Services District | Steve M. Kennedly, Esg. 10/1/08
8. Homan and Stone, counsel for Kathieen Patterson 10/1/08
property owner
9. Tom Dodson & Associates, Tom Dodson 10/1/08
environmental consultant for San
Bernardino County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCQO)
10. Native American Heritage Dave Singleton ?/17/08
Commission -
11. The Mack Law Offices, representing Marie Mack 9/24/08
Spring Valley Lake Association ("SVLA")
12. Residents Ann Carson Carr 8/28/08
Scott B, Eckert ?/1/08
| Mrs. Corrine Putham 9/2/08
Rev. Tom Morrison 9/2/08
James H. Carr 8/28/08
Carole L. Runne-Burdick 9/22/08
Simone Graham 9/22/08
Gerald & Nedra Murphy ?/23/08
Sandra Wiltshire 9/22/08
Heather Grounds’ 9/24/08
Rick Danzy 9/23/08

These letters and responses To. their comments are provided below.
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ﬂAIE.-! IF CALIFORNEA-—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOL [} SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor
B T .

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF AERCONAUTICS — MLS.#40

1120 N STRBET -
P. 0. BOX 942873 Flex yorr poyer!
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 De enzrgy efficiem!

FAX (9106539591 RECEIVED
TTY 711 SEp 08 2008
DEVELOPMENT DEPT,
September 2, 2008
Chris Borchert
City of Victorvilie

14343 Civie Drive
Victorville, CA 92393-5001

Dear Chris Borchert:

City of Victorviile’s Draft Environmental impact Report for the Victorville General Plan 2030;
SCIH# 2008021086 :

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Aeronautics (Division),
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to alrport-related noise and safety impacts
and regional aviation land vse planning issues pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Division has technical expertise in the areas of airport operations safety and airport
land use compatibility. We are a fanding agency for airport projects, and we have permit authority
for public-use and special-use airports and heliports. We have enclosed a copy of our March 10,
2008 response to the Notice of Preparation, 'The following comments are more specifically in
response to the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (RIR).

.. The proposal is for an update to the Victorville General Plan. Southern Califoriia Logistics Airport
(SLCA) is one of the Proposed Land Use Plan Planning Sub-Areas for the general plan, Thers ate
also at least two existing hospital heliports in the City of Victorville.

The statement on page 5.7-10 that ""No state agencies have oversight of FAA [Iederal Aviation

Administration] requirements.” The Division has permit and regulatory authority over the public

and special-use airports and heliports in the State, The Division also has regulatory authority over
- hazards near aitport in accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21659,

Page 5.15-48 does not include Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77 criteria for development that is
cloge to the airport. General plans must include policies restricting the heights of structures to
protect aiport airspace, ‘To ensure compliance with FAR Part 77 “Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace” submission of a Notice of Proposed Construetion ot Alteration (Form 7460-1) to the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) may be requived. Form 7460-1 is available on-line at
hitps:/foeaaa faa. gov/oeaaa/external/portai, Jsp and should be submitted clectronically.

Additionally, PUC Section 21688 requires “reasonable assurance that the landing and taking off of

aircraft at the airport will be condueted without obstruction or will be otherwise fiee from hazards”
in order for the airport to receive payment from the Aeronautics Account for “expendibure on any

“Caltrans ftaproves MobHiy acrose Callforaia "
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Cluis Borchert
September 2, 2008
Page 2

airport or for acquisition or development of any airport, if the department determines that the height
restrictions around the airport are inadequate.”

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comument on this proposal. Our comments reflect the
areas of concern to the Division with respect to airport-related noise and safely impacts and regional
airport land use planning issues. If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314, We
advise you to contact our Caltrans District 8 office concerning surface transportation issues.

Sincerely,

SANDY HESNARD
Aviation Environmental Specialist

Enclosure

o State Clearinghouse, SCLA.

“Caltrans improves mobility weross Colifornia®
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. Commenier: Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental Specialist, Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics - M.S. #40, dated September 2, 2008,

Comment 1.1: The statement on page 5.7-10 (of the DEIR) that "No state agencies
have oversight of FAA [Federal Aviation Administration] requirements.” The Division
has permit and regulatory authority over the public and specialuse airports and
heliports in the State. The Division also has regulatory authority over hazards near
airport in accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21659.

Response to Comment 1.1: The City acknowledges Ms. Hesnard’s comment. In
response to this comment, a minor revision is made 1o Page 5.7-10 of the EIR as
follows (additions in underline, deletions in cross-out):

Airports/Air Traffic

The Division of Aeronautics of the State of Cdlifornia Department of
Transportation has permit and regulatory authority over the public and
special-use dirports and heliports in the State. The Division also has
regulatory authority over hazards necr airport in accordance with Public
Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21659.

No—state—agencies—have—oversight—of FAA reguirements:  The San

Bernardino County Department of Airporis provides for the management,
maintenance and operation of six county-owned dirports. The County
alsc assists private and municipal airport operators with  planning,
interpretation, and implementation of FAA general aviation
reguirements.

This revision to the EIR clarifies information regarding the Division of Aeronautics'
responsibility. It does not provide new significant information that identifies o new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to recirculate the DEIR,
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Comment 1.2: Page 5.15-48 does not include Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77
criteria for development that is close to the dirport. General plans must include
policies restricting the heights of structures to protect airport airspace. To ensure
compliance with FAR Part 77 "Objects Affecting Navigable Ajrspace”, submission of
a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration {Form 7460-1) to the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA} may be required. Form 7460-1 is available on-line at
hitps:li/oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/postaljsp and should be submitted
electronically.

Response to Comment 1.2: The City acknowledges Ms. Hesnard’s comment.  In
response to this comment, a minor revision is made to Page 5.7-40 of the ER and
reiterated on Page 5.15-48, as follows (additions in underline, deletions in eross-
out):

Page 5.7-40: SCLA Specific Plan policies include restricting building height
and dll gppurtenances to 45-feet: and requiring any project for which g
notice of construction or alteration is required by the FAA under FAR, part
/7. to submit g copy of the FAA application to the Airport Land Use
Commission [ALUC] and provide the City with the FAA and ALUC
response. Addifionally, PUC Section 21688 requires "regasonable gssurdance
that the landing and taking off of qircraft at the girport will be conducted
without obstruction or will be otherwise free from hazards" in order for the
girport to receive payment from the Aeronautics Account for
"expenditure on _any dirport or for acquisition or development of any
airport, if the department determines that the height restrictions around
the girport are inadeguate.”

And-finalhe Implementation Measure 1.4.2.2 dlso serves to assure that the
City conftinues to work with SCLA fo ensure adequate emergency
preparedness to protect the public health and safety {from -qircraft
mishaps. Examples of measures to promote health and safety include,
but are not limited to, ensuring aircraft operations comply with
established flight patterns and procedures, improving on airport and near
airport roadways to benefit public safety, and properly disposing of
hazardous waste generated at the airport.
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Page 5.15-48: As discussed in Section 5.7.4.5, SCLA Specific Plan policies
include restricting building height and all appurtenances to 45-feet; and
requiring any project for which a notice of construction or alteration is
required by the FAA under FAR, part 77, to submit a copy of the FAA
application to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and provide the
City with the FAA and ALUC response. Additionglly, PUC Section 21488
requires "reasonable assurance that the landing and taking off of aircraft
at the girport will be conducted without obstruction or will be otherwise
free from hazards" in order for the qirport to receive payment from the
Aeronautics Account for "expenditure on any dirport or for acquisition or
development of any dirport, if the department determines thaf the
height restrictions around the dirport are inadequate."

This revision to the EIR clarifies information regarding SCLA Specific Plan height
restrictions and FAA's role in reviewing the height of proximate structures. It does
not provide new significant information that identifies a new significant
environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact, Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to recirculate the DEIR.
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OJAVE

G quaiity managerment disiict

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
14306 Park Avenue, Victorville, CA 92392-2310

DE ERT "
<_ 18"

September 2, 2008

Chris Borchert, Assistant Director of Planning

City of Victorville

14343 Civic Drive

Victorville, CA 92393-5001

Project: City of Victorvilie General Plan Update 2030

Dear Mr. Borchert:

760.245.1601 » fax 760.245.2699

Visii our web site: htip:/fwww.mdagmd.ca.gov
Eldon Heaston, Executive Director

RECENVED
SEP 04 2008
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. |

The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (District) has received the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of Victorville General Plan Update 2030,
This project is a comprehensive update to the City of Victorville General Plan.

The District has reviewed the DEIR and concurs with the analysis and findings. Based on the
information provided in the DEIR, the District recommends that the City of Victorville require
implementation of the mitigation measures provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis as these
mitigation measures will have an air quality benefit. The District also recommends that the City
of Victorville not allow the creation of new unpaved roads as part of this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this planning document. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact me at (760) 245-1661, extension 6726, or Tracy Walters at

extension 6122.

Sincerely,

Aldfn 1. De Salvie
Supervising Air Quality Engineer

TW/AID Victorville GP 2030
City of Town of City of City of City of City of County of County of City of City of Town of
Adglanto Apple Yatley Barslow Blythe Hesperia Needles Riverside Sen Twentynine Vigtarville Yucea Valley
‘Bemardiot Palins
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2. Commenter: Alan J. De Salvio, Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District,
dated Sepiember 2, 2008.

Comment 2.1: The District has reviewed the DEIR and concurs with the analysis
and findings. Based on the information provided in the DEIR, the District
recommends that the City of Victorville require implementation of the mitigation
measures provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis as these mitigation measures will
have an air quality benefit. The District also recommends that the City of Victorville
not allow the credation of new unpaved roads as part of this project.

Response 1o Comment 2.1 Section 5.15 of the DEIR incorporates the mitigation
measures provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis as part of the Project. No new
unpaved roads are planned as part of the Project. This comment concurs with the
analysis and findings of the DEIR. It does not provide new significant information
that idenfifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further
response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise or
recirculate the DEIR.
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Nancy Jackson, SCE Region Manager, 12353 Hesperia Road, Victorville CA 92335

SOUTHERN CALIFORMIA

EDISON | RECEIVED
AR FIIRON INTERNATIONAL Y Company :
ocT 06 2008
Qctober 1, 2008 DEVELOT R e T,
Chris Borchert, Assistant Director of Planning i / L / e
City of Victorville Development Department
14343 Civic Drive '

Victorville, CA §2392-5001

RE: City of Victorville General Plan Update 2030 Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) :

Dear Mr. Borchert:

SCE appreciates the opportunity to review and provide commant on the DEIR for the
City of Victorville General Plan 2030 Update (City of Victorville GPU). As a provider of
electricity to the City of Victorville, we look forward 1o continuing to provide safe and
reliable electricity service to the City and supporting the City's GPU goals and policies
regarding energy conservation and the increased use of renewable energy.

Qur comments on the City of Victorville GPU address meeting the eleciricity demands
posed by the proposed Land Use Element, ways In which SCE can assist the City to
meet their Resource Element energy conservation goals and GPU policies supporting
safe and reliable electricity service.

Providing Electricity Service to the City

SCE has adequate generation capacity to support current and future land uses
proposed in the City of Victorville's GPU and the region. In addition, over the next 10
years, SCE plans to invest over $10 billion on new transmission and distribution
facilities to ensure the reliability of the electrical grid serving its 50,000 square-mile
service territory.

SCE is a regulated electrical ufility and, as such, maintains electrical transmission and
distribution facilities, and supporting appurtenances in the City of Victorville to provide
electricity service to the community under the applicable rules and tariffs approved by
the California Public Utilitles Commission (CPUC).

The projected electrical demand for the City of Victorville GPU has been determined fo
be within the parameters of the projected load growth which SCE is planning to meet in
this area, and, excluding any unforeseen problems, SCE’s plans for new distribution
resources indicate our ability to serve alt existing and projected GPU customers’ loads
within this area are in accordance with SCE's Design Standards, rules and fariffs, and

1
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Nancy Jackson, SCE Region Manager, 12353 Hesperia Road, Victorville CA 92305

will be adequate for the next ten years, SCE completes all work in accordance with the
rules and tariffs as authorized by the CPUC and other governing entities. Any
cumulative impacts related to electric service are addrassed through this process.

Supporting the City's Proposed Energy Conservation Goails

Currently, SCE has the most successful energy-efficiency program of any U.S. utility.
During the past five years, SCE customers have saved more than four billion kilowatt-
hours of energy — enough to power 500,000 homes for an entire year. This translated
into reducing greenhouse gas emissions by more than 2 million tons — the equivalent
of removing 250,000 cars from the road! '

SCE’s energy efficiency programs are available to individual homeowners, small and
medium size businesses, large businesses, institutions, governments, and include
opportunities for existing buildings as well as new residential and non-residential
construction.

Examples Include the many homeowner residential rebates to replace old energy
consuming appliances with new energy efficient appliances, and rebates for energy
efficient lighting, replacing old pool pumps, etc. In addition, residential builders have the
opportunity to participate in the “California New Homes Program” (CANHP), a program
that awards a limited number of financial incentives to homebuilders who construct
homes that exceed California's energy efficiency standards for new residential
construction (Title 24).

Large mixed use developers can apply for SCE's Sustainable Communities Program
(SCP), which encourages and supports the construction of sustainable and energy
efficient buildings and communities. The SCP is an innovative pilot program targeting
large, mixed-use, multi-family, or multiple building construction projects that aré willing
to commit to aggressive energy efficiency and sustainable design goals. Financial
incentives are available to help offset any increased costs.

Nonresidential developers have the opportunity to participate in the Savings By Design
Program, a program encouraging high-performance energy conservation for
nonresidential building design and construction. The program, sponsored by four of
Cailifornia’s largest utilities under the auspices of the CPUC, offers building owners and
their design team a wide range of services, including design assistance to help design
the most efficient building possible, owner incentives to offset costs of energy-efficient
buildings and design team incentives, which rewards designers who mest ambitious
energy efficiency targets. For more information on these programs and other SCE
services, please refer to SCE's website at http://www.sce.com/,

Final Program EIR General Plan 2080
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Nancy Jackson, SCE Region Manager, 12353 Hesperia Road, Victorville CA 92395

Increasing the Use of Renewable Energy to Power the City of Victorville

SCE understands its significant role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and
increasing community sustainability. SCE incorporates nearly 16 percentof the
generated energy used from wind, solar, biomass, small hydropower and
geothermal sources. SCE's current renewable energy portfolio offers the following mix
of renewable sources:

Geothermal: 7.71 billion kilowatt-hours (62 percent)
Wind: 2.58 billion kilowatt-hours (21 percent)

Solar: 667 million kilowatt-hours {5 percent)
Biogas: 580 millien kilowatt-hours (5 percent)
Small hydro: 5657 million kilowatt-hours (4 percent)
in Biomass: 336 million kilowatt-hours (3 percent)

L ] L] L » - -

In addition, within the last year, SCE has signed more than a dozen agreements with
renewable-energy developers. One of the agreements is with Australia-based Alta
Windpower Development LLC to secure 1,500 megawatts (MW) or more of power from
a wind energy project to be built in the Tehachapi area of California. The contract more
than doubles SCE's wind energy portfolio and envisions more than 50 square miles of
wind parks--triple the size of any existing wind -farm in the United States. SCE also
signed a new contract with Chateau Energy to purchase 15 MW of power from a
biomass facility in the Mesquite Lake area of Imperial County.

More recently, an August 18" of this year, SCE signed a 20-ysar contract with DCE, an
affilfate of Caithness Energy, which will provide up to 909 MW of wind power.
Developers say, once completed, the Caithness project, called "Shepherd's Flat’, wili be
one of the world’s largest fully permitted wind farms. The project involves the installation
of 303 wind turbines across 30 square miles in Gilliam and Morrow Counties located in
North-Central Oregon between 2011 and 2012. Shepherd's Flat is expected to generate
two billion kilowatt-hours per year of renewable energy, which is more than one-tenth of
SCE’s overall renewable portfolio. The project requires no additional or upgraded
transmission lines, which significantly lessens the time it takes for a power plant of this
magnitude o come on line.

In addition, in July of this year, SCE initiated the largest solar panel installation project in
the world by installing 33,000 solar panels on 600,000-square-feet of commercial roof in
Fontana, California leased from Prologis Company. When completed, this first
installation will be capable of generating 2 million watts of power, enough electricity to
supply approximately 1,300 average Southern California households. Eventually, this
program will comprise 150 Southern California commercial rooftops for a total of two
square miles of solar generation.

SCE's increased future capacity to provide energy generated from renewable sources

will support the City's efforts to meet state and national goals fo reduce green house
gases as well any supplemental local goals and policies proposed in the GPU.
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Nancy Jackson, SCE Region Manager, 12353 Hesperia Road, Victorville CA 92385

Proposed General Plan Policies
The following discussion provides SCE’s comments on proposed GPU policies.
Resource Element

Policy 7.1.1 Support development of solar, hybrid, wind and other alternative energy
generation plants

Implementation 7.1.1.1 Continue io work with energy companies and energy developers
. to develop non-fossil fuel reliant power generation plants within
the planning area.

SCE Comment- As state above, SCE continues to secure new alternative shergy
generation sources for use within the planning area. Please bear in
mind, renewable energy generation sources may often be located far
from electric loads, which may require the construction of new
transmission facllities or upgrading of existing transmission lines. The
City of Victorville may consider adding wording to Implementation
Policy 7.1.1.1 stating the City will work closely with energy distributors
and the CPUC to develop feasible transmission solutions to convey
renewable energy to electric loads within the City.

Policy 7.2.1 Support energy conservation by requiring sustainable building design.and
development for new residential, commercial and industrial projects.

SCE Comment- Based on the many energy efficiency programs available to developers
through SCE, SCE suggests you include in your general plan a policy
recommending all new residential and non-residential developers
contact SCE early in the design/development process to determine any
additional energy efficiency measures that can be incorporated into the

- project’s design.

Land Use Element
Specific Plans

SCE would like to recommend the City of Victorville consider a policy in their Land Use
Element requiring specific plans to include a discussion of electricity provision in their
infrastructure elements and/or utility discussions and to encourage developers of both
specific plans and large scale residential and non-residential development to contact
SCE early in the planning process to ensure prompt electricity planning to serve the
development (in addition fo incorporating feasible conservation measures within the
project’s design).

Final Program EIR General Plan 2030 Page 13




Nangcy Jackson, SCE Region Manager, 12353 Hesperia Road, Victorvile CA 92385

in addition, many specific plan developers will attempt to place required open space,
trails and recreational land uses within SCE power line transmission corridors and
utilities easements instead of impacting their developable land area. Due to operational
and maintenance (O&M) requirements of SCE facilities, multi-use trails and recreational
areas along power line transmission corridors and substations may be incompatible
uses, and, even if compatible, such uses may be unavailabie to the public for extended
periods of time during system/facility construction and/or maintenance. Also, many of
SCE’s transmission corridors are held in exclusive easement, and the underlying fee
owners would have {o consent fo any secondary uses of the easement. SCE would [ike
to suggest the City of Victorville consider a general plan policy that would discourage
developers from proposing the incorporation of SCE easements into required open
space, trails and recreafional areas of specific plans. Please note, SCE will work
closely with the City of Victorville when such proposals are necessary to support
general plan polices on individual projects and/or where it is unavoidable, and where
such uses would be compatible with SCE's easement rights and O&M requirements.

SCE has transmission cortidors traversing the City of Victorville. In order to provide
safe and reliable electricity service to the City and the region, SCE must not enly access
these corridars for maintenance, but through the CPUC, sometimes propose fo upgrade
transmission lines within the corridors to mest the City's and the region's growing
electricity needs. Some land uses are more sensitive to being located contiguous or
adjacent to transmission corridors due to public perceptions regarding EMF and the
aesthetics of electrical factlities. Residential, institutional residential, churches, schools,
colleges, day care centers, etc.,, are examples of sensitive land uses relative to
transmission corridors. SCE encourages the City of Victorville to take into consideration
the location of existing transmission corridors as well as other utility corridors while
determining and assessing future land uses for the City. |n addition, we recommend the
City take into consideration existing transmission corridors when approving sensitive
land use projects contiguous to or adjacent to corridors.

Once again, we thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comment on the
City of Victorville's GPU. If you have any questions regarding this letter, do not hesitate
to contact me at (760) 951-3237.

Sincerely,
A
Nancy S. JacKson

Region Manager
Southern Caiifornia Edison Company
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3. Commenter: Nancy $. Johnson, Region Manager, Southern California Edison (SCE),
daied October 1, 2008.

Comment 3.1: Providing Eectricity Service to the City: SCE has adequate
generation capacity to support current and future land uses proposed in the City
of Victorville's GPU and the region.

Response to Comment 3.1 This comment concurs with the findings of the DEIR
that sufficient energy will be available to support proposed General Plan 2030
development. It does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 3.2: Proposed General Plan Policies: The following discussion provides
SCE's comments on propaosed GPU policies.

B Resource Element, Policy 7.1.1.1 The City may consider adding wording
stating that the City will work closely with energy distributors and the CPUC
to develop feasible tfransmission solutions 1o convey renewable energy to
electric ioads within the City.

® Resource Element, Policy 7.2,1 SCE suggests you include in your general plan
a policy recommending all new residential and non-residential developers
contact SCE early in the design/development process to determine
addifional energy efficiency measures that can be incorporated into the
project's design.

® ‘land Use Element: SCE would like to recommend that the City consider a
policy requiring specific plans to include a discussion of electricity provision
in thelr infrastructure elements and/or utility discussions and to encourage
developers of both specific plans and large scale residential and non-
residential development to contact SCE early In the planning process to
ensure prompt electricity planning to serve the development.

m [and Use Element: SCE suggests that the City of Victorville consider o
generdl pian policy that would discourage developers from proposing the
incorporation of SCE easements into required open space, frails and
recreational areas of specific plans.
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Response to Comment 3.2: Ms. Johnson's comment addresses the General Plan,
and does not address the content or findings of the DEIR, This comment will be
forwarded to the City Council for their consideration dalong with the proposed
General Plan 2030. However, as points of information for Ms. Johnson, the City
does as part of its standard development plan processing, encourage developers
to employ renewable energy sources and to expeditiously confact ail service
providers, including SCE. The proposed Resource Element notes that Los Angeles.
Department of Water and Power {(LADWP) has indicated that bicycle paths and
pedestrian frails may occur within its easements. The proposed General Pian does
not contain policies encouraging sensifive uses within SCE rights-of-way. This
comment does not provide new significant information that idenfifies a new
significant environmenial impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an envircnmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement 1o revise or recirculate the DEIR.
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VIA U.S. MAIL AND E-MATL: CBORCHERT@CLVICTORVILLE.CA.US

September 29, 2008

Mr. Chris Borchert

Assistant Director of Planning
City of Victorville

P.O. Box 5001

14343 Civic Drive
Victorville, CA 92395-5001

Re:  General Plan 2030 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (SCH
- No.2008021086)

Dear Mr. Borchert:

We represent FGFW 1V, LLC (“FGFW™) the owner of approximately 200 acres of
property in the City of Viciorville, generally located in the North Mojave Planning Area of the
City. As the General Plan 2030 update will affect the future use and development of our
property, we have reviewed the General Plan 2030 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR™) and submit these comments for the City’s consideration. It is our view that the DEIR
fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™)
(Public Resource Code §§ 21000-21178) and the California Code of Regulations, Title 14,
Section 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines™).

1. PROCEDURAL ISSUES,

_a. Notice of Availability — In a letter dated March 14, 2008, our law firm sent the
City comments on the City’s DEIR’s Notice of Preparation (“NOP.”) That letter
is included in Appendix B of the DEIR. We requested to be added to the list of
those who receive notices regarding the General Plan 2030, any associated
Specific Plans, and the DEIR.

Public Resource Code Section 21092 makes it clear that lead agencies preparing
environmental impact reports “shall” provide notice “fo the last known name and
addvress of all organizations and individuals who have previously requested notice
...’ (Pub. Res. Code §21062.) Among other things, this notice must include: (a)
the period during which comments will be received on the draft environmental
report; (b) the date, time, and place of any public meetings or hearings on the
proposed project; (¢) a brief description of the proposed project and its location;
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and (c) the address where copies of the draft environmental impact report, and all
documents referenced in the draft environmental impact, are available for review,
(Pub. Res. Code §21092.)

Despite our writllen request, the City failed to provide notice to FGFW in
compliance with Section 21092 and raises serious concerns about the City’s
diligence in keeping concerned members of the public fully informed regarding
this very significant project.

b. The 45-day CEQA Public Comment Period — There has been great confusion
regarding the beginning and end dates of the CEQA-mandated 45 day comment
period for the DEIR. According to CEQAnet, the State Clearinghouse’s online
environmental database, the DEIR comment period began on August 15, 2008

“and will end on September 29, 2008. However, those dates are at odds with the
DEIR itself, which states that the “... 45-day public review period will begin on
or about August 18, 2008 and end on or about October 2, 2008.” (DEIR, 1-5.)
Amarzingly, neither of those dates agree with the City’s Notice of Availability
which states that the “public review period for the DEIR will begin on or about
August 15, 2008, and will end on or about October 1, 2008.” In short, three
CEQA sources all established different dates for the 45-day comment period.

Recent phone and e-mail discussions with City staff did little to shed light on this
confusion. In a September 22, 2008, phone conversation, we were told by
Victorville Planning Division staffer Heather Grounds that October 1st was the
last day of the DEIR comment period. Ms, Grounds then amended that response
in an email sent the following day, writing “you bad called yesterday regarding
when comments are due and I gave you the wrong information. Comments are
due back by September 29, 2008 per State Clearing House [Sic].”

Ultimately, we have decided to take the conservative approach and submit our
comments on September 29, which is the earliest of the threc dates that may
constitute the end of the 45-day comment period. However, we are concerned
that other members of the public who are similarly confused will submit
comments as late as October 2, as permitted by the DEIR. We trust that such
comments will be considered timely by the City and responded to in writing as
required by CEQA.

¢. Agency Consultation — For projects of statewide, regional, or areawide
significance, such as General Plan amendments where EIRs are prepared, “the
lead agency shall consult with transportation planning agencies and public
agencies which have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions which
could be affected by the project.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21092.4(a).) The term
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“transportation facilities” is defined to include “major local arterials and public
transit within five miles of the project site and freeways, highways, and rail transit
service within 10 miles of the project site.” (Pub. Res, Code § 21092.4(b).)
Therefore, at a minimum, consultation was required with the transportation
planning agencies for the County of San Bernardino, the cities of Adelanto and
Hesperia, and the Town of Apple Valley—all of which are proximate to the City
of Victorville. We believe that consultation with the San Bernardine Associated
Governments (“SANBAG™), as well as the agencies and entities controlling the
rail facilities located within the City must also oceur.

The DEIR does not disclose which transportation planning agencies were
consulted in connection with the Project, or whether such consultation cormplied
with Public Resources Code Section 21092.4. We request that the Final EIR.
include a list of agencies consulted and any comments from those agencies. If the
appropriate agencies under Section 210924 were not consulted, then certification
of the Final EIR and action on the General Plan 2030 should be continued until
such time as all those agencies have been consulted regarding the potential
impacts of the Project on their transportation facilities.

Program FIR — The DEIR is characterized as a Program EIR (DEIR at 3-40).
The characterization of the DEIR as a Program EIR cannot be used to improperly
defer analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts. Since more detail is known
about the proposed specific plan areas than is consistently disclosed, and since an
intended use of the DEIR is to support subsequent approval of specific plans, the
DEIR’s analysis should include consideration of these land uses and their
potential impacts as part of this DEIR and not defer them to subsequent
environmental review.

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Our comments with respect to the analysis of the potential impacts of the General Plan

2030 are set forth in the following sections, which are organized to correspond with the DEIR.

a. Chapter 1.0, Introduction

s Desert Gateway Specific Plan — At page [-2, the DEIR states that “All of the
existing northern sphere is to be zoned Specific Plan™ and therefore the review
and assessment of the potential imopacts assoctated with the prezoning are
incorporated into EIR discussions,” We understand that the DEIR is intended
to support the Specific Plan that is being prepared for the Northern Sphere
Area (referred to in the DEIR as the “Desert Gateway Specific Plan” or the
“North Mojave Specific Plan™), which will be submitted to the City for
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consideration at some future point in time. This fact is not made clear in
DEIR Section 1.2, Scope of the EIR. None of the project’s “five primary
components” specifically address that the DEIR in intended to not only
address the proposed Specific Plan zoning, but also the impacts associated
with future adoption of the Specific Plan for that arsa. In fact, the DEIR goes
so far as to explain that it does not include water consumption demand figures
for the Desert Gatewny Specific Plan area. (Page 5.8-7.) Becanse this DEIR
is intended to provide environmental review for the subsequent adoption of
the Desert Gateway Specific Plan, the DEIR should be revised to include this
analysis,

b. Chapter 3.0, Project Description

¢ Section 3.3.2 (p. 3-8 - 9) — This section references the prezoning of the
Northern Sphere of Influence but provides no details as to the land uses that
will be considered within this area. Elsewhere in the DEIR different
assumptions are made with respect to some of the uses that will be permitted
in this arca (compare Table 3-3 with Figure 3-11) but a complete description
of the type, intensity and location of the various uses is not disclosed. Absent
this information, the DEIR cannot adequately address the impacts of the pre-
zoning of this significant portion of the General Plan.

s Section 3.3.3 (p. 3-9 — 10) — Similar issnes exist with respect to the Northern
Expansion of the Sphere of Influence {compare Table 3-4 with Figure 3-16).

e Table 3-5 (p. 3-24 - 25) - Table 3-5 on page 3-25 contains incorrect data that
undermines the DEIR’s analysis. This table purports to illustrate the General
Plan 2030 land use acreage designations by acreage and development
intensity. However, its figures do not add up when compared against the ten
planning area tables on pages 3-27 through 3-32. For instance: (a) the total
Commercial acreage in Table 3-5 should be 6,624, not 7,014; (b) total Light
Industrial acreage should be 5,238, not 5,234; (c) total Open Space acreage
should be 22,348, not 22,536; and (d) the total Specific Plan acreage should be
23,028, not 22,172.

e North Mojave Specific Plan Area (p. 3 - 35) — This section also fails to
identify land uses and intensities for this area and instead purports to defer this
issue to the time of development. As noted above, some detail is known about
the proposed development of this area and it should be disclosed and analyzed
in the DEIR.
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e Northern Expansion Planning Area (p. 3-35 — 36) — More detail is provided
for the Northern Expansion Planning Area but there is still a lack of
information as to the location of the various proposed uses. Absent this
information the potential impacts from the development of these areas cannot
be ascettained.

These errors are not meaningless. The project description forms the
foundation for the entire DEIR, so it is essential that it is accurate, As stated
by the court in County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, “Only through an
accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public decision-

_makers balance the proposal’s benefit against its environmental cost, consider
mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal (i.e., the
‘no project’ alternative) and weigh other alicrnatives in the balance. An
accurate, stable and finite project description is the Sine gua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185; emphasis added.)

These errors in the Project Description must be corrected and the Final EIR
must revise and correct its analysis to ensure that the DEIR’s environmental
analysis accurately reflect the project and all of the proposed discretionary
actions it is intended to cover. '

¢. Chapter 4.0, Existing Setting

» Chapter 4.8, Cumulative Projects - The list of cumulative projects is under
inclusive. Without discussion or explanation, the DEIR limits the cumulative
projects list to projects that are .., over 200,000 square feet in space or of a
regional nature.” (DEIR at 4-13,) The DEIR concludes that just six projects
fit into this narrow category.

Generally speaking, CEQA allows lead agencies to choose among two
approaches to a cumulative impacts analysis: the “List of Projects” method
and the “Summary of Projections” method. The DEIR employs the List of
Projects method, whereby analysis is required to be based ona “... list of past,
present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts,
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency.”
(CEQA. Guidelines §15130(b)(1)(A).) With regard to this approach, the
CEQA Guidelines provide that “factors to consider when determining whether
to include a related project should include the nature of each environmental
resource being examined, the location of the project and its type ... Project
type may be important, for example, when the impact is specialized, such as a
particular air pollutant or mode of traffic.” {CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(2}.)
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Here, the DEIR. limits the List of Projects to those “over 200,000 square feet
in space or of a regional nature.” (DEIR at 4-13.) No substantial evidence is
provided in support of this restriction, and the DETR does not disclose what
constitutes a project of a “regional nature.” Nor does the DEIR explain how
the six identified projects: Deserl Xpress, SCLA Industrial, SCLA Rail Spur,
Hybrid Gas and Solar Power plant, Wal-Marts, and the Victorville Pavilion
Retail Center — qualify for inclusion.

With so little information, the public is left to wonder how many projects of
199,999 square fest or less that were not deemed to be of a “regional nature™
are pending or approved by the City or by surrounding cities and the County
of San Bernardino? What is the collective size of the omitted projects? In
San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco,
the court found that the omission of 60% of cunrulative projects that should
have been included in the List of Projects was too great to be allowed. (San
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco
{1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61.) The court determined that “[a]n omission of such
magnitude inevitably renders an analysis of cumulative impacts inaccurate
and inadequate because the severity and significance of the impacts will,
perforce, be gravely understated.” (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth,
151 Cal.App.3d at 78.) Here, we simply do not know how many cumulative
projects were omitted, or whether those omissions are so great as to invalidate
the entire cumulative impacts analysis,

d. Chapter 5.1, Aesthetics Resources

* Mitigation Measures - Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-2 are vague and
inadequate. Measure ABS-1 states that *“[t]he City shall endeavor to preserve
natural open spaces” while Measure AES-2 states “[t]he City shall work with
developers to retain areas in new developments which are not suitable for
habitable structures as open space.” (DEIR at 5.1-1.) Neither measure is
sufficiently definite for the City to determine that it will reduce or aveid an
Aesthetics Resource impact. These loose standards make it impossible for the
lead agency—much less the public—to evaluate the effectiveness of either
measure in mitigating the impacts identified in the DEIR.

e. Chapter 5.3, Air Quality
¢ Construction Related PM 2.5 Air Quality Impact Analysis - The DEIR sets

forth two different approaches for calculating PM-2.5 emissions, but does not
provide substantial evidence to support its decision to favor one approach over
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another. In fact, the DEIR fails to so much as state which of the two different
approaches it used.

On page 5.3-14, the DEIR states “PM-2.5 emigsions are estimated by the
SCAQMD to comprise 20.8 percent of PM-10, Other sindies have shown that
the fugitive dust fraction of PM-2.5 is closer to 10 percent. With mitigation,
PM-2.5 emissions during grading will be reduced to 27 pounds per day.”
What standard was used to reach the 27 pounds per day conclusion? Why was
that siandard chosen? This analysis creates more questions than answers.

Construction Related Air Quality Imapact Analysis - According to the
DEIR, “[e]quipment exhaust emissions were calculated presuming that
grading will be balanced on-site.” (DEIR 5.3-14.) This is a major assumption
considering the varied topography of the General Plan area. Nevertheless, the
DEIR provides no authority for this assumption, much less any substantial
evidence to support its accuracy or relevance.

Greenhouse Gas Emission Impact Analysis - The Greenhouse Gas
{*GHG") Emission Impact Analysis “assumed that non-C0O2 GHG emissions
are negligible.” This bold assumption is not supported by substantial evidence
in the DEIR. Although carbon dioxide (“CO02") is the most widely emitted
GHG, it is not the ondy GHG, Instead, GHGs include, but are not limited to:
water vapor, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and sulfur hexafluoride, In addition, many other compounds have the
potential to contribute to the greenhouse effect, including
hydrochlorofluorocarbons, 1,1,1-Trichioroethane, chlorofluorocarbons, and
ozone. To be adequate, the DEIR must provide detailed analysis on the
Proiect’s potential contribution of all GHGs, not simply CO2. A legally
sufficient environmental review demands more than an unsupported
assumption that non-CO2 GHG emissions are negligible.

The DEIR’s GHG analysis proceeds to compare its CO2-only project
construction emission estimate against the 2004 statewide annual GHG
inventory. The problem with that comparison is that, unlike the DEIR’s GHG
analysis which omitted non-C0O2 GHG emissions, the statewide inventory
includes af/ non-CO2 gases, This “apples to oranges” comparison is therefore
meaningless. It would be like comparing roadway traffic on two days, except
that the first day only counted sedans while the second day counted sedans,
trucks, SUVs and motorcycles.

San Bernardino County Settlement Agreement - The General Plan and
DEIR fail to reflect the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan measures
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agreed upon in the August 2007 settlement agreement between the California
Attorney General and San Bernardino County, That setilement agreement
resolved a lawsuit filed by the Attorney General contesting the adequacy of
San Bemardine’s General Plan under CEQA. Specifically, the Attorney
General alleged that the San Bernardino General Plan did not adequately
analyze the effects of development on global warming or identify feasible
mitigation measures.

Under the Augnst 2007 settlement agreement, the County agreed to ptepare a
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan that would include, among other
things: (a) an inventory of all known, ot reasonably discoverable, GHG
sources in the County; (b) a bascline inventory of the GEGs currently being
emitted in the County from all source categories; (¢) an inventory of the GHG
emissions level in the County in 1990, currently, and projected for 2020; (d) a
projected inventory of the new GHGs that can reasonably be expecied to be
emitted in the year 2020 due to the County’s discretionary land use decisions
pursuant to the County’s General Plan Update; and (e) a target for the
reduction of emissions attributable to the County’s discretionary land use
decisions and its own internal government operations,

Although Victorville is a separate jurisdiction, it is geographically located
within the County of San Bernardino, and the seitlement agreement and its
mandates should have been considered by the City in preparing its General
Plan 2030 and in conducting its GHG analysis in the DEIR. The City’s
proposed General Plan 2030 barely acknowledges climate change and
greenhouse gases, much less the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan.
The core of the General Plan’s GHG discussion is the following description of
GHGs:

“Recent legislation in the state of California has focused on
reducing emissions of ‘Greenhouse gases’ (GHGs), and so called
[sic] because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the
earth. GHGs are commonly referred to as ‘global warming.”
These greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the
temperature of the earth's atmosphere by transparency to short
wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to oufgoing ferrestrial
long wavelength heat radiation. The principal greenhouse gases
(GHGs) are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrons oxide, ozone, and
water vapor. Fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector
{on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft)
is the single largest source of GHG emissions, accounting for
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approximately half of GHG emissions globally. Industrial and
conumnercial sources are the second largest source of GHG
emissions with about one-fourth of total emissions.” {(Resources
Element, page 30.)

Obviously, this brief definition does not speak to any of the key measurements
outlined in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan for San Bernardino
County. The Resource Element also includes a number of Implementation
Measures to support its Goal #6 (“Good Air Quality”), but these are general in
nature, For instance, they do not set forth measurable and enforceable
strategies to decrease current emission levels to 1990 levels by 2020, as
mandated by AB 32,

Although the IDEIR contains more detail on ¢limate change and GHGs than
the General Plan 2030, it still fails to adequately analyze the adverse effects of
the General Plan’s implementation on air quality and climate change. The
DEIR’s climate change analysis is essentially a punt, stating that “[ajny
project-specific contribution to the global issue is miniscule” and that “[i]n the
absence of any definitive thresholds of significance, the GHG emphasis on a
project-specific level is to incorporate project design features that reduce
energy consumption and reduce vehicular travel as much as is reasonably
feasible.” Although such project design features are helpful, they do not
speak to any of the key measurements outlined in the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Plan.

The failure of the General Plan and the DEIR to address the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Plan is indefensible considering that, as a city in San
Bernardino County, Victorville’s General Plan should reflect the same or
similar measures as the County agreed to in the settlement agreement as ifs air
quality and GHG will coniribute to those being measured by and targeted for
reduction by the County, Instead, as demonstrated above, the General Plan
2030 inchudes none of those measures.

» Objectionable Odors - The DEIR concludes that the Project would have a
“less than significant” objectionable odor impact because the General Plan’s
land use plan’s numerous non-residential areas “tond to be concentrated
geographically to minimize interface with residential areas.” That may make
sense if it were true—but it is not. On the preceding page 5.3-21, the DEIR
clearly states that “[the proposed Land Plan includes several geographical
areas where residential and nonresidential land uses abut each other” and

Final Program EIR General Plan 2080 Page 25




manatt

manatt | phelps } phillips

Mr. Chris Borchert
September 29, 2008
Page 10

“numerous geographical areas where expanded or new roadways are located
adjacent to residential and recreational uses.” The objectionable odor analysis
must be revised to address these adjacent land nses.

f. Chapter 5.4. Biological Resources

o Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances - The DEIR discusses protection
of Joshua frees, which are protected by Chapter 13.33 of the Victorville
Munigipal Code. However, the DEIR does not state whether there are any
other applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
The applicable Biological Resources threshold asks whether the Project
“Conflict{s] with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.” (DEIR at 5.4-31.)
Conflict with 4 tree preservation ordinance is merely one example of a
conflict—it is not the only conflict. Therefore, while the DEIR s discussion
regarding protection of Joshua trecs speaks to the threshold, it dees not
completely answer the question.

According to the CEQA Guidelines, “A threshold of significance is an
identifiable quaniitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular
environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will
normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with
which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than
significant.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7, emphasis added.) Here, the DEIR
does not present substantial evidence to conclude compliance with the
applicable Biological Resources threshold. Unless additional evidence is
presented to support its conclusion, the DEIR should find this impact to be
significant.

¢ Mitigation Measure BIO-5 - Mitigation Measure BIO-5 provides as follows:
“Prior io permitting conversion of undeveloped land in the Northern
Expansion Area, the City shall ensure that appropriate biological surveys and
assessments are conducted, and if warranted, adequate mitigation is provided
to reduce biological resource impacts to less than significant to the greatest
extent possible.” (DEIR at 5.4-41.)

BIO-3 appears to violate Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (202 Cal, App.
3d 296 (1988)) because it defers identification and analysis of potential
Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species impacts, as well as specific
mitigation, to a future date, If this DEIR were solely prepared to support
adoption of the General Plan 2030, such level of mitigation may be sufficient,
but as noted in the Introduction, this DEIR is intended to support approval of
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development in the Northem Expansion Area, and thus the DEIR should have
made some attempt to ascertain the nature of biological resources present, and
the magnitude of impact as well as the feasibility of mitigating the impact of
converting undeveloped land to development before concluding that the
impact is less than significant. The City, as the Lead Agency, must commit
itself to measures that establish standards and specific performance criteria by
which mitigation will be developed and implemented. Such an approach is
congistent with the holding in the Sacramenta Old City Association, where the
court found that measures which identify specific performance criteria can be
upheld if there is a firm agency commitment to implement these measures to
mitigate impacts. (Sucramento Qld City Association v. City Cauncil of
Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal. App.3d 1011.)

2. Chapier 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality

Victorville Water District (p. 5.8-6) - This scetion references the Water
Supply Assessment for the General Plan 2030. This document is not attached
to the DEIR and is not appropriately incorporated by reference. [citations] A
review of the Water Supply Assessment reveals that it is woefully inadequate.
‘While it purports to comply with the provisions of the Water Code relating to
water supply assessments it falls far short. In particular, since ground water is
the primary source of supply, the detailed information on groundwater is
required by Water Code Section 10910(f). This information and analysis is
completely lacking. Moreover, because the groundwater basin is in an
overdraft condition and because recharge of the basin relies almost entirely on
State Water Project water, a thorough analysis of the reliability of State Water
Project Water and the potential availability of alternative water supply. This
analysis is almost completely lacking and fails to mest the standards set by the
Supreme Court in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City
of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal, 4th 412 (2007).

Water Consumption (p. 5.8-7) — The WSA and the water consumption
analysis in the DEIR. fails to include major portions of the project area
identified as the SCLA and Desert Gateway Specific Plan areas. This data
needs to be included in the analysis in order to comply with standards for
water supply analysis as set forth by the California Supreme Court in
Vineyard. Moreover, the Water Supply Assessment grossly underestimates
future demand even for the areas it considers. The Water Supply Assessment
assumes a armual growth rate of 3.4%. Applying this rate to the 2005
population of Victorville (102,538) yields a built-out population of 236,537
in the year 2030. In contrast, the City’s projects set forth in the Section on
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Population and Housing indicates a built-out popultation of 407,534 (Table
5.12-5). This renders the information in the Water Supply Assessment and the
portions of the DEIR that rely on it useless.

e Water Supply Assumptions - Several of the “Less than Significant”
conclusions repeated throughout Section 5.8 rely on extraordinary
assumptions that lack support, These assumptions require the City fo engage
in exactly the sort of speculation that is specifically prohibited by CEQA.
(See, e.g., Pub. Res. Code §§21080(e)(2), 21082.2; CEQA Guidelines §§
15064(f)(5), 15145, 15187(d), and 15384.)

First, the conclusions set forth in Section 5.8 assume the timeliness of a water
treatment plant anticipated to come online in 2020, According to the DEIR,
“[s]everal sites for the facilities are being considered at this time; the decision
will be based on the best hydraulically suited site, taking inio account land
availability.,” (DEIR, 5.16-42.) Given the precarious position of California’s
budget and the acknowledged lack of certainty regarding the location of this
facility, it is speculative @ besf to assume that the water treatment plant will
be online in 2020, '

Second, the “Less than Significant” conclusion assumes that anticipated
production will occur from ID1 and ID2 groundwater wells in excess of safe
yield. According to the DEIR, pumping beyond the safe yield of an aquifer
requires replenishment fees or purchase of water rights from other agencies in
the sub-basin. (DEIR, 5.16-27.) In other words, it takes money, The DEIR is
silent as to the funding source for these water rights or even if water or water
rights would be available for purchase. Again, there are simply too many
“ifs” to support the DEIR s yield assumption.

Third, the DEIR’s water supply analysis assumes that the Regional Recharge
and Recovery project (R3) will be online by 2015 and will provide 12,098 afy.
Although the DEIR notes that the MWA is in charge of constructing this
facility, it is silent as to the MWA’s progress on securing funding or required
development approvals.

Finally, the DEIR assumes that sufficient imported entitlements for State
Water Project water can be secured to construct a new Water Treatment Plant
by 2020 that would deliver up to 44,806 afy of treated water during normal
years, 33,156 afy during single dry years, and 17,519 afy during multiple dry
years. This assumption lacks any support in the DEIR. The DETR does not
discuss how such entitlements will be obtained, how they will be funded, or

Final Program EIR General Plan 2080 Page 28



manatt

manatt | phelps | phillips

Mr, Chris Borchert
September 29, 2008

Page 13

whether they will supply the promised quantities of water during normal,
singie dry, and multiple dry years. As noted above, there are serious issues

- with the reliability of State Water Project water supply, yet almost all future

growth would be dependent on the availability of Stale Water Project water,
Here, again, the DEIR is asking the public to make several giant leaps of faith.

CEQA does not allow lead agencies to consider speculation or argument as
substantial evidence in any CEQA. environmental analysis. (See, e.g., Pub.
Res. Code §§21080(e)(2), 21082.2; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(f)(5), 15145,
15187(d), and 15384.) Assumptions are permitted, but only when they are
“reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts.” (See, e.g., Pub, Res, Code §
21082.2.) As demonstrated above, the DEIR does not make “reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts.” Instead, it relies on best-case scenarios
for which no substantial evidence is provided in the DEIR. This approach was
specifically rejected in the Pineyard case. This analysis must be updated to
meet the criteria set forth by the Supreme Count.

h. Chapter 5.9, Land Use and Planning

e Section 5.9.2.1 (p. 5.9-3) — This section indicates that the zoning ordinance is

intended to give “moderate guidance” as to the location of development
“without restricting its location or intent.” If true this would be an unusual
function for a zoning ordinance which is typically the most precise
mechanism for determining the location and intensity of development. Absent
precision is this area the planning documents for the City appear to be so
vague as to make it virtmally impossible to evaluate the impacts of the build-
out of the general plan. Please confirm if this characterization is accurate and
if it is, what assumptions have been made with respect fo the location and
intensity of the land uses in the general plan.

Implementation Measares 1.1.2.5 (p. 5.9-6) — This implementation
measures indicates that thie northeast quadrant is to be developed with
commercial and mixed uses. This seems {o be inconsistent with the various
assumptions in the DEIR for this area. Please explain,

Implementation Measures 1,1.3.2 (p. 5.9-7) — This implementation
measures injects consideration of yet another uses within the North Mojave
Plamming Area which is apparently not analyzed in the DEIR.

North Mojave Specific Plan Area (p. 5.9-14) — This description of the North
Mojave Specific Plan Area emphasizes maximization of commetcial and open
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space uses. Another inconsistent reference to the components of the
development of this area. It is apparent that much more is known about the
proposed development of this area than is disclosed in the DEIR. The
assumptions with respect to the development of this-area need to be clearly
spelled out and analyzed in the DEIR. The attempt to defer consideration of
these impacts to subsequent environmental review is improper.

Impact Discussion (p. 5.9-19) — This section identifies yet another range of
land uses for the North Mojave Specific Plan Area.

Table 5.2-4 (p. 5.9-20 -- 25) — This Table purports to include an analysis of
the Land Use Element and SCAG RCPG policies. In fact the analysis lacks
evidentiary support and instead reflects a lack of consideration of regional
factors. For example in addressing whether the City’s infrastructure is
consistent with SCAG regional growth policies, the City only considers
infrastructure within the City and not the region (Policy 3.03, p. 5.9-29). In
most cases the City responds to the SCAG policies by referencing General
Plan Land Use Goal #1: Balanced Land Uses, In fact, the massive increase in
growth proposed by the 2030 General Plan is likely to be inconsistent with
SCAG regional growth policies. A good faith reasoned analysis of this issue
is required. :

i. Chapter 5.10, Mineral Resources

MRZ-3a Classification -~ The DEIR fails to identify the extent of mineral
resources in the Project area and therefore does not sufficiently analyze the
Project’s impact on those resources. As seen in Figure 5.10-1, the vast
majority of the Project area is either (2) not assigned a classification from the
Division of Mines and Geology; or (b} assigned the MRZ-3a classification.
The DEIR explains that the MRZ-3a classification applies to “Areas
containing known mineral occwrrences of undetermined mineral resource
significance” and that “Further exploration work within these areas could
result in the reclassification of specific localities into MRZ-2A or MRZ-2b
categories.” (DEIR at 5.10-2.) In other words, the MRZ-3a classification
means “we don’t know yet — we’ll get back to you.” It is impossible to
ascertain the extent and magnitude of any mineral resource impact when the
vast majority of the Project area is either not classified or subject to a deferred
classification,

Mitigation Measure MR-1 - Mitigation Measure MR-1 is impermissibly
vague, The measure states, in full, that *Prior to any development occurring
along the Mojave River corridor in the Northern Expansion Area, the
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applicant shall submit for City Development Services Director review and
approval a geologic study identifying potential mineral resources. Every
attempt shall be made to preserve these resources in place.” The promise to
make “every attempt” to preserve identified mineral resources is so undefined
that it is impossible to evaluate its effectiveness in mitigating the impacts
identified in the DEIR. (See, e.g., San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v,
City & County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79-80.)

j- Chapter 5.11, Noise

* General Comment — The required components of the noise element are set
forth in Government Code Section 65302(f). Among the required components
is the inclusion of noise contours for specified noise sources, With the
exception of contours for the SCLA, no noise contours are provided in either
the DEIR or the Noise Element. This is a critical shortcoming because these
contours are to be used to establish land use patterns that minimize the
exposure of residents to excessive noise,

* Vehicular Noise Impacts (p. 5.11-15) — The average speeds used in the noise
study for the various roadway configurations are untealistically low. Realistic
speeds should be included in this analysis.

¢ Table 5,11-6 (p. 5.11-15) — This table is confusing and incomplete. The
conclusions drawn in the paragraphs following the Table cannot be discerned
by reference (o the Table. Additional evidence of noise impacts from traffic
needs to be provided.

¢ Tables 5.11-7 (p, 5.11-17 — 32) - These table purport to show numerous
instances where the thresholds of significance will be exceeded, Without a
description of the width of the right-of-way this information is not discernable
from the Tables. The right-of-way width for each segment should be noted in
the Tables and the segments where the thresholds may be éxceeded should be
highlighted so that the information provided is a value to the reader.

e Impact Discussion (p. 5.11-33) — This section concludes that there will be no
significant noise impact due to the Implementing Measures from the General
Plan, the fact that the SCLA area is designated Specific Plan and the existing
cement operations retains a Heavy Industrial designation, This conclusion is
not supported by substantial evidence, The Implementing Measures cited
only pertain to freeways and roads that exceed 100,000 vehicles per day
(50,000 vehicles per day for rural roads), sensitive uses in the vicinity of
distribution centers and rail yards. Other sensitive users and noise sources are
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ignored. The fact that the SCLA area is within a Specific Plan area is
meaningless as no development standards exist for this area addressing noise
impacts. No evidence is provided with respect to the potential for noise
impacts on areas adjacent to the Fleavy Industrial designations. Finally, this
finding is inconsistent with the finding in the next impact discussion that
projected General Plan growth will result in unacceptable levels of service and
resulting increases in noise levels for a number of roadway segments.

s  Section 5.11-4.4 (p. 5.11-35) — This section fails to identify any mitigation
measures for noise impacts due to increases in ambient noise, Tt also fails to
identify any potential noise mitigation measures that were considered yet
found to be infeasible. There are obvious mitigation measures that should be
considered such as increasing set-back requirements for noise sensitive uses,
the construction of noise walls such as is done along freeway rights-of-away
all the time, retroactive installation of double pane windows, air conditioning
and other construction techniques that could reduce noise impacts. These
need to be considered, and if feasible, added as mitigation measures,

e Cumulative Impacts (p. 5.11-37) — Similar mitigation measures should be
considered for addressing cumulative impacts.

k. Chapter 5.12, Population and Housing

e 512,1.3 (p. 5.12-4) - This Section notes that Victorville’s jobs-to —housing
ratio (.66) is only half that of the region. The massive population growth
projected for the General Plan 2030 buildout continues the pattern of housing
rich development. This projected growth exceeds the SCAG regional planned
growth by 124%. While no mitigation measures are identified to mitigate this
impact, it cannot help but be noted that the increase is a project component
that the City has elected to pursue. Why did the City not consider plan that
addresses regional growth and jobs-to-housing objectives.

* Regional Policies (p, 5.12-12) — Given the fact that the projected growth
exceeds SCAG projections and fails to remedy the jobs-to-housing imbalance,
there is not evidence to support the conclusion that Goals #1 and #2 of the
Lang Use Element are consistent with SCAG regional policies. Contrary to
the statement in this section, General Plan 2030 would induce substantial
population growth. But for the typo in the last paragraph of this scction, this
statement would have been specifically contradicted. It is disingenuous to
cloud this conclusion by distinguishing between growth within existing City
boundaries and the General Plan planning area, This is not an unavoidable
impact as proper planning would eliminate this impact,

Final Program EIR General Plan 2030

Page 32



manatt

manatt [ phelps | phillips

Mr. Chris Borchert
September 29, 2008

Page 17

Cumulative Impacts (p. 5.12-13) — As noted above, this impact is not
vnavoidable. '

Chapter 5.13, Public Services

General Cominent — Given the fact that no specifics are provided for the
develepment of the various Specific Plan areas, this entire seciion is a
meaningless generality. As noted above, more information is available as to
the land use patterns for the Specific Plan areas than is revealed in the DEIR.
This information needs to be provided so that meaningful analysis of the
public service and facility needs for the Specific Plan Areas can be addressed.

Fire Protection (p. 5.13-9-10) - To suggest that the massive population
prowth within the General Plan planning area will not indicate a need for new
fire protection facilities, illustrates how the lack of detail for the Sphere of
Influence areas distorts the analysis. The need for fire facilities within these
areas is manifest and sufficient detail of proposed land uses should be
provided so that these needs can be specifically addressed. Mitigation
Measure PS-1 is nothing more than deferred mitigation which violates the
requirements of CEQA. [citations]

Police Protection (p. 5.13-10) — This section suffers from the same
inadequacies as the Fire Protection Section. An increase from 86 to 342
sworn officers will undeniably require new police facilities, The potential
impact from the construction of these facilities needs to be addressed.

- School Facilities (p. 5.13-11) — The addition of 86 new schools will be a

significant impact. The potential siting and construction of these new schools
needs to be evaluated. “Working with the school districts” is not mitigation,

Public Service Impact Summary {p. 5.13-12} — The conclusion that the
impacts on public services will be less than significant is not supported by
substantial evidence. As noted the proposed mitigation measures simply
improperly defer the consideration of impacts to a later date,

Mitigation Measures (p. 5.13-13 — 14) — None of the proposed mitigation
measures are real mitigation measures, They are all deferrals to future studies
and the promise of cooperation with the other affected agencies. As a result
the conclusion that impacts on public services will be less than significant is
not supported by substantial evidence.
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m. Chapter 5.14, Recreation

s Section 5.14.4.1 (5.14-4) — It should be pointed out that the Quimby Act only
provides for the dedication of land or the payment of fees-in-lien of land. No
funding is provided for actual facilities. Also, if the City provides Quimby
Act credit for private facilitics, the potential for private facilities in lieu of
public parks should also be addressed in this section.

e Section 5.14.4,2 (p. 5.14-5) — This section references a Park Master Plan,
‘What will the Master Plan consist of. New recreational facilities will clearly
be required and provided in conjunction with the build-out of the General
Plan. What locational criteria will the City use for these facilities? What
improvements are anticipated to be needed. All of these things should be
considered in the DEIR. Absent this information, it cannot be concluded that
there will be no significant impact on the environment.

n. Chapter 5.15, Transportation/Traffic

s Existing Conditions (p. 5.15-2) — This section notes that the inclusion of the
High Desert Cotridor is assumed in the 2035 Roadway Classification. The
improvements which describe the High Desert Corridor should be identified.
In addition some analysis of the funding of these improvements should be
addressed to justify its inclusion in the 2035 projection. Why is the US 395
realignment not included?

+ Existing Traffic Conditions {p. 5.15-5) — This section uses traffic counts
from 2005. Given the tremendous growth the City over the past several years
thesc counts are substantially out of date and do not represent the baseline
condition,

e Congestion Management Program (p. 5.15-35) — What is the Nexus Study
and why does compliance with its requirements eliminate the need for
SANBAG review of CMP traffic analysis? Ias the required Caltrans review
been conducted?

» Scope of Impact Analysis (p. 5.15-40 — 41) — This section references a City
standard of LOS € on non-CMP roadway segments and LOS D or befter on
all non-CMP intersections. For CMP segments and infersections the LOS isE
or better. The current City standard is T.OS C on all roadways. What is the
justification for the relaxation of this standard? In addition these standards are
inconsistent with the proposed General Plan. Policy 1.1.1 specifies an LOS of
D on all intersections except for high activity areas as may be designated by
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the Planning Commission where an LOS of E is acceptable. This
inconsistency should be reconciled. This section also references a threshold
of two percent or more of impacts on already deficient intersections. General
Plan Policy 1.1.2 provides that the City Traffic Engineer is to deicrmine this
threshold. Is this the City Traffic Engineer’s determination? What is the basis
of the determination. Most other jurisdictions use a one percent impact as the
threshold.

Table 5.15-6 (p. 5.15-41) - The number of trips set forth in this Table do not
reflect the underlying assumptions used for this calculation. Do these figures
include commercial and indusirial square footage and dwelling units in the
Specific Plan Areas? If so what are the assumptions utilized in making these
caleulations?

Table 5.15-8 (p. 5.15-43) — What is the source of funding and the likelihood

that these improvements will be in place by 2035? Why is the year 2035 used
for these caleulations when the balance of the General Plan is based on a 2030
build-out? Does this five year differential fail to account for impacts at 20307

Impact Discussion (p. 5.15. 43) - Yet another level of service is described in
the paragraph following Table 5.15-8. There should be one standard and it
should be consistent with the proposed General Plan.

Impact Discussion (p. 5.15-45 — 46) — This section points out that thirty nine
roadway segments in the Planning Area will experience unacceptable levels of
service at General Plan build-out. The identified mitigation measures will not
reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. It is apparent that the land
use plan is too intense for the proposed circulation system. Either additional
circulation improvements are required or a less dense plan should be
considered.

Section 5.15.3.2 (p. 5.15-47) — Similarly, this Section points out that the
proposed General Plan would result in deficient levels of service at seven
CMP intersections in violation of CMP policies. What is the consequence of
violating these policies? Will circulation funding be lost to the City?

Section 5.15.3.5 (p. 5.15-49) - This Section does not address parking policy,
yet concludes that there will be a less than significant impact on parking., This
conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence,

Cumulative Impacts (p. 5.15-50) — The conclusion that cumulative impacts
arc unavoidable is not supported by substantial evidence. Additional
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circulation improvements or modified land use plans have the potential to
avoid these impacts. :

¢ Mitigation Measures (p. 5.15-50 — 51) - The proposed mitigation measures
all refer to future studies or cooperation with other jurisdictions to address
traffic impacts. These are not proper mitigation measures. There is no
assurance the these studies or cooperative efforts will ever result in actual
traffic mitigation. Moreover, the adequacy of fee programs and fair share
contributions as a source of funding of any improvements that might be
identified is not addressed. Absent a program for the funding and
construction of these improvements, the impacts have not been mitigated
appropriately, (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130
Cal.App.4th 1173.) :

0. Chapter 5.16, Utilities and Service Systems

s Section 5.16.1.3 Water Supply (p. 5.16-4 — 9) — See comments on water
supply addressed with respect to Section 5.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
above. As noted above the analysis of water supply fails to meet the standards
for the evaluation of water supply set forth by the California Supreme Court in
the Vinevard case.

* Section 5.16.1.3 Water Supply (p. 5.16-8) — In addressing water supply
deficiencies, the DEIR acknowledges that even with conservation existing
extraction rates could result in a serious shortfall in as little ag 10 years,
Without alternative water sources, the supply of water within the aquifer will
not keep up with consumer demand. Other than a brief discussion of water
recycling, however, no potential alternative water sources are addressed. As
noted above in the discussion of Section 5.8, State Water Project water has
serious issues with respect to reliability,

e Section 5.16.1.4 Landfills/Solid Waste (p. 5.15-11) — The City’s existing
contract with the landfili expires in 2103, A comment is made that the City is
concerned about aviation safety and the location of the landfill near the
potentially expanding SCLA. It is suggested that the landfill close. Some
discussion needs to be included as to the feasibility of closing the existing
landfill and the alternatives that are available should closure oceur.

s Section 5.164.1 (p. 5.1 6;29) — This section indicates that recycled water will

be used for ground water recharge. There is no analysis of the impact of
recycled water on groundwater quality. This should be analyzed.
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Seetion 5.16.4.1 (p. 5.16-30 -31) - As noted above, the General Plan assumes
that their will be an 20% reduction in groundwater extraction by 2021. There
is no analysis of the feasibility of achieving this goal, Given this lack of
analysis, there is not substantial evidence to support the finding of less than
significant impact.

Sectiom 5.16.4.2 (p. 5.16-31) — This section relies on the 2008 Water Supply
Assessment and the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan but, as noted above,
these documents do not account for development within the SCLA or the
North Mojave Specific Plan area and appear to grossly underestimate
population growth compared to the General Plan projections. The section
indicates that demand projections were updated to reflect the general plan area
but that data is not included in the analysis. In addition, it is also noted that -
the ID2 demand factors were not updated to consider future conditions. This
results in a significant analytical gap which is compounded by the fact that the
City is already pumping beyond the safe yield of the aquifer. The impacts of
overdraft and future development are critical to an adequate analysis of these
issnes. The lack of this information an analysis is a fatal flaw in the DEIR as
pointed out by the Supreme Court in Vineyard.

Section 5.16.4.2 (p. 5.16-35) — DEIR concludes that without proper planming
and conservation, new water and wastewater facilities could result in
significant environmental impacis. These impacts are rationalized away by
unsupported and seemingly unattainable assumptions set forth in the General
Plan. There is no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the
impacts due to the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or the expansion of exiting facilities is 1css than significant.

Section 5.16.4.3 (p. 5.16-36 — 38) — Similarly this scction addressing the
capacity of the wastewater provider to serve the projects projected demand
suffers from a lack of substantial evidence. Reference is made to unspecified
facilities that “may” be construcied and simikarly relies on unsuppotted and
fanciful assumpdtions to support a finding of less than significant impact, This
analysis is inadequate.

Section 5.16.4.4 (p. 5.16-39 - 41) — This section acknowledges that the
existing and proposed drainage systems will be inadequate to accommodate
the growth projected in the General Plan. As with the balance of this section
of the DEIR, no analysis is provided to address this inadequacy. Rather vague
references to future analysis and unidentified improvements are made in
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attempt to justify a finding of less than significant impact. As with the rest of
this section, this analysis does not meet the stahdard for CEQA compliance.

e Section 5.16.4.6 (p. 5.16-44 - 46) — This section, while noting hat the current
agreement for landfill disposal expires in 2013, notes that the landfill has
anticipated capacity until 2047 if sxpanded. No analysis is made of the
impact of the massive new growth proposed by the General Plan on these
capacity assumptions nor-is there a reference to the potential need to relocate
the landfill due to expanded SCLA operations.

s Cumulative Impacts (p. 5.16-47 — 48) — The lack of analysis in the foregoing
portions of this section do not support the conclusion that the cumulative:
impacts of the project will be less than significant,

p. CHAPTER 7.0, Alternafives

» Alternatives Analysis is Inadequate — None of the five Project alternatives is
sufficiently analyzed in the DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines require that “The
EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A
matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental
effects of each altemnative may be used to summarize the comparison”

{CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.) Case law tells us that although “Absolute
perfection is not required,” legally adequate alternative analyses are required
to take “a ‘hard look’ at envirommental consequences in recognition of the
factors described in {Public Resources Code] sections 21000 and 21001.”
(Residents Ad Hoc Stadium comm. v. Board of Trustees (1979) §9 Cal. App.
3d 274.) }

The DEIR fails to take a “hard look” at environmental consequences of any of
the Project’s five alternatives. Each alternative is allotted between four and
five paragraphs total in which to: (a) describe the alternative; (b) discuss ifs
impacts with respect to sixteen different environmental impact areas (traffic,
air quality, noise, etc.); and (c¢) evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternative and the Projeci. Predictably, all of that cannot be accomplished in
such a short space.

Instead of presenting substantial evidence to support its conclusions, the
DEIR’s alternatives analysis consists of broad conclusory statements that lack
any evidence ot substaniiation. On several occasions, the DEIR provides no
support at all for the impact conclusions it presenis in Table 7-1 (Profect
Alternatives Mairix.) For instance, the Alternative 3 analysis provides zero
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discussion on impacts relating to aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral
resources, public services, recreation, or utilities and service systems. This
absence of analysis is mystifying since all twelve of those impacts are
assigned the “Mitigation Feasible” designation in Table 7-1. Given the
Project’s dramatic impacts, it is not sufficient to make such generalized and
unsubstantiated statements. The decision makers and the public should not be
forced to guess why a given impact was deterniined to be “Mitigation
Feasible.”

Although the CEQA Guidelines allow the use of an alternatives matrix, that
matrix is intended to “summarize,” not repiace, the detailed environmentat
impact comparison between the alternative and the Project. Such matricies
are to be used as a shorthand tool to capture the key points of the larger
analysis—not as a substitute a matrix for analysis. -As a result, the DEIR does
not contain sufficient information about each alternative to alfow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project, as required by CEQA.

As a final note, we find i is telling that only eight pages of the 575 page DEIR
are devoied to the alternatives discussion, and that nearly two of those eight
pages contain tables. That leaves less than six pages of actual analysis,
constituting about 1% of the DEIR. As shown above, many, many more
pages were needed to complete a legally adequate alternatives analysis.

3. CONCLUSION

FGFW believes that the enviroumental issues described above need to be addressed if the
Project is to proceed. FGFW appreciates your consideration of these comments. Please do not
hesitate to contact me at (714) 371-2528 if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Susan K. Hori
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP

ce: Mr, Thomas J. Rossitio
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4. Commenter: Susan Hori, Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP, representing FGFW IV, LLC ("FGFW),
dated September 29, 2008.

in response to the general tenor of Ms. Hori's letter, CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 requires that a lead agency recirculate an EIR when significant new
informafion is added to the EIR affer public nofice for public review of the Draft EIR,
but prior to certification. “Information” can include changes in the project or
environmental setting as well as additional data or. other information, New
information added to an EIR is not "significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way
that deprives the public of meaningful opportunity fo comment upon a substantial
adverse environmental effect of the project, or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project
proponents have declined to implement. "“Significant new information™ requiring
recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: (1) a new significant
environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of
an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted
that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; (3) a feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project proponents decline to adopt it; and/or (4] the draft EIR was so
fundamentally and baosically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

As presented in the following responses to Ms. Hori’'s comments, she appears to at
fimes misunderstand the scope of the proposed General Pian 2030 project; and at
other times, provides opinions that are not based on fechnical studies or
substantiated findings, and are conclusory in nature. The comments provided by
Ms. Hori do not provide “significant new information” requiring recirculation of the
EIR. They do not idenfify a new significant environmental impact; they do not
identify a substantial increase in the sevetity of an environmental impact; they do
not identify a feasible project dlternative or miligation measure considerably
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental
impacts of the project; they do nof provide substantiated evidence that the DEIR is
inadequate,

Comment 4.1: Notice of Availability: In a letter dated March 14, 2008, our law firm
sent the City comments on the City's DEIR's Notice of Preparation {"NOP.")...Despite
our written request, the City failed to provide notice to FGFW.

Response o Comment 4.1: Sean Matsler, as stated representative for FGFW, is on
the City mailing list relative to General Plan 2030. City of Victorvile Development
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Services apologizes that Ms. Hori did not receive the Notice of Availability as
requested. However, staff understands that Ms. Hori has indeed received the DEIR
within the required 45-day public comment period and has had ample
opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. This comment does not provide
new significant informafion and does not demonstrate that the public was
deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment on the project. Consequently,
no further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to
revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.2: 45-Day CEQA Public Comment Period: There has been great
confusion regarding begmnlng and end dates of the CEQA- mondo’red 45 day
comment period for the DEIR.. :

Response to Comment 4.2: The State Clearinghouse setfs the timeline for the 45-
day CEQA public review period. As posted on State Clearinghouse’s website
(http://www.ceganet.ca.qgov/), the 45-day review period for the City of Victorville
General Plan 2030 Draft Program EIR is from August 15, 2008 and September 29,
2008. Because EIRs for major projects are often prepared and scheduled to meet
specific public hearing schedules, public notices {Notices of Avdailability and
newspaper notices) are typically prepared in advance of Draft EIR distribution to
State Clearinghouse. The date that State Clearinghouse logs in an EIR will depend
on the time of day and day of week it receives the EIR submitial (e.g. a Friday or
holiday submittal may not be logged inio the next business day), Recognizing the
day differences in notices for the General Plan 2030 DER, the Cilty accepted
public comments on the DEIR until October 2, 2008. As a counsel specializing in
environmental complaints, Ms. Hori should be well familiar with this process and
should not be so greatly confused. This comment does not provide new significant
information and does not demonstrate that the public was deprived of a
meaningful opportunity to comment on the project. Conseguently, no further
response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise or
recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.3: Agency Consultation. For projecis of statewide, regional or
areawide significance, the lead agency shall consult with fransportation planning
agencies and public agencies which would be affected by the project.

Response to Comment 4.3: The Victorville General Plan 2030 is the result of a
multiyear effort that included five public workshops and a scoping meeting.
Responsible agencies, including fransportation and public agencies with interest in
the project, were invited to participate in those workshops. The January 25, 2006
General Plan workshop was held to specifically address arterial roadways and
- highways. Ryan Graham and Steve Smith representing SANBAG and Doug Hogue
and Jim Balcom representing San Bernardino County participated in that
workshop. In addition, all responsible agencies, including transportation and

Final Program EIR General Plan 2050 Page 41




public agencies with interest in the project received copies of the project Notice
of Preparation and Nolice of Availability. Appendix B of the DEIR includes
comments received from the Department of Transportation and SCAG.

The traffic information presented in the DEIR was prepared based on a City Travel
Demand Model, which is a sub-regional model of the SANBAG regional model,
prepared through a coordinated effort between the City, SANBAG, SCAG and
consulting fraffic engineers.

Information regarding public agency participation is part of the public record for
the project. At Ms. Hori's request, the list of fransportation and public agencies
contacted regarding the project is included below and incorporated within the
project FEIR. This comment does not provide new significant information and does
not demonsirate that the public was deprived of a meaningful opportunity to
comment on the project. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement 1o revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Ms. Dena Smith, County | 385 North Arrowhead - | San Bernardino, CA
Cletk of the Board of | 2nd Floor 92415-0130

Supervisors '
California Depariment of | 3602 Inland Empire Blvd., | Ontario, CA 91764

Fish and Game Suite C-220

Southern Cdlifornia | 3600 Lime Street, Suite | Riverside, CA 92501
Association of | 216

Governments

Lahonton Regional Water | 14440 Civic Drive, Suite | Victorville, CA 92392
Quglity Board 200

County of San | 15456 W. Sage Street Victorville, CA 92392

Bernardino Planning

Department

San Bernardine County | 222 W. Hospitality Lane, | San Bernardino,  CA

Solid Waste | Second Floor 92415-0017

Management Div., _

San Bernardino County | 825 East third Street San Bernardino, CA

Department of Public 92415

Works — Transportation

Division

City of Hesperia Planning | 15576 Main Street Hesperia, CA 92345

Depariment

Mojave Water Agency 22450 Headquarters | Apple Valley, CA 92307
Drive
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Ms. Terry Roberts PO Box 3044 Sacramento, CA 95812
Governor's  Office  of '
Planning & Research

Nancy Jackson 12353 Hesperia Road Victorville, CA 92395

Southern California ,

Edison

California Native | 215 Capitol Mall, Room | Sacramento, CA 95814

American Heritage | 364 '

Commission

SANBAG 1170 W. 39 Street, 2nd |San  Bernardino, CA
Floor 92410

Mojave Desert AQMD 14306 Park Avenue Victorville, CA 92392

San Bernardino County | 825 East Third Street San  Bernardino, CA

Department of Public 92415

| Works  ~  Environmental

Mgmt. Division

San Bernardino County | 385 N. Arrowhead Ave., | San  Bernardino, CA

Board of Supervisors Second Floor 92415

City of Adelanto | 11600 Air Expressway Adelanto, CA 92301

Planning Department
Town of Apple Vdadlley | 14955 Dale Evans | Apple Valley, CA 92307

Planning Department Parkway

Burrtec Waste Industries 17080 Stoddard  Wells | Viciorville, CA 92394
Road

Yerizon 15055 La Paz Drive Victorville, CA 92395

Southwest Gas Corp. — | PO Box 1498 Victorville, CA 92393

Distribution Engineer

Design

LAFCO 175 West Fifth Street, 2n¢ | San Bernardino, CA
Floor 92415

Charter Communications | 12490 Business Center | Viciorville, CA 92395
Drive, #1

Mojave Desert Resource | 14393 Park Avenue, #200 | Viciorville, CA 92392
Conservation District

Comment 4.4: Program EIR. The characterization of the DEIR as a Program EIR
cannot be used to improperly defer analysis of recsonably foreseeable impacts.

Response to Comment 4.4; The project reviewed through the DEIR addresses five
primary components, which are clearly presented in both Sections 1 and 3 of the
DEIR. These components include the prezoning of the City's existing northern
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sphere area to “Specific Plan™. The area and proposed land uses for the north
sphere are described in Section 3.6 of the DEIR. As discussed in Section 5.9.4. of the
DEIR, to ensure that future development of this northeast area maximizes its
commercial and open space potential and coordinates installation of
infrastructure, the General Plan 2030 Land Use Plan designates the maijority of the
North Mojave Planning Area as Specific Plan. This designation will require that prior
to development, a unigue set of land use and development standards are
proposed and subsequently adopted by the City. The North Mojave Specific Plan
would be reguired fo conform to the General Plan. It would include o land use
plan, circulation plan, infrastfructure plan, development standards, design
guidelines, phasing plan, financing plan, and implementation plan.

As clarification for Ms. Hori, in the City of Victorville, the General Plan Land Use
Map serves as the zoning map for the City. As discussed in Section 5.9 oi the DEIR,
in cases where land has a General Plan designation of Specific Plan, the specific
plan document provides the more focused guidance and regulation. Although
the General Plan 2030 EIR is infended to provide environmental clearance for the
prezoning of the North Mojave Specific Plan area, the review and approval of the
specific plan document for that area would be a separate action subject to ils
own CEQA review and clearance.

This comment does not provide new signhificant information that identifies a new
sighificant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmentadl impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement io revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.5: Desert Gateway Specific Plan: None of the project's "five primary
components” specifically address that the DEIR is infended fo not only address the
proposed Specific Plan zoning, but also the impacts associated with future
adoption of the Specific Plan for that area.

Response fo Comment 4.5: As noted in Response to Comment 4.4, Ms. Hori
appears to misunderstand the nature of the project. Although ithe General Plan
2030 EIR is intended to provide environmental clearance for the prezoning of the
North Mojave Specific Plan areq, the review and approval of the specific plan
document for that area would be a separate action subject 1o its own CEQA
review and clearance, Also, Ms Hori has obviously misread the information on
page 5.8-7 of the DEIR, which notes that the historical data of water consumption
does not contain on the Desert Gateway Specific Plan areq. Because this area is
currently largely undeveloped, base data was not available for preparation of the
General Plan 2030 wafer supply assessment. However, as noted in Section 5.8.4.2
of the DEIR, the water demand projections included in fthe water supply
assessment do include projected water supply for the project areq, inclusive of the
Desert Gateway Specific Plan area which comprises the boundaries of the North
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Mojave Planning area. This comment does not provide new significant informafion
that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further
response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise or
recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.6: Section 3.0. Project Description: None of the project's "five primary
components' specifically address that the DEIR is intended 1o not only address the
proposed Specific Plan zoning, but adlso the impacts associated with future
adoption of the Specific Plan for that area,

Response 1o _Comment 4.4: This comment appears 1o repeat Ms. Hori's
misunderstanding of the project. Although the General Plan 2030 EIR is infended to
provide environmenial clearance for the prezoning of the North Mojave Specific
Plan area to "Specific Pian", the review and approval of the specific plan
document for that area would be a separate action subject to its own CEQA
review and clearance, '

Table 3-5 presents the correct tabulation of proposed General Plan 2030 land uses,
Technical studies prepared in support of and analysis contained in the DEIR are
based on information contained in Table 3-5. Minor corrections to numbers
contained in Figures 3.7 through 3.16 are presented below and are included s
corrections to the DEIR fext.
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Table LU-1

GENERAL PLAN 2080 LAND USES$ BY AMOUNT OF ACREAGE
AND PERCENT OF ACREAGE

Lund Use Category

Genetral Plan 2030
Acres

High Density

2,256

Mixed Density

Sublolal Residen

Offlce Professtonal

Commercial

Light Inclustricl

Heavy Industrial

Mixed Use-High Density

Public/Institulional

Open Space

dhAcres 7%
titutional &Cpen Space to Toigl

24%

Plan to Total Acres 23%

DRAFT Land Use Element
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Table LU- 3

Land Use Acreage Designations by Acreage and Development Intensity

CITY BOUNDARIES

Square Total Single Family Multi-family
- Acres Feet Dwelling Units | Units Units
Very L.ow Density 3.280 3.071 3.071
Residential
Low Density Residential | 13,967 26,151 26,151
Medium Density 525 2212 2,212
Residential
High Density 2,242 15,742 15,742
Residential
Mixed Density 78 183 183
Residential
Mixed Use 47 32,927 715 715
Commercial 5108 7,164,574
Office Professional 352 470,541
Light Industrial 1,235 2,078,061
Heavy Industrial 1,228 2,067,592
Open Space 2,211
Public Institutional 9264 1.081,239
Specific Plan 15.556 4,835,282 36,674 19,509 17.145
TOTALS 44,791 17,730,215 84,746 48,913 35,833
Table LU-4
Land Use Acreage Designations by Acreage and Development Intensity
EXISTING CITY SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
' Square Total Single Family | Multi-family
Acres Feet Dwelling Units Units Units
Very Low Density 4,784 4,624 4,624
Residential
Low Density Residential | 2.384 4,497 4,497
Medium Density 0
Residential
High Density Residential | 14 78 78
Mixed Density 0
Residential
Commercial 400 1,999,853
Office Professicnal 0 -
Light Industrial 198 1,216,503
Heavy Industrial 5 B
Open Spoce 1,202
Public Institutional 267 1,068,766
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Table LU-4
Land Use Acreage Designations by Acreage and Development Intensity

EXISTING CITY SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

Square Total Single Family | Mulfi-family

Acres Feet Dwelling Units Units Units
Specific Plan 5,423 5.976,041 12,692 6,752 5940
TOTALS 15,241 11,668,853 ; 30,461 15,873 14,588
Table LU-5
Land Use Acreage Designaiions by Acreage and Development Intensity
PROPOSED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE ~ NORTHERN EXPANSION AREA

Total
Dwelling Single Multi-family

Acres Square Feet Units Family Units | Unils
Very Low Density
Residential
Low Density Residenticl 10,604 20,884 20,884
Medium Density
Residential
High Density Residenfial
Mixed Density
Residential
Mixed Use
Commercial 1,115 7.547,643
Office Professional
Light industrial 3,800 22,827,655
Heavy industrial 343 2,062,951
Open Spadce 18,934
Public Institutional
Specific Plan 2,049 1,345 1,345
TOTALS 36,845 33,628,525 23,411 22,228
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Table LU-é
Land Use Acreage Designations by Acreage and Development Intensity

GENERAL PLAN 2030
CITY BOUNDARIES + EXISTING SPHERE OF INFLUENCE + PROPOQOSED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (NORTHERN
EXPANSION AREA)

Total
| Dwelling Single Family Multi-family

Acres Square Feet Units Units Units
Very Low Density
Residential 8,066 7,695 7,695
Low Density Residential | 26,955 51,532 51,532
Medium Density _
Residential 525 2,212 2,212
High Density ~
Residential 2,256 15.840 15,840
Mixed Density
Residential 78 183 183
Mixed Use 609 9,264 9,264
Commercial 6,623 1,525,287
Office Professional 352 35,135,280
Light Industrial 5233 1,680,504
Heavy Industrial 1,576 31,465,805
Open Space 22,347 -
Public Institutional | 1,231 4,930,332 :
Specific Plan 23,028 24,435,162 51,891 27.604 24,287
TOTALS 98,87% 99,172,349 138,617 87,014 _ 51,603

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Conseqguently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.7: Existing Setting. The list of cumulative projects is under inclusive.

Response to Comment 4.7: As discussed in Section 4.8 of the DEIR, CEQA requires
-that EIRs discuss cumulative impacts in manner guided by the standards of
practicality and redasonableness. Because the scope of the Project encompasses
build-out of the Planning Area, the cumulative analyses presented throughout this
EIR attempt fo incorporate alt current and future projects within the Planning Area,
as well as major projects currently proposed in adjacent communities. Cumulative
projects considered in the preparation of the City traffic model and used as the
basis for the traffic, air quality and noise assessments presented in this EIR, also
encompass planned Victor Vdlley and regional growth, Section 4.8 does not
attempt to list all the cumulative projects considered in preparation of the EIR, but
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rather provides for the “general information of the reader" expected cumulative
projects that are over 200,000 square feet in space or of a regional nature.

This comment does not provide new significant information that idenfifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.8: Chapter 5.1, Aesthetics Resources, Mitigation Measures AES-T and
AES-2 are vague and inadeguate,

Response to_Comment 4.8: Mitigation measures AES-1 and AES-2, presented in
Section 5.1 of the DEIR, work in concert with the mitigation measures AES-3 through
AES-11, and proposed General Plan Goals, Objectives, Policies and
Implementation Measures of both the Land Use Element and Resource Element,
Most of the nafural areas within the Planning Area are designated by the
proposed Land Use Map as Open Space, and would be protected as a result of
that designation. Also most of the natural areas are within the northern sphere
area, for precise devetopment plans have yet to be arliculated through
subsequent specific plan(s),  Mifigation measure AES-1 directs the City to
endeavor to preserve natural open spaces, including those in the Northern
Expansion Ared, in perpetuily. The word “endeavor” is appropriately used because
much of the natural area is owned by private parties who are entitied to a
reasonable use of their land. AES-2 further directs the City to work with developers
to retain areas in new developments which are not suitable for habitable
structures as open space, including recreational open space uses, trails, and
scenic outlooks. Given the large size of the Northern Expansion Area and its
currently undeveloped state, mitigation measures AES-1 through AES-11 in concert
with General Plan provisions provide reasonable direction to reduce potentially
significant impacts relative to Aesthetic Resources fo less than significant levels.

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect. Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there is
no reguirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.9: Chapter 5.3, Air Quality Analysis; Comments regarding calculation
of PM-2.5 emissions, construction related air quality impacts and greenhouse gas
emissions, odors.

Response to Comment 4.9. Section 5.3.3 of the DEIR states the thresholds used in
the analysis, which is based on the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
(MDAQMD) criteria and MDAGQMD CEQA Handbook. MDAQMD has jurisdiction
over Victorville. As discussed in the DEIR, the air quality study prepared by Giroux &
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Associates used the URBEMIS2007, formulated by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB}, and recommended by regional air guality management districts.
The model runs are included in Appendix C of the DEIR, and the results explained
in Section 5.3 of the DEIR. The MDAQMD, in g letter dated September 2, 2008 and
contained in the FEIR, concurs with the analysis and findings of the DEIR regarding
air quality.

The URBMIS2007 model run for the project air quality analysis was set on the default
setting relative to construction phasing grading, which assumes grading will be
balanced on-site, and that initial heavy grading and infrastructure development
will gradually shiff foward building construction and then for finish construction,
paving, landscaping, etc. These are standard assumptions applied for air quality
assessments for large planning level projects, and particularly appropriate for
Victorville which generally has a relatively flat terrain.

COz2 is the greenhouse gas most associated with land development projects, and
that would be most apparently affected by the proposed General Plan 2030. CO»
emissions from cars and frucks also are the greatest cause of climate change in
the United States, and the primary focus of AB32 and subsequent initiatives to
implement AB32, including Smart Growth. CO2 also is the only greenhouse gas for
which CARB has standardized calculation. As discussed in Section 5.3 of the DEIR,
there are no adopted thresholds of GHG emissions significance. However, in the
absence of any definitive thresholds, the DEIR finds that despite proposed General
Plan policies and mitigation measures, new daily operational CO2 emissions from
project-related traffic and area source emissions are predicted to be 0.5 percent
of the most recent statewide inventory. For a single jurisdiction to comprise 0.5
percent of the statewide inveniory is significant. Consequently, the DEIR finds that
because of the size of the proposed Planning Area, project impacts relative to
greenhouse gas emissions would be significant and unavoidable.

As Ms. Hori notes in her comment, the City of Victorville is a separate jurisdiction
from the County of San Bernardino, and the City is hot responsible for language
contained in the County Generat Plan. The settlement agreement noted by Ms.
Hori is solely between the County and state Attorney General. The City of
Victorville proposed General Plan 2030 contains specific measures to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, including Land Use and Resource Element goals,
.objectives, policies and implementation measures intended to reduce vehicular
trips, construction dust and unhealthful air,

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR,
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As discussed in Section 5.3.4 of the DEIR, proposed General Plan 2030 Resource
Element Goal 6, Objective 6.2, Policy 6.2.1 and related implementation measures
are infended to reduce hedlth risks associated with siting sensitive land uses near
air pollutant emitting sources. In addition, industrial areas designated by the Land
Plan are generally concentrated away from residential areas. These General Plan
provisions are expected to reduce potential air guality impacts to sensitive
receplors to less than significant levels, Objectionable odors associated with the
General Plan 2030 would be primarily from diesel equipment used during
construction or chemical byproducts of manufacturing and industrial products
released into the air near sensitive receptors. Manufacturing or industrial uses that
generate objectionable odors are subject to MDAQMD regulations and siafe and
federal regulations (e.g.. OSHA, CAL EPA). Diesel eqguipment used during
construction are usually not concentrated enough o represent signiticant odor
emission impacts and do not impact substantial numbers of people. In addition,
state regulations are requiring older diesel equipment to be replaced gradually
with more efficient equipment. Consequently, adverse impacts associated with
objectionable odors are found to be less than significant.

This comment-does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact, Conseqguently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR,

Comment 4.10: Chapter 5.4, Biological Resources: Comments regarding conflicts
with local policies, and mifigation.

Response to Comment 4.10:

As discussed in Section 5.4 of the DEIR, Joshua frees are protected by Chapter
13.33 of the Victorville Municipal Code, which prohibits the destruction or removall
of Joshud trees without written consent from the Director of Community Services. In
response to the threshold "would the project confiict with any local policies or
ordinances”, the DEIR finds that this code provision will continue 1o apply to the
implementation of the General Plan update, and project impacts relative to
compliance with the code will be less than significant.

As ¢ program level document, the DEIR identifies areas where biological resources
dre expected to occur and mitigation medadsures necessary to protect these
resources. Potential biological resources could occur in the Northern Expansion
Area. Because the approximately 37,000 acre Northern Expansion Areq is largely
undeveloped and the timing and configuration of future development for the
area is not known, it would be highly speculative to calculate precise impacts on
potential biclogical resources. BIO-5 requires that prior to conversion of
undeveloped land in the Northern Expansion Area, appropriate biological surveys
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and if warranted, adequate mitigation, will be provided to protect these
resources. This mitigation is not deferred, but rather timed to occur prior to
potential project impacts.

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new -
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recircutate the DEIR.

Comment 4.11: Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality: Comments regarding
the project water supply assessment available, and water consumption and
availability.

Response io Comment 4.11: The water supply assessment {WSA] is referenced
throughout Section 5.8 of the DEIR, and is available in the City Development
Services Department. Ms. Hori apparently was able to readily obtain a copy of the
WSA, as comments regarding the WSA are included in her letter. The WSA was
prepared at the request of the City and subseguently accepted as adequate by
the Director of Water District, the City representative with key responsibility for
overseeing City water supply and demand. The WSA finds that with current and
planned water supply projects and water conservation measures, potential
adverse impacts of the depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with
groundwater recharge would be less than significant, and that water supply will be
sufficient to meet projectfed demand.

The WSA is d technical document prepared and substantiated by qualified
engineer and water supply experts. Ms, Hori's assertions regarding the WSA are
opinions that are not based on technical engineering studies or substantiated
findings, and are conclusory in nature. This comment does not provide new
significant information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or
identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact.
Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR,

Comment 4.12: Chapter 5.9, Land Use and Planning: Comments regarding zoning,
General Plan implementation measures and regional policies,

Response to Comment 4.12: As discussed above, the General Plan Land Use Map
serves af the zoning map for the City. Victorville currently has 14 specific plans,
governing 26% of its land area. Large undeveloped areas within the City are
designated Specific Plan by the General Plan 2030. The specific plan document
provides the more focused guidance and regulation.
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Implementiation measure 1.1.2.5 encourages commercial and mixed use
development in the northeast quadrant. Implementation measure  1.1.3.2
encourages hofel type uses to the North Mojave Planning Area. These measures
are consistent with discussions regarding this area presented in the DEIR, including
the project description in Section 3.0 of the DEIR with states.

Future Victorville development is expected to expand into its northeastern
quadrant, specifically in areas adjacent o the Inferstate 15. Development in this
quadrant is expected to include a mix of tourist commercial, regional commercial,
industrial, residential and open space uses.

Table 5.9 provides a matrix comparing SCAG policies to Land Use Element,
according to the suggested format outlined in SCAG's March 11, 2008 comment
letter to the project NOP. The proposed General Plan Land Use Plan proposes to
incredse the jobs fo housing balance for the City by increasing the amount of
employment generating land uses relative o housing. For the Victorville areq, this is
balanced growth. Potential population growth of the City is addressed in Section
5.12 of the DEIR.

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Conseqguently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.13: Chapter 5.10, Mineral Resources: Comments regarding mineral
resources and mitigation.

Response to Comment 4.13: Informafion contained in the DEIR regarding mineral
resources is provided consisient with the California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975 {SMARA}, and has been confimed by geologist G.A.
Nichol (CEG 34).

As noted above, as a program level document, the DEIR identifies areas where
mineral resources are expected to occur and mitigation measures necessary to
protect these resources. Potential mineral resources could occur along the Mojave
River corridor in the Northern Expansion Area. Because the timing and
configuration of future development for the area is not known, it would be highly
speculative to calculate precise impacts on potential mineral resources or the
actions that would need to be taken fo protect such resources. MR-1 is timed and
designed appropriately to identify and profect such resources prior to any
development occurring.

The DEIR information on mineral resources is based on information provided by a
state certified geologist. Ms. Hori's assertions regarding the mineral resources are
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opinions that are not based on technical studies or substantiated findings, and are
conclusory in nature. This comment does not provide new significant information
that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmenital impact. Consequently, no further
response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise or
recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.14: Chapter 5.11, Noise: Comments regarding noise contours, EIR
tables and mitigation.

Response fo Comment 4.14: Tables 5.11-5 and 5.11-7 through Section 5.11-12
provide detailed noise contour data for the Planning Ared, by every closs of
roadway and by distance from cenierline. Roadway noise is primary noise
associated with the proposed General Plan land use and circulation changes. The
travel speeds on the roadways were established by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &
Douglas, Inc. (PB} (Infrastructure and Traffic Engirieers), Giroux & Associates (Air
Quality and Noise Consultani), and the City Traffic Engineer. The tables, findings
and mitigations presented in this section of the DEIR were designed by Giroux &
Associates based on this joint input of technical experts.

The DEIR noise assessment is based on technical document prepared by gudlified
noise consultants and traffic engineers. Again Ms. Hori’s assertions are opinions. Her
comments regarding noise are not based on technical studies or substantiated
findings, and are conclusory in nature. This comment does not provide new
significant information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or
identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact.
Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.15: Chapter 5.12, Population and Housing: Comments regarding
balanced growth and regional plans.

Response to Comment 4.15: This comment regarding the City's plan and regionail
irends addresses the General Plan and regional plans, rather. than the DEIR.
However, to assist Ms. Horl better understand the proposed project, the following
information is provided. The General Plan 2030 Land Use Pian was developed with
input from extensive economic sfudies, including: Victorville — Demographic,
Economic & Quality of Life Data (March 8, 2005); Concord Group Strategic Market
Study (2005); Taussig Fiscal Repori (2005). Each of these studies offered input on
the regional market and Victorville's best opporiunities to increase the percentage
of employment uses relative to residential uses. The culminafion of these efforts is a
Land Use Plan that contains substantially greater percentages of employment and
open space uses than the City's current plan. The proposed Land Use Plan is a very
clear balance between the City’s aggressive efforts to incredse the percentage of
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employment generating land uses and the redlities of regional growth and the
infrastructure needed to accommodate that growth.

As discussed in Section 5.12 of the DEIR, pursuant o the proposed General Plan
2030, at build-out, the jobs-to-housing rafio for the Planning Area would be .85
(118,794 jobs to 138,617 housing units). This represents an increase of .19 jobs to
each housing unit over the current ratio of 0.46.

The SCAG RTP is from 2004, based on general plan information provided by each
of its member jurisdictions in place at the time. As each member city updates its
General Plan to reflect statewide growth projections, the next round of SCAG's
projections will be updated to reflect new City plans. However, to provide a
conservative "worst-case scenario” analysis, the DEIR finds that in regard to
consistency with regional projections, inclusion of the Northern Expansion Area into
the City Planning Area, would substantially increase population for the area and
would not be consistent with regional plans. This impact is due to the inclusion of
approximately 37,000 acres of mostly undeveloped land.

The proposed General Plan Land Use Plan was prepadred based on information by
qudalified economists and land use consultants, and the DEIR analysis of population
and housing accurately evaluates the proposed Land Use Plan relative to currently
adopted regional plans. Again Ms. Hori's assertions are opinions. Her comments
regarding land use are not based on technical studies or substantiated findings,
and are conclusory in nature. This comment does not provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies @
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Conseguently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement {o revise
or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.146: Chapter 5.13, Public Services: Comments regarding specific plan
information and mitigation.

Response to Comment 4.146: As noted in Responses to Comment 4.4 and 4.5, Ms.
Hori appears to misunderstand the nature of the project. Although the General
Plan 2030 EIR is infended to provide environmental clearance for the prezoning of
the North Mojave the review and approval of the specific plan document for that
area would be a separate action subject to ifs own CEQA review and clearance.
The public services information provided in the DER is based on information
provided by the applicable service providers and their respective service ratios.
Because of the large size of the Planning Area and long-term {20 year) nature of
the General Plan, the DEIR mitigation measures require that master plans {or facility
and staffing plans) for each public service be updated every five years or sooner,
and that the findings of these plans be incorporated into the City capital
improvement program and land use planning processes. These measures provide
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precise parameters requiring the confinued responsiveness of the City and its
service providers.

Ms. Hori's assertions are opinions and are not based on technical studies or
substantiated findings regarding public services, and are conclusory in nature, This
comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.17: Chapter 5.14, Recreation: Comments regarding Quimby Act and
parks master plan. :

Response to Comment 4.17: Section 5.14 of the DEIR incorporafes mitigation
measure PS-4, which requires the City fo update its master plan for parks at least
once every five years, beginning in 2010. The City is currently in the process of
updating its master plan which, when complete, will be reviewed by fhe City
subject to a separate planning and environmental assessment. The master plan
will be based on the most current City population and dwelling unit projections
and will consider the spatial need for recreational facilities throughout the City. As
discussed in Response to Comment 4.16, above, the mitigation is based on
information provided by the applicable service providers and respective service
ratios, and provides precise parameters requiring the continued responsiveness of
the City.

Again, Ms. Hori's assertions are opinions and are not based on technical studies or
substantiated findings regarding recreation, and are conclusory in natfure. This
comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
reqguired, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.18: Chapter 5.15, Transportation/Traffic; Comments regarding traffic
studies, thresholds, and mitigation.

Response to Comment 4.18: The iraffic study in the DEIR is based on the City of
Victorville General Plan Update Transportation Study Report ({TSR), prepared by
Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., July 2008, which has been reviewed and accepted by
the City of Victorville Traffic Engineer. The TSR prepared for the General Plan 2030 is
based on future average daily traffic volumes generated by the validated City of
Victorville Travel Demand Model. The model is a sub-regional model of the
SANBAG regional model, and was prepared through a mulli-year coordinated
effort between the City, SANBAG, SCAG, and consulting fraffic engineers and
other Victor Valley cities. The City of Victorville Travel Demand Model takes into
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account planned land use changes, roadway and fransportation improvements
and modifications, infrastructure changes, modal usage, demographic forecasts
and regional growth. Usage of the City and sub-regional model dssures
cumulative impacts are included in the traffic analysis. The model, including its
base year of 2005, is consistent with regional databases and growth projections.

The determination regarding level of service thresholds was made based on the
traffic study and TSR information and confirmed by the City Traffic Engineer and
City Engineer. According to the City Traffic Engineer, determining the LOS by the
V/C ratio only, without considering delay, is not acceptable. As an example, at
Bear Valley / Amargosa, using the V/C ratio for an isolated intersection, the LOS for
the intersection as a whole can calculated as a C or D. However, this intersection
along with Bear Vdlley / Mariposa has the greatest delay in Victorville. The critical
movements have delays that are so great that they exceed the capacity by
dbout 2 times. This is the threshold incorporated info the proposed Circulation
Element. For CMP intersections, the City is committed to meeting CMP minimum
requirements. Mitigation Measures presented in the DEIR are consistent with the
traffic study, TSR and City Traffic Engineer and City Engineer understanding of the
specific requirements of the Planning Areq,

The DEIR fraffic analysis is based on technical studies prepared and substantiated
by qualified traffic engineers, and SANBAG and SCAG representatives. Ms. Hori's
assertions regarding the WSA are opinions that are not based on technical
engineering studies or substantiated findings, and are conclusory in nature. This
comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
reguired, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.19: Chapter 5.14: Utilities: Comments regarding water supply, solid
waste, drainage, wastewater,

Response to Comment 4.19: Regadrding water supply, Ms. Hori references back to
her comment #4,11, above, As discussed in Response 1o Comment 4.11, the WSA
was prepared at the request of the City and subsequently accepted as adequate
by the Director of Water District, the City representative with key responsibility for
overseeing City water supply and demand. The WSA finds that with current and
planned water supply projects and water conservation measures, potential
adverse impacts of the depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with
groundwater recharge would be less than significant, and that water supply will be
sufficient to meet projecied demand. Ms. Hori's comment is based on conjecture
and is not supported by fact.
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Regarding Landfills/Solid Waste, information provided in the DEIR is based on the
City Waste Disposal Agreement (WDA) with San Bernardino County, Quarterly
Disposal Reports, San Bernardino County Solid Waste Management, the “Joint
Technical Document” (JTD} prepared by San Bernardine County Solid Waste
Management Division, and input from service providers, Based on this information,
the DEIR finds that suificient landfil capacity is expected through year 2047;
therefore impacts associated with the Planning Area being served by a landfill
with sufficient permitted capacity fo accommodate the future solid waste disposal
needs under the General Plan 2030 are expected to be less than significant.

As discussed in the DEIR, both the City and Victor Valley Water Reclamation
Authority (VVWRA) have studied the feasibility of developing recycled water
programs, and that the VVWRA's Regional Plant currently produces recycled
water that is vsed for irrigation or is discharged to the Mojave River or to
percolation ponds. This information is provided in Appendix G of the DER and
further available through VVWRA.

Information on wastewater presented in the DERR was obtained from the PB
Engineers’ "City of Victorville General Plan Infrastructure Summary™ (DEIR Appendix
G) and the City of Victorville 2008 Sewer System Master Plan and Collection System
Model and Sewer System Master Plan {SMP). Information on drainage also was
obtained from the referenced PB infrastructure study.

The technical information incorporated into the General Plan 2030 andalysis
assesses both City and regional ulility demand and capacity. Based on this
information, the DEIR correctly finds that compliance with and conformity to
adopted plans and policies, including those within the General Plan 2030, and
recommended mitigation measures will reduce pofential project impacts relafive
to utilities and service systems to less than significant levels.

Ms. Hori's assertions regarding utilities are opinions that are not based on technical
engineering studies or substantiated findings, and are conclusory in nature. This
comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 4.20: Alternatives: Comments regarding analysis and findings of the
alternatives discussion.

Response to Comment 4.20: Section 7 of the DEIR provides both a quantitafive
and qualitafive assessment of the project alternatives. Table 7-1 provides a matrix
to facilitate the readers’ comparison of alternatives against the project. The matrix
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includes an assessment of each topic discussed within the DEIR, assessing the
feasibility of mitigation based on the DEIR assessment of that environmental topic.
All alternaiives, including the no project alternative, would result in significant
unavoidable adverse impacis.

Sections 21002 and 21081 of the Public Resources Code require lead agencies 1o
adopt feasible mifigation measures or feasible environmentally superior
alternatives in order to substantically lessen or avoid otherwise significant adverse
environmenfal effects of proposed projects, unless specific social or other
conditions make such mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. The California
Court of Appedls has upheld the reguirement to examine an environmentally
superior alternafive when the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures would
leave an unmitigated significant impact (Citizens for Quality Growth vs. City of
Mount Shasta (3d Dist. 1988} 198 Cal.App.3d 433 [243 Cal.Rptr. 727]}. However,
because even the ho project alternative results in unavoidably significant impacts,
there is no alternative that could reduce all potential impacts to below a level of
significance.

Ms. Hori's comment expresses her opinions, which are not based on substantiated
findings. This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies
a new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact. Conseguently, no further response o this
comment is required, and there'is no requirement o revise or recirculate the DEIR.
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Chuis Botchert, Assistant Director of Planning : BC‘T 0 A .m““ .
sment Dep

City of Victorville/Planning Division :
14343 Civie Drive - pevelop
Victorville, CA. 92392—5001 .

RE:  PRELIMINARY CGMMENTS ON AND REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO COMMENT
ON THE CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE DRAFTEIR :

Dear M Borch’ei‘t'

Thank you for the apportumly to comment on the above-rcfsrenced projcct

The County of San Bernardino Solid Waste Management Dmsmn (SWMD) is rcspons1 for the. management
and oversight of all County laidfill and waste transfer operations. As'such, we wotild havc‘thf: followmg o
preliminaty- commcnts on the Draft Environmental Impact Report : :

* Please provnde a copy of fhe letter 1eferenced on pages 5.16-10 and 5,16-11 of the D 'dt BIR, which

: states, “In November 2007, the City sent a lefter to the San Bernardino County Solid Waste' Management

_Division, regarding the future operation of the Victorville Tandfill...The City expressed Hs inferfest in

“having- the County close the landfill:..” By e-mail dated September 11; 2008; SWMD requested 2 copy

" of this leiter, As of the date of this lerter, the City’s Novembar. 2007.. letter has not been rccelved by
SWMD. As a-result, we reserve the right to provide further-comments -on the Draft BIR otice th:s leitér .

has been received and reviewed. We ariticipate that furthel comments can be prowded to the C1ty within

twor (Z) wékks of our receipt of the letter, : .

e The Draft EIR states on pages 5.16-10 and 5.16- 11 that it is the interest of the City of Vicforville to close

the Vietorville Sanitary Landfill. Table. 5.16:2 discloses the other High Desert communities: Ahint use the.
* Victorville Landfill fot salid waste disposal, showing that of the total arount of solid weiste reseived at

this facility, the City of Victorvilie accounts for only 31.2%, with 68.8% coming in from other Figh
Desert arens. The Draft EIR does not identify nor analyze any sltemative. for the disposal of the waste
penerated by the City of Victorville, On the contrary, the Draft EIR states that. as part of the General
Plan, all fiture solid -waste will. be disposed of at the: Victorville Banitary Landfill. (As cited on pages
5.16-44 thrn 5.16-46 of the EIR) Finally, the Draft EIR also does not analyze the -impacts on the
envircnment or on other High Desert communities should the landﬁll be closed at the request of the City
of Victorville‘as stated in the Draft EIR.

MARK H, UFFER

County Adniintsirative Crfficer Board of Supervisons . :
NORMAN A BEANOLD BRAD MITZELFELT .o First Districl DENHY HANSBERGER ..oo...oo oo, THICS Disirlct
Asslstant Cotnty-Admintstrator \ P - - : . .\
Fublic and Support PAUE BIANE e SOCONA DI GARY OVITT v e essensceosnee s U st
Services Group SOSHE GONZALES. e ne W PR Dislelot ’
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o ‘Once:tﬁe City identifies {is.alernatives for solid waste disposal, it appears necessary for the Draft BIR fo
re-address Green House Gas impacts perta]mng to the proposed alternatwe for the dlsposa] of waste
generated. ]

Should you have any questions or comments, please feel fiee to contact Patrick Egle, Assoczate Plaouer, by phone
at(909) 386-9012; by facsimile at (909) 386-8964, by mail to the address listed above, or by e-mail to
- PEgle@swm, sbcounjsy 20V,

Eee: Peter Wulfman, Division Manager — County of San Bersarding Solid Waste M#nagqment Division

File
MARK M. UFFER » L
Counly Administrative Sfficar Board of Supervisors
HORMAN A, KANGLD BRAD MITZELFELT | e BlEst Qlisiret DIENNIS HANSBERGER. . ... « Third Distr
Assistant Coundy Adminiatalor s vl Tt ~ .
Pubilic and Suport PAUL BIAME ... i SN District TARY OVITT e ermrcesnrne f‘onrth Ditsir
Serdces Group SOBIE GONEALER o Fiftt siict
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5. Commenter: Nancy Sansonetti, Principal Planner/Chief, County of San Bernardino
Department of Public Works, Solid Waste Management Division, dated October 1,
2008.

Comment 5.1: Please provide a copy of the letter referenced on pages 5.16-10
and 5.16-11 of the Drait EIR, which states, "In November 2007, the City sent a letter
to the San Bernardino County Solid Waste Management Division, regarding the
future operation of the Victorville Landfill...”.

Response 1o Comment 5.1: A copy of the November 19, 2007 letter from City of
Victorville City Manager, Jon B. Roberts, fo Ms. Sansonetti will be sent to you as an
attachment to this response fo comment.

Comment 5.2: The Draft EIR states on pages 5.16-10 and 5.16-1 1, that it is the
interest of the City of Victorville to close the Victorville Sanitary Landfill. The DEIR
does not identify nor analyze any alternative for the disposal of the waste
generated by the City of Victorville.

Response to Comment 5.2: Section 5.16.14 of the DEIR notes that given that
landfills are known for attracting birds, the City informed the County of their
concerns regarding landfill operation and aviation safety at SCLA. Closure or
relocation of the landfill is not proposed as part of the General Plan project. Should
such closure or relocation be proposed by the County or other entity at some
future date, that aclion would be its own project subject to its own CEQA review.
Consequently, there is no requirement for the DEIR to analyze such relocation or
closure,

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.
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" JULIE RYNERSON ROCK
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Chriz Borchert, Assistani Direetor of Flanning: 5 0 1'&“%

City of Victorville - e ¢ Dep
R.O. Box 5001 _ \op en

14343 Civic Drive. Deue

Yietorviile, CA 92393-5001

Rer  -Comments on the Drafl: BEnvironumental Tmpact Report for the Clty of Vistorville General
Plan 2030

Dear Mr. Borchert:

T am wriling to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact: Report (DRIR) for the City of
Victorville General Pian 2030: We have the following concerns Abioat the project and the DEIR:

. Sphere of. Influenoe Expatsion: We strongly oppose the proposed expansion of. the eity
sphere to the novth. We have several miping: opgrations being condueied within this grea
which will be totalty inconsistent with the Opon Spage and Very Low Densrty Residential
General Plan designations thar the ¢ily has pisoned-for the-area. These mining operations
have-been, ave-atid will continue to be importarit assets to the County, andithey need to be
protested from incompatible zoning and lend uses, Accordmg to Table 3-1 out]mmg the
General Plan Land Use Designations, Open Space is defined: ag “Tatd thor is 1o remain
undeveloped due to severe developmigns sopsirainis, lake or river bodies and floodplaine;
and reserved public gpen space in parks and golf courses. The purpose of iy district is
‘to providi for the protection of the public health;- sqfety and general welfure in those
areas of the city witich, under preseit conditions, are sulijest to peviedic flooding and
accompatiying hazards and to conserve natiral resburces of benefit 1 the gereral public
inferest,” 1t appears to the County that mining operations wonld not be comparibie, for
land.wilh this designalion. In.additton, this sphere expansion appears to conflict with the
Helendale CSD Sphere Amendinent-which is currently under review,

2. Minersl Resourees: The Qro Grande area it one of the more important minéral resonice
areas in San Bernardlino Cowity with weli-documented minihg history going back to the
18805, Major deposits of limestona and silica exist with reserves expected to: last well
into the next century, Other fesser and import resourees include agg gregate and-glumina
resources. Ths California Geological Survey has recognized this arca ‘as immportant and
dosignated the deposits 4§ MRZ-2 andl mining should be & proteoted land a3é activity.
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Chris Borchert, Assistant Director of Planriing

City-af Viciorville

Comments-on the Draft Environnental Impact Report for the City of Vielorville General Plan 2030
‘Celober 1, 2008

Page 2 of §

Mining -fs jmpbﬂ'gnt to fhe local and State econpmy, bul unfortunately, incompatibitity
between mining and development 45 éndernic due to issies of nolsé (such as Blasting and
crushing), dust, tieking 4rid sesthistics, Competition for local water résources Tiay also
posea significant scurce of conlention, espedially with the-very limitei ayailability in this
region., Because these resonrees are. so important, there should be some consideration for

distance to protect potential expansion of these resoncces. Mining is an indystry Hat the-

Cotnity whnits 16 cantinue fg support 4nd, as such, corisideratioris shouild be maie to allow
a sigaificant bufer. torprotect the interests of bath the miner and the. daveloper.

Given the number, of mines and claimed resources in this region (wifh cstablish and.

vested-interests), changes that would Jtmit mining operations would resolt in significant
enviratimental and legal challenges where uwrban. development may interfere. ‘Gne-mining
interest in this aren just revenmtly expinded thefi- ~piant operitions in a4 manner
oharalerized as the lirgest civil jproject west of the Mississippi River (approximately
$800,000-expansion in 2007). In all, there are several different companies with yested
interestsin the arsa.

Even if proposed devélopment planned for this ragion does not indarporite any’

significant mineral. sesources, the infringenient upon the oxisting mining operations will
still be' a significant impact to those develpping those tesources for beneficial use. An

overtiding consideration that impacts a miailig operation may be challonged in court as a.

‘property-or propecky right fake,

With these poteritial. inpacts to the-miiing industry, o eeorioimic analysis needs fo be
prépared o study these potential impaots on the minjng indusiry,

With regard {0 the mineral resources section of the DEIR, It is apparent to me that the
preparer of this text knows litfle about mining or mineral resources. As = rosult .soms
specific language nécds b be amendad, '

Section 5,10 (Mineral Resources) starting on page 5.10-1 is too specific on wses and,
location, ‘The Planning aren includes eommon variety (i.e. sand, gravel and sfons) giid
unique mineral. deposits (silica, alomina and limestone or carbonales), Suitable uses
appedr marginalized with its ndes as conerete agpiegates when there are a number of
other nses. for thess resources, The silica depiosit that is cnrrenty developst is nsed in
abrasivey and a unique patented construction material (HardioBacker™ praduots) used
widsly fn the egnstruction indusfry, Cne of the mining companies is naw studying the
feasibility in. developing some localized precious metal deposits that have been exposed
around their quarries.

Section 5.10.3 on puge 5.10-1 refery to the Division of Mines and Grology (DMG). The
name hag since bean changed, Althangh the “official name” for the Division xemains the
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Chris Borchert, Assisfant Difector of Planning

Clyy of Victorville

Conuents on the Draft Bavironmental Tmpact Report forthe Chy of Vietorvillé General Plan 2030
Bcicher |, 2008

Pange 3 of &

Division of Mines and Geology, in January 2002 the Department of Conservation’s
Divector, Darcyl Young, established.ifs pseudonym as the Califormia Geologleal Survey.

Relative:to the Vietorville Mining Opetatlons (page 5.10-2), inilial claims od- gold and
silver were developed #7 the Oro Grande area in the [880s, Developmant of the
limestone deposits for cement oecurred in the-garly 1900s, Granite is a comunon variety
stone with very limiled use in construction and grave sties —~not necessarily diseoverad or
exploited for dny significant vse.

In Section 5.10.4:2 on page 5,10-3, the discussion regarding "nateral rock materials. tha
have commercial valug”™ should consider benefigial value or resource and not necessarily
limited o ¢ommereial value. Ttis true-that sand and gravel.resotrces do not need special
protections unless there ave unique qualities with a specific béneficial use.

In Seetion 5.10.6 (Mlt;gnhuu Me.;suu:s), the County helieves that Mitigation MR-1 is
overiy simplistic. A geologic study could be very interpretive and shouid have some
level of review by the mining community. before defermingd adegrate, In addjilon, the
mitigation messure shduld be expligit about ofher facets of mining-such as due dilipence
vesearéh bt Histaric or cunént claim holdmgs (minerl xighits) withiin a given ared and
docess, Cutting-off reaspnable aceess colild iicur and unreasonable fmipact to any given
depom (e, will 4 development force a future operator to crass other privale Jands when
" prior to develppment a right-of-way agreement could have been obtained fom BLN),

3. Inconsistencies betweest County anid City” General Plair Distgnations: The Comity-is
also coicerned -about the jhconsistencies between (he Cmmty 5 curtent. General. Plan
designations In the:-areas withiln the boundaries of the corrent city sphete of influenes and
those designations for the proposed Gity General Plan. The city's pre-zoning dramatically
increases the density of development for the aweas in- questions This includes the
following: areas thal:the County lias désignated. as Resource Conseryation going to o
Specitic’Flan desighiation for the Clty; areas that the County lits desfpnated for' residential
development with a density of one dwelling unit par two and one-half acres going to city
designations with denslties of two and five dwelling unifs per acre; areas desipoated for
low density rosidential in the County going to commercial dGSlgl‘_lﬂt[O_ﬂS in the eity; and an
area designated for véry low density residential (one dwelling unit per five-actes) in the
Couiity going to light induserial in the city. Thege increases {n intensity and density of
land uge will impact the ateas in question relative to al! of the environmental igsués, As T
have included in #5 bejow, this. does nat appear to be adequately addigssed relative 1o
Hydrology and Water Quality, | '

4. General .Plan Lund Use Msip Land Use Designations; Tn Table 3-1 in the DEIR on
page 3-20, the column: labeled Development Standards’ for the Open Space designation
has the following verblage: “In.the AL district, one single farm!y dwelling is allowgd on ¢
five aere miniman lot.” What is the “AE Distriet™ This is the. only reference to this
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Ghuig Borghest, Assigtant Director of Planning

Cliy.of Viclarville

Commenis on the Draft Environmental Impact Report forthe Cily-of Victorville General Plan 2030
Getober 1, 2008

Pagedof 5

distriet in the dooument. Is this correct? Are you going in nilow tesidences in areas
designated as Cpen Spacs?

5. Hydrology and ‘Water: Qualily:. We have'the fojlowing soncerns about your analysis.in
the Hydrology arid Water Guality Szetion of the DEIR:

5.8.1.2 Water Supply

Allematives to Address Water Supply Deficiencies
Page 5.8-8 Secand Paragraph roads,

“To reduce the danands. on the local ground water -basin..., Severdl
approdches are widervwdy 16 conwerve and -expand water supply resourdes.
These inclyide: water eomservation, water reuse, Installafion of ddilftional

wells, and buporting water from the SWP,.." [emphiasis mddst)

Groundwater is a vital resource and in many of the descrt areas of the County, essontially
a ton-enewable resouice. Thé Courity applauds the City's sfforts to éanserve atid réuse
watér andl agrecs with the. General Plan 2030 Resources Element Provisions deyailed in
Section 5.8.4. However, as the City. acknowledges on page 5,8-9 (first full pavagraph),
“Even with conservation . serions shorgfall conld ocour in as litlle as 10 years" glyen
the existing: basin exirection rate and-tho projected fotnwe population. growih: The City

" hag included the “Installation. of atldifional wells” as an alternative to"halp atleviate the
need for water within the City of Vicionille” (5.8-9, segond full parigeaph). With the
ackvowledgment by the City that It ds. “crrrently purping beyand the safe yield of the
aquifer to mest jis water demand” (page:5,8-27, fivst paragraph); tisfs does not stem to be
@ viable altemative, as the wells would be -drilled into the sarne aquifer that is alteady
averdiawn. The impact of the proposed new wells on: the aguifer would. have io be
evaluated to assess wihicther this Would be a practical option, In addition, the State Water
Project (SWP) has inciessingly become sh unreliable source of water given the recent
court decisions regarding wafer supplies pumped from the Sacramento-San Joaguin River
Deita (see page 5:8-26, fagt paragraph). Relying on the SWP, as well as the other sontecs
defailed on page-5:8-27 (See assumption bullsts) as alternptives to the City’s water supply
deficiencies sesms speculative,

Gn page 5.8-29 the Gity concluded,

Inaddifion to the 'water consgrvation end recyiling measures provided in the
Municipal Code, with implementation of the General Plan 2030 policigs and
objectives: for waler Plamning, conservatioh aid groundweter protssiion,
potential adverse impacss of fhe depletion of groimdwater Suppiles or
interference with grovndwater recharge would be less than sipnificant,”
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-Chris Borehert, Assistant Director of Planning

City of Victorville

Comments on the Draft Hovirenmenind Tmpact Report for the Cily of Victorvitle General Plan2030
Cretober 1, 2008

Page 5 of 5

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please write to me at-the address above o

The City selies on the groundwater aguifer located in the Tigh Desert as ils sole souce of
waler {page 5/3-G, first paragraph), Since this-agquifer is currently- overdrawn and the Cﬂy
will, In the aear futaré, continue 1o make withdrawals beyong the-agiifer’s safe yield, itis

reasonable to conclude that ary inciemental withiiawals from this -aquifer as a result of

the pivjeeted papulation iricrease and. new- prq;scks will Trave. dn adverse Tmpact {0 the
groundwater supply, Th wddition, since the impact of the proposed water conservation
and recycling measures has not been quantified and some-of the proposed water planning
provisions or alternatives to the wafer supply deficiencies ave, at best, speculative; It is
reasonabile’ o’ conclude that thede would by significant adverse tmpacts relatid to the
deplation of groundwater snppltcs

call me.at (909} 387-0236.

Singerely,

(larines f L
. SQUIRE/AICP

Bepuity Director, Advance Plaimiig Division.

ce:

Brad Mitzelfelt, First District Superyisor

Noom Kanold, Assistant County Administrator
Geny Newcomibe, Associals Admikiistrative Officer
Julfe Rynerson Rock, Director of Land Use Services
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6. Commenter: James Squire, Deputy Director, Advanced Planning Division, County
of San Bernardino, Land Use Services Department, dated October 1, 2008,

Comment 6.1: Sphere of Influence Expansion: We strongly oppose the proposed
expansion of the City sphere to the north. We have several mining operations
being conducted within this area which will be totally inconsistent with the Open
Space and Very Low Density Residential General Plan designations that the city
has planned for the areaq.

Response to Comment 6.1: Mr. Squire’s comment expresses his depariment’s
opinion regarding the proposed sphere of influence expansion and addresses the
General Plan. The comment does not address the content or findings of the DEIR.
The City based its Open Space designations as close as possible to those shown
within the Final Environmental Impact Report and Statement for the West Mojave
Plan, a document which the City believed was being overseen by the County of
San Bernardino, Land Use Services Department. The City supports mining and
currently has numerous business operations within our boundaries which rely on
mining. This comment will be forwarded to the City Council for their consideration
along with the proposed General Plan 2030. This comment does not provide new
significant information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or
identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact,
Consequentty, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculafe the DEIR.

Comment 6.2: Mineral Resources: Section 5.10 (Mineral Resources) starting on
page 5.10-1 is too specific on uses and location. Section 5.10.3 on page 5.10-1
refers 1o the Division of Mines and Geology (DMG). Although the "official name" for
the Division remains the Division of Mines and Geology, in January 2002 the
Depariment of Conservation established its pseudonym as the California
Geological Survey. In Section 5.10.6 (Mitigation Measures), the County believes
that Mitigation MR-1 is overly simplistic. A geologic study could be very interpretive
and should have some level of review by the mining community before
determined adequate.

Response to Comment 6.2: Section 5.10 of the DEIR presents the best information
avdilable at the fime of preparation regarding mineral resources in the Planning
Area. It is the infent of the CEQA process and the DEIR to provide a level of detail
consistent with the level of detail of the project. The City acknowledges the
information provided by Mr. Squire regarding the history of the mining in the area
and the pseuvdonym for the Division of Mines and Geology. However, this
information does not provide new significant information relevant to the analysis or
findings of the EIR regarding mineral resources,
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Mitigation measure MR-1 is recommended by the DEIR to protect the potential loss
of availabilify of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state. The measure focuses on the profection of state
idenfified resources which are located along the Mojave River coridor in the
proposed Northern Expansion Area. It requires a project applicant to submit for
City Development Services Director review and approval a geologic study
idenfifying potential mineral resources, and 1o atiempt to preserve these resources
in place. The intent of the measure is not, as Mr, Squire seems to misunderstand, to
protect potential prospective mining operations. This comment does not provide
new significant information that identifies a new significant environmental impact
or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact,
Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 6.3: Inconsisiencies between County and- City General Plan
Designations: The County is also concerned about the inconsistencies between
the County's current General Plan designations in the areas within the boundaries
of the current City sphere of influence and those designations for the proposed
City General Plan.

Response to Comment 6.3: Mr. Squire’s comment expresses his depariment’s
opinion regarding the proposed General Plan 2030 land use changes. The
comment does not address the content or findings of the DEIR.  The land use
designations proposed in the Northern Expansion area were intended to be the
most intensive that could possibly be foreseen, to ensure that the accompanying
analysis would determine if it could be supported. This comment will be forwarded
to the City Council for their consideration along with the proposed General Plan
2030. This comment does nhot provide new significant information that identifies a
new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the
severity of an environmentadl impact. Consequenily, no further response to this
comment is required, and there Is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 6.4: General Plan Land Use Map Land Use Designations: In Table 3-1 in
the DEIR on page 3-20, the column labeled Development Standards for the Open
Space designation has the following verbiage: "In the AE district, one single family
dwelling is allowed on a five acre minimum lot." What is the "AE Districtg Are you
going to dllow residences in areas desighated as Open Space?

Response to Comment 6.4: Mr, Squire’'s comment address the proposed Generadl
Plan 2030 land use designations rather than the analysis and findings of the DEIR.
However, as a point of information for Mr. Squire, the General Plan 2030 proposes
to permit residential in certain Open Space designated areas when the underlying
zone district is AE (Exclusive Agriculture). Under the AE zone, residential
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development may occur at a density of one dwelling unit per five acres. This was
done to help ensure that more intensive residential densities would not be
proposed adjacent o SCLA. This comment does not provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies o
substaniial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no reguirement to revise
or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 6.5: Hydrology and Water Quality: The City relies on the groundwater
aqguifer located in the High Desert as its sole source of water [page 5.8-6, first
paragraph). Since the impact of the proposed water conservation and recycling
measures has not ‘been quantified and some of the proposed water planning
provisions or alternatives to the water supply deficiencies are, at best, speculative;
it Is reasonable to conclude that there would be significant adverse impacts
related to the depletion of groundwater supplies,

Response to Comment 6.5: A WSA for the Project, which was prepared by Carollo
Engineers based on accepted SB 610 water supply and demand calculations, was
prepared af the request of the City and subsequently accepted as adeqguate by
-the Director of Water District, the City representative with key responsibility for
overseeing City water supply and demand. The WSA findings are presented in
Section 5.8 of the DEIR. The WSA finds that with current and planned water supply
projects and water conservation measures, potential adverse impacts of the
deplefion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge
would be less than significant, and that water supply will be sufficient to meet
projected demand.

The WSA is a fechnical document prepared and substantiated by qualified
engineer and water supply experts. Mr. Squire's asserfions regarding groundwater
are opinions that are not based on fechnical engineering studies or substantiated
findings, and are conclusory in nature. This comment does not provide new
significant information that ideniifies a new significant environmental impact or
identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact.
Consequenily, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.
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GHARLES A. PECKHAM

October 1, 2008

YIA FAX AND MAIL

Chris Borchert, Assistant Director of Planning
City of Victarville

P.O. Box 5001

14343 Civic Drive

Victorville, CA 92393-5001

Re:  City of Victorville General Plan 2030
Draft Program Envirommnental Impact Report dated August 14, 2008
- State Clearinghouse No. 2008021086

Dear Mr. Borchert:
Thir office serves as General Counsel to the Helendale Community Services Distriet (“HCSD™).

Pursuant to the Public Notice of Availability issued in connection with the sbove-referanced matter

“+ and the authority provided in Sections 21082.1(b}, 21092.4{a), 21104(g), and 21153 of the Public
Resources Code (“PRC™) and Sections 15044, 15086, 15201, 15203, and 15203 of the California
Code of Regulations (“CCR™), HCSD submits the following preliminary comments to the City of
Victorville (“Victorville™) as lead agency under the California Environmental Qualify Act
(“CEQA™), PRC Section 21000 et seq., and the Guidelines adopted theremder, CCR Section 15000
et seq., with respect 1o the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“DPEIR™) for Victorville’s
General Plan 2030 (“Project™). :

These comments supplement those otherwise submitted by or on behalf of HCSD and other
interested parties in connection with the Project, including these contained in the DPEIR, all of
which are incotporated herein by this reference.

1. Inadequate Inter-Agency Consultation

CEQA requires that the preparation and review of an epvironmental impact report (“EIR™)
“should be coordinated in a timely fashion with the exjsting planning, review, and project
approval process being used by each public agency.” CCR Section 15004(c), To heip
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facilitate inter-agency coordination, PRC Section 21080.3(a) requires that the lead agency
consuit with all responsible agencigs and trustee agencies before preparation of an EIR.
Howevet, Victorville has not adequately-atteropted to coordinate environmental input from

. all interested entities such as HCSD. By failing to actively invoive all parties in the

determination of the proper scope and substance of the DPEIR, Victorville has failed to both
fulfill itz disclosure obligations under CEQA and o provide those agencies with an
opportunity to ensure the adequacy of the resulting DPEIR, Further, it is not possible to
conclude whether the DPEIR incorporates the issues and concetns of those agencies or
provides those agencies with sufficient information to carry out later discretionary actions
under their authonty which are associated with the proposed Project.

Notice of Pm' paration

The procedural device used to initiate interagency dialogue is the Notice of Preparation
(“NOP”). PRC Sections 21080.4, 21092.2, 21092.3; CCR Section 15082(2). The NOP must
be written 5o as to provide the agencies with sufficient information to enable them to make
meaningfol responses. The lead ugency must consider any information or commeénts it
receives during the petiod in whioh a draft EIR. ig being prepared. PRC Section 21082.1.
Here, the DPEIR stated that Victorville circulated the NOP for the Projest in February of
2008, (DPEIR, p. 1-5.) However, it cannot be disputed that Vietorville failed to ciroulate
the NOP to all interested parties as required by CEQA since a copy of the NOP was never
farnished to HCSD. Therefore, Victorville has not satigfied the legal requiretnents of PRC

Section 21082.1 as well as the guidelines set forth in CCR Bection 15151 obligating

Vigtorville to demonstrate “a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
Co eparation of the

In order for the DPEIR. to cffectively serve as the CEQA olearance document for the Project,
the DPEIR must be very detailed; in other words, it must include enough Project-specific
information to allow an agency to plangibly conclude that, in analyzing “the big picture,” the
document also addressed enough details to allow an agency 1o make informed site specific
decisions within the program, Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus
(1996) 48 Cal. App. 4" 182, 55 Cal. Rpir. 2d 625. Thus, the DPEIR must be at once both
comprehensive and specific. It must concentrate on the Projeet’s long-term “cumulative”

impaots, but must also contain enough details to anticipate “many subsequent activities

within the scope of the project,” CCR Section 15168. However, the Projact as deseribed in
the DPEIR seems to contemplate a plan by Vietorville to include a large industrial area in the
western portion of the sphere arca which would extend to HCSD’s current southern
boundary. All of the industrial ares is located west of the Mojave River. 1t appears that fhis
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proposed zoning is inconsisient with the County of San Bernerdine’s current General Plan
land use designation.

A draft EIR must be prepared directly by or under contract to the lead agency. PRC Section
21082,1(a); CCR Section 15084(a). Here, the DPEIR for the Project has been prepared by
Comprehensive Planning Services on behalf of Victorville, However, before using the
DPEIR prepated by someaone else, Victorvilte must subject the document to its own review

and analysis so that the DPEIR reflects its own independent judgment. PRC Section .

21082.)(x); CCR. 15084(¢). Thus, Victorville must itself conduct a reasonable amount of
original research to determine the Project’s environmental effects. Citizens to Preserve the
Oial v, County of Ventuea (1985) 176 Cal. App. 3d 421, 432, 227 Cal, Rptt. 247; Save Qur
Ecosygterns v. Clark (1984) 747 F.2d 1240, 1249. Victorville's City Council and Planning
Commission must not delegate any decisionmaking functions under CEQA. Kleist v. City
of Glendale (1976) 56 Cal. App. 3d 770, 779, 128 Cal. Rptr. 781; Sundstrom v. Couuty of

Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal, App. 3d 296, 307, 248 Cal. Rptr. 352; People v, County of Kern
(1976) 62 Cal. App. 3d 761, 133 Cal. Rptr. 389, However, on Septamber 24, 2008,
Victorville s Planning Commission recommended adoption of the DPEIR and approval of
the Project ever though the public review period for submission of comments on the DPEIR
had not yet expired, 8uch action isnot only inconsisignt with Victorville’s legal obligations
under CEQA, but also seems to reflect Victorville’s peneral lack of coneern for the
comments of the public concerning the environmental impact of the Project.

Fach public agency shall adopt objectives, criteria, and specific procedures consistent with
CEQA for administering its responsibilities under CEQA. CCR Section 15022(a). However,
no specifie reference to Victorville's own CEQA guidelines is vaadily apparent from the
DPEIR. In the absence of this reference, it is unclear whether Victorville has, in fact,
developed and adopted an sgeney-specific set of CEQA guidelines for the admm:sl:raﬁms
of its actions thereunder. As such, HCSD formally requests a copy of any such guidelines
adopted by Victorville and-a copy of the formal actions of Victorville’s City Coungil
adopting those g’uidelmes, or, conversely, 2 disclosure by Victorville (as part of this
environmental review record) that it has failed to act in accordance with the above
provisions. _ ‘

CCR Section 15378 defines e “project” to mean “the whol¢ of an action which has a
potential for resulting in physical change in the environment,” Additionally, CCR Section
15355(b) pravides that “the cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future project ” Similarly,

CCR Section 1502.4(a) states that “proposals or parts of proposals which are related to each

Final Program EIR General Plan 2030

Page 74



10/01/2008 15:

17 FAX 9093881889 BRUNIGKMCELHANEYSBECKETT #oos/011

Chris Borchert, Victorville
October 1, 2008

Page 4

other ciosely enough to be, in ¢ffect, a single course of action shail be evaluated in a single
impact staterment.” Based upon these CEQA requirements, and for the reasons set forth
above, HCSD believes that Victorville has “fragmented” the Project thereby preventing a
complete assessment of all of the Project’s potential impacts, including the Project’s effect
on upper basm users. By examining only portions of the entire Project (rather than the
Project as a whele), the resulting environmental documentation will neither fully nor
acourately examine the potential direot, indirect, and cumulative effects associated with the
proposed Project, nor will the resulting document explore the potential range of altamatives
and mitigation measures which could be derived from a more thorough axamination of all
Project-related (and Project-relavant) activities. This “truncated project concept” results in
the “fallacy of division” which caused the DPEIR to overlook the Project’s cumulative
impacts by separately focusing on the isolated parts of the whole,

CCR Section 15151 states that “an EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degroe of
analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.” For the reasons set forth
above, the DPEIR has failed to present a sufficient level of analysis (e.g., rigorous analysis
and concrete sabstantial evidence) of the direct, indiveet, cumulative, and growth-inducing
impacts associated with the proposed Project. In lisu of reasoned analysis, Victorville
presents conclusions unsubstantiated and unsupported by empirical or experimental data,
scientific authorities or explanatory information, and without presenting either g quantitative
or qualitative approach to the manner in which those conclusions were derived. In the
absence of that analysis, it is not possible to independently verify those findings or challenge
the rationale used hy Victorville to arrive at the conclusions prosented in the DPEIR.

Based upon the comments reflected herein, HCSD belisves that there is substantial evidence
indicating that the DPEIR has fafled to include “information relevant to the significant effects
of the project, alternatives, and mitigation measures which substantially reduce the effects,”
and has failed to disclose that information to other public agencies, interested persons, and
organizations as required under CEQA. PRC Section 21003.1(b). As required by PRC
Section 21002, “it is the policy of the State that public ageneies should not approve projects
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigatiop measures available which wonld
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” Based upon thig
requirement, Victorville is obligated to provide the public with an adequate EIR which fully
and impartially discloses the Project’s potential impacts and, based upona factual accounting
of those effects, formulate effective measures to reduee or avoid those impacts. The DPEIR
fails to demonstrate Victorville’s commitmaent to this mandate,
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4, Notice of Completipn

As soon as the lead agehc:y completes a draft BIR, it generally must file a Notice of
Completion (“NOC") with the Office of Planning and Research (“*OPR”). PR Section
21161; CCR Section 15085(a). Here, the DPEIR does not include a copy of any NOC.

Therefore, it is unclear whether Vietorville has complied with this requirement. :

5. Eublic Notjce

At the same time that the lead agensy sends a NOC to OPR, the lead agency must also notify
the public that a draft EIR is available for review. PRC Section 21092(b)(1). Additionally,
agencies releasing draft ETR= should also give additional notice through at least one of the
following methods: publication at least one time in s newspaper of general circulation in the
area affected by the propoesed project; posting of notice on and off site in the same area;
and/or direct mailing to owners shown on the latest equalized assessmentroll. PRC Section
21092(a); CCR. Section 15087(a). Such notices must also be posted for at least thirty (30)
days in the office of the county clerk of the county or counties in which the project will be
located. PRC Section 21092.3. Whean & public agency files 2 notice that a draft BIR is-
available for review, It must b posted within 24 hours of receipt in the county clerk’s office.
PRC Section 21092.3. The DPEIR is defective since it fails to indicate whether these
requirements were met by Vietorville with respect to the Project. In fact, HCSD did not

- teceive acopy of the Public Notice of Availability of the DPEIR until September 25, 2008 -
a day after Victorville s Planning Commission recommended adoption of the DPEIR and
approvat of the Project and only four business days before the end of the public comment
period for the DPEIR. As a result, HCSD requested that Victorville grant HCSD an
extension of time in which to submit comments on the DPEIR. However, both Victorville
staff and legul counsel refused to grant HCSD any such extension. {A copy of such e-mail
comespondence is attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.) Once again,
Victorville’s actions are not only inconsistent with its legal obligations under CRQA, but also
reflect an apparent hostility to the value of inter-agency consultation and the importance of
good-faith accommadation and consideration of public comments in evatuating the impact
of the Project on the environment, .

It is the intent of CEQA to serve as the means for assessing the environmental impact of proposed
agency actions. However, as set forth above, the DPEIR both undermines the legitimacy of
Victorville’s environmental and socioeconomic soncerns and fails to offer an objective analysis of
either the Project or its potential impagts. Therefore, the DPEIR is woefully insufficient in either
facilitating informed decisionmaking by Victorville or fulfilling the minimum standards of adequacy
under CEQA and the Guidelines adopted thereunder.
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Further, HCSD requests thal, pursuant to PRC Section 21091(d) and CCR Section 15002(j),
Vietorville constder and provide a detailed written response to all conmments previously submitied,
all comments included herein, and all future comments subsequently added by HCSD with respect
to the Project, and that all of the above be included in the environmental review record for the
Project. HOSD expressly reserves the right to submit additional comments to Victorville resulting
from HCSD's fuxther review of the DPEIR, HCSD's receipt of other comments thereto, and

Victorville's responses to such comments, and/or to object to Victorville’s approval of the Project -

based upon other areas of the law.
Victorville’s anticipated consideration of thess comments is greatly appreciated,
Very truly yours,
BRUNICK, McELHANEY & BECKETT

Steven M. Kenmnedy

cc:  HCBD
: Standey R. Hoffiman Associates, Inc,
San Bernardino County LAFCO ‘
Jim Squire, 5.B, County Land Use Development Dept,
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Steve Kennedy
From: Bill Wabb [bwebbgel.victorvilie.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, Septembir 28, 2008 2:36 PM
Ta: Stan Hoffman ]
Co: Doug Robertson; Steve Kennedy, Kimberly Cox
Subjoet: RE: Draft Program EIR for 2030 Victorville General Plan update
Aftachments: image001.jpy
" Mr. Hoffman,

| appreciate your intetest and desire to respond, however, the item Is scheduled to be heard by City Council on
Octobar 21%, which would not sflow for a 30-day extsnsion and tima to address any potertial concems.
Therefore, | am forwarding your request to legal counsel for an opinion, ~Thanks, Bill

Bill Webb, ATCP
Directar of Bevelopmunt
C1TY OF VICTORVILLE

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Planning - Bullding - Code Enforchment

From: Stan Hoffman [mallto:stan@stanleyrhoffman.com]

Sent: Monday, Septembar 28, 2008 11:09 AM

To: bBill Webb

€3 Doug Robertson; skenpedy@brmblawoffice.com; 'Kimberly Cox'
Subject: re; Draft Program EIR for 2030 Vietorville General Plan update

Mr. Webb, :
Stanley R. Hotfman Assoclates Is a consultant to the Helendale C8D regarding their proposed sphere of influence
boundary. On Thursday, Sepiember 25, | aftended a meeting with the San Bemardino County LAFCO regarding our work
on tha propesed Sphere of influsnce boundary and wes informed by Victorville etaff member at the mesting, Doug
Roberson, that a Draft Program EIR for the 2030 Victorville General Plan update was released in August 2008,
Subsequently, the LAFCO stalf did make availabla a copy of the transmittal letter and the CD containing the dosument.
Alsp, on Friday, September 26, the Helendale C8D did recelve a copy In the mail of the Draft EIR document,

However, given the late receipt of this document (which from the CD copy appears to be 1,148 pages), we do not have
adequate time to review it propery. We would kindly request an extension of time. Helendale CSD would very much liks
to review the dogiment and submif comments, as appropriate, and would request that we get the customary 30 days of
revisw time from the date from which we received the document — i.e., Friday, September 26, We would very much
appreciate an affirmative response {0 our request,

Thiark you very mugh,
Stan Hoffman

Stan Hoffman, President

Btanlay R. Hoffman Associatss, Ing.

11881 San Vicente Blvd. Sutte 308
. Los Angelas, CA 00049-5111

310.520,2680, 310.820.8341 fax

www.stanlevrhoffman. com

sta layrhofiman. oo

TFotal Contysl Fanel - Login

Final Prograin EIR General Plan 2030

Page 78



1070172008 15:19 FAX 09083881888 BRUMICKMCELHANEY&BEEGKETT

To: skennedy@bbmblaw,com Message Seors; 40

From; hwehb@el victorville.caug My Spam Blocking Leval: Medium
Dlosk tils seader
Blogk ol.vistorvillecauy

This message was daltvered bacause the content filter tugre did not exceed your filter level.

Final Program EIR General Plan 2030

Boenso11

High (60): Iz
Medium (75 e

Law (90): Paws

Page 78




10/701/2008 16:79 FAX 909838817883 BRUNICKMCELHANEY&BECKETT o100

Steve Kennedy ‘ -

From: - Bill Webb [bwabb@ol vistorville.ca.us]

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2008 §:20 AM

To! Stan Hoffman

Gc: Doug Robertson; Stave Kennady; Kimberly Gox .
Subject: _RE: Draft Program EIR for 2030 Victorville General Plan update

Mr. Hoffman- Per the foliowing legal opinion, | chose not to extend the review/comment period.-Bil

Hi Bill,

Our office Is not aware of any action by the Planhing Gommission deerning the Helendale GFD as being significantly
affected by the proposed action. Therefore, it appears that the Clty is under no lagal duty to grant an extansion to allow
Mr. Hofiman to review the GPA. See Gov. Code Sec. 85352, In addition, the Government Code provides that such
notification pursuant to Section 65352 is disoretionary and not mandatery, under subsection (c), thereby bolstering the
argumant that no extension is required. :

Jenrifer A. Mizrahi
818-704-0185 -

Pllaie note: ThW message Is Intandad only for the usa of ths parson or ankiy to which it (s adtréasad. It moy contaln Infosmation that (s privilepad or
confidential, ¥ you eeaive this message in orrer, pisase notlfy us immadlatety.

From: Stan Hoffman [mallto:stan@stanleyrhaffman.com)

Sent: Monday, September 28, 2008 11:08 AM

To: Bill Wehb

Cc: Doug Robertsen; skennedy@bmblawofflce.com; ‘Kimberly Cox'
Subject: re: Draft Program EIR for 2030 Victorville General Plan updete

Mr. Webh,

Stanley R. Hoffman Assoclates is a consultant to the Helendale CSD regarding thelr proposed sphere of influence
boundary. On Thursday, September 25, | attended a meeting with the San Berardino County LAFGO regarding our work
on the proposed Sphere of Influence boundary and was informed by Victorville staff member at the meeting, Doug
Robertson, that a Drafi Program EIR far the 2030 victorville General Plan update was releasad in August 2008,
Bubsequently, the LAFGO staff did make available a copy of the transmilta! letter and the CD containing the document.
Alsp, on Friday, Septernber 26, the Helendala GSD did recelve a copy in the mall of the Draft EIR document.

However, given the late receipt of this document (which from the CD copy apgpears to be 1,146 pages), we do not have
adoguate time ta review it properly. We would kindly reguest an extension of tme. Helendale C8D would very much like
to review the document and submit comments, as approptiate, and would request that wa gat the customary 30 days of
review time fram the date from which we recelved the document - Le,, Friday, September 26. We would very much
appreciate an affimmalive rasponse to our request.

Thank you vary much,
Stan Hoffman

Stan Hoffman, President

Staniey R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.
11667 San Vicentas Blvd. Suits 306
Los Angeles, CA 20049-56111
310.820.2680, 310.520,8341 fax

ww gtaalevihiofiinan.com
stan@stanleyrhoffman. com
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7. Commenter: Steven Kennedy, Brunick, Mcelhaney & Beckett, General Counsel
to the Helendale Community Special Distiict ("HCSD"), dated October 1, 2008.

Comment 7.1: Ihadeguate Inter-Agency Consultation. CEQA requires that the
preparation and review of an environmental impact report ("EIR") "should be
coordinated In a timely fashion with the existing planning, review, and project
approval process being used by each public agency." CCR Section 15004(c).

Response to Comment 7.1: The City of Victorville is not aware of any action by the
Plonning Commission deeming the HCSD as being significantly affected by the
proposed General Plan update. Therefore, it appears that the Cily is under no
legal duty to seek consultation from HCSD. Mr. Kennedy’s assertions regarding
inter-agency consultation is his opinion and is not based on statutory requirements.
Actually, the HCSD was well aware of the City's intentions for industrial activity
north of SCLA as it was referenced and accepted by Milo Stormo in his letter of
December 12, 2005. |n addition, the HCSD, including the commenier, received
notification from the Local Agency Formation Commission for LAFCO 3038 and
3082, which reference the City's sphere of influence. This comment does not
provide new significant information that identifies a new significant environmental
impact or idenfifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact, Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there
is no requirement fo revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 7.2: Notice of Preparation: Victorville failed to circulate the NOP to all
interested parties as required by CEQA since a copy of the NOP was never
furnished to HCSD.

Response to Comment 7.2: The City of Victorvile did not receive written
correspondence from HCSD requesting to be notified regarding the General Plan
project. As noted in Response fo Comment 7.1, the City is under no legal duty to
seek consuliation from HCSD. Mr. Kennedy’s assertions regarding notification of
HCSD is not based on statutory requirements. This comment does not provide new
significant information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or
identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact.
Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 7.3: Confent and Preparation of the DEIR: The DEIR must be at once
both comprehensive and specific. It must concentrate on the Project's long-term
"cumulative" impacts, but must also coniain enough details to anticipate "many
subsequent activities within the scope of the project.” However, the Project as
described in the DEIR seems to contemplate a plan by Victorville to include a
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large indusirial area in the western portion of the sphere area which would extend
to HCSD's current southern boundary.

Before using the DEIR prepared by someone else, Victorville must subject the
document to its own review and andlysis so that the DPEIR reflects its own
independent judgment.

Each public agency shall adopt objectives, criteria, and specific procedures
consistent with CEQA for administering its responsibilities under CEQA. However, no
specific reference to Victorville's own CEQA guidelines is readily apparent from the
DEIR. As such, HCSD formally requests a copy of any such guidelines.

Victorville presents conclusions unsubstantioted and unsupported by empirical or
experimental data, scientific authorities or explanatory information. Based upon
the comments reflected herein, HCSD believes that there is substantial evidence
indicating that the DEIR failed to include information relevant to the significant
effects of the project, alternatives, and mitigation measures.

Response to Commeni 7.3: See response to comment 7.1 - The HCSD
acknowledged and accepted the desire of the City to ufilize industrial
development for the protection of Southern Cadlifornia Logistics Airport, The City of
Victorville adopts by reference the CEQA Guidelines and does not follow local
guidelines unigue from required state CEQA requirements.

The Victorville General Plan 2030 and its EIR is the result of a multivear effort that
included six public workshops and a scoping meeting; fechnical consultants by
registered fraffic engineers, infrastructure engineers, water supply engineers, and
geologists; technical studies by state certified biologists, cultural resources
specialists, noise consultants and air quality consultants; and studies and analyses
by highly credentialed and experienced economist, land use planners and
environmental analysts. This information is contained in the many hundreds of
pages contained in the DEIR and its appendices.

Mr. Squire's comments are based on opinion and are conclusory in nature. This
comment is not supported by technical studies or expert opinion. It does not
provide new significant information that identifies a new significant environmental
impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there
is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 7.4: Notice of Completion: It is unclear whether Victorville has complied
with this requirement.

Response to Comment 7.4: A Notice of Completion was filed with the State
Clearinghouse for the 45-day CEQA public review period, beginning on August 15,
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2008 and ending September 29, 2008. Mr. Squire can dccess this information on
the State Clearinghouse's website {(http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/). No further
response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise or
recirculate the DEIR,

Comment 7.5: Public Notices: At the same time that the lead agency sends a NOC
to OPR, the lead agency must also notify the public that a draft EIR is available for
review.

Response 1o Comment 7.5: Noftices of availability were distributed consistent with
state law. As noted in Response to Comment 7.1, the City in under no legal duty to
seek consultation from HCSD. This comment does not provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmentai impact or idenfifies o
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement 1o revise
or recirculate the DEIR.
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NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
HoMmA N & S TONE 2121 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD., SUITE 260
: , CALIFORNIA 94596
APROFESSIONAL CORPORATION e ?
FACSIMELE: (025) 825-G318
ATTORNEYS AT LAW %
s {ﬂ LOS ANGELES/ORANGE COUNTY
12 NORTH FIFTH STREET '/r [/ 20955 PATHEINDER ROAD, SUITE 100
REDLANDS, CALIFORNIA 92373

DIAMOND BAR, CALIFORNIA 91765
(909).843-6323
FACSIMILE: (909) 86)-4368

*(909) 307-9380
FACSIMILE: (909) 793-0210

INTERNET
Kpatterson@homan-stone com

September 19, 2008

¥IA FEDERAL EXPRESS Recewed
Airbill Number 7900 8959 2474 “““
- sgp 221
City of Victorville me“ tDep
Attn: Planning Commission oev elop

14343 Civic Drive
Victorville, California 92393

Re:  Pareel Map 17238 (Stoddard Wells Road at Dante Street)
H&S Client:  Raja Edirisuriya
Subject: Request for Continuance of Hearing on General Plan Ameudment
! Adoption of Proposed Specific Plan

To the Honorable Planning Commission:

This Ietter shall serve to inform the City of Victorville (“City”) of Raja Edirisuriya’s objection
to the adoption of the General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan (as proposed) in connection with
68 acres generally located at the north west corner of Stoddard Wells Road and Dante Street, within
in Parcel Map 17238 (“Property”) and request for a continuance of the hearing for adoption of same.

On September 18, 2008, Mr. Edirisuriya learned that on September 24, 2008, the Planning

C iss:on is scheduled to take action on a General Plan Amendment for an area referred to as the
@Iiangle,” which encompasses the Property.

Mr. Edirisuriya has spent substantial fonds planning the development of the Property in
preparation for formal application to the City. It is our understanding that the proposed Specific Plan
will re-zone & large portion of the Property from Light Industrial to Open Space, presumably due to
the existing creek/channe! that runs through the middle of the Property. The proposed Specific Plan
also realigns a portion of Stoddard Wells Road and adds a new road which will bisect the Property.
The proposed changes will so adversely impact the Property that it will render development unfeasible
and the considerable time, efforts and financial resources expended as complete waste.

KIP:srs
L:\Bdirisuriya - Stoddard Wells Road 1\Letters\City of Vietorville-0D1.wpd
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City of Victorville

Attn: Planning Commission
September 19, 2008

Page 2

We are perplexed that our client has neither been notified by the City of the hearing reparding
adoption of the General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan since his representatives have been in
ongoing and recent contact with City planners regarding development plans. Nevertheless, it is Mr.
Edirisuriya’s goal and intent to work with the City to ameliorate concerns and develop a nghl
Industrial project of which the City will be proud.

Mr. Edirisuriya considers the City of Victorville to be an excellent location to build families,
bomes and businesses. Therefore, we respectfully request that the Planming Commission continue the
relevant agenda jtems sixty (60) days to afford Mr. Echnsunya and his development team to meet
with the City Pianner to work out their mutual concerns,

Very truly yours,

Kaihleen . B

cc:  Mr. Bill Webb, AICP : .
Development Director )
City of Victorville

KIP:sts

L:\Edirisuriya - Stoddard Wetls Road 1\Letters\City of Victorville-001, wpd
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8. Commenter: Kathieen Patierson, Homan and Sione, representing Raja
Edirisuriya, dated September 19, 2008.

Comment 8.1: Raja Edirisuriya objects to the General Plan Amendment and
Specific Plan (as proposed) in connection with 68 acres generclly located at the
north west corner of Stoddard Wells Road and Dante Sireet that will re-zone «
large portion of the Property from Light Industrial to Open Space.

Response to Comment 8.1: Ms. Patterson's comment expresses her client's opinion
regarding the proposed Project, The Project is a General Plan amendment and
pre-zoning for currently unincorporated areas of the City. There is no specific plan
adoption included as part of the project. The comment does not address the
content or findings of the DEIR, but rather proposed Project land use changes. This
comment will be forwarded to the City Council for their consideration along with
the proposed General Plan 2030. This comment does not provide new significant
information that idenfifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies o
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no reguirement o revise
of recirculate the DEIR.
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ToM DODSON & ASSOCIATES
2150 N. ARROWHEAD AVENUE
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SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92405
TEL (909) 882-3612 + FAX (909) 882-7015 I
E-MAIL tda@tdaenv.com = | ‘

RECEIVED

DEVELOPMENT DEPT.Y [
T vt Y emat
e / 7_/06

October 1, 2008

Chris Borchert, Assistant Director of Planning
City of Victorvilie

‘P. 0. Box 5001

14343 Civic Drive

Victorville, CA 92393-5001

Dear Chris:

Tom Dodson & Associates (TDA) serves as the environmental consultant for the San Bemardino
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO or Commission) which will serve as a
Responsibie Agency for future sphere expansions and annexations within the City of Victorville’s
“planning area” as defined in the General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). On behalf
of the Commission | have compiled comments on the EIR based on review by the Commission staff
and me. We have developed the following specific comments on the content of this document with
the goal of enhancing the environmental document so it can by used by LAFCO for future
responsible agency actions under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Overall, the
City has compiled an impressive data base from which it can forecast potential significant adverse
impacts of future development in compliance with the updated General Plan. However, there are
a number of issues for which we have developed guestions and some suggestions for improving
the content of the final EIR. Limited editorial comments are also provided along with the
substantive comments for the City's consideration.

Comments on the specific text of the document are discussed in the order that they occur in the
City’s Draft EIR.

Fage 1-2, Scope of EIR: The components of this discussion are confusing and should be more
clearly defined. Such as: #2 should clearly define that you are pre-zoning the existing sphere of
influence area and as well as the 2,049 acres and evaluating the annexation of this area to the City
and Water District to implement that zoning. #3 should clearly define that it is a City and Water
District sphere of influence expansion, this is not clearly identified; and #4 is the annexation to the
Water District. In addition on page 3-3 it identifies that you are proposing the annexation of the
southern Spring Valley Lake Area to the Water Disfrict. This should be included in this discussion
for clarity of action needed. No where does this document say that it is evaluating the annexation
of any of these properties.

Page 1-4, please explain the rationale regarding the 2035 date for the traffic forecast. Given all
of the focus on the 2030 planning hotizon it does not make sense to select a different date for
circulation system impacts. It is also not clear whether the data for growth was updated to 2035.
Please clarify.

Page 1-5, top paragraph: what is the "Agency” referred to in this paragraph?

Page 2-1, last paragraph, last line: should it read "The City has defermined that there is no need
for the element in the General Pian as they are unnecessary and cumbersome?”
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ivir. Chris Borchert
Qctober 1, 2008
Page 2

Page 2-2, #1: The City intends to annex the area within its existing northern sphere of influsnce,
an additlonal 2048 acres not specifically defined and the Coad Road Island Areas. Somewhere
in this discussion this should be clearly identified. #3 should identify that the City is proposing to
annex the northern sphere of infiusnce plus the additional 2,049 acres to the Victorville Water
District.

The last sentence needs 1o be rewritten.

Page 3-4, item #2 identifies that the City is pre-zoning a portion of the sphere expansion area. This
is very confusing in this document. It does not identify that the City is proposing annexation as well.

Item #3, identifies an expansion of the sphere of influence to include 30,000. Why 30,0007 Our

sphere expansion application and other portions of this document identify that the sphere”
expansion is 37,000, The 30,000 value and the 2,049 in #2 leaves about 5,000 acres unaccounted

far.

ltem #4 states expansion of the Water District boundary, which is annexation, for only the northern
sphere of influence, which excludes the 2,049-acre expansion identified in #2. The discussion then
ends in with a discussion of the expansion of the District for the southern Spring Valley Lake area.
This is the only place this is identified in the document and it needs to be expanded upon
somewhere in the text of the EIR,

item #4: This identifies the expansion of the Victorville Water District boundary and consequently
the expansion of the water district’s sphere. However, a portion of the proposed annexation is
outside the Water District’s existing sphere.

Page 3-8: Although the discussion does indicate that the pre-zoning of the northern sphere is only
for a portion (existing northern sphere +2,049 acres of the proposed northern sphere) the title does
not identify this clearly. It is suggested that the ttile read as “Pre-zoning of Portion of Northern...

Page 3-8: The discussion on this page indicates the City is proposing annexation following adoption
of the General Plan. Annexation, with all of its public service and utility issues, are not clearly
identified in this document,

Page 3-9, 3.3.3 Northern Expansion Sphere of Influence: This identifies the sphere expansion for
the City, but does not identify the expansion of the Victorville Water District sphere expansion. This
is pertinent since ltem 3.3.4 is the discussion about the expansion of the Victorvilie Water District.
Again, a portion of the proposed Water District's expansion area is currently not in the District’s
existing sphere. Therefore, the sphere expansion should be identified first.

3-10: continuation of 3.3.3, 2™ paragraph, this sentence needs to be rewritten.

Page 3-32: acreage identified for Northern Expansion is listed as 34,797. Please rationalize with
the previous figures.

Page 3-40, Public Actions: This identifies that LAFCO is responsible for approving some of the
project components. LAFCO is responsible for approval of the City's northern sphere expansion;
LAFCO is not responsible for approving the pre-zoning of the City’s existing sphere including the
additional 2,049 acres. Pre-zoning is a requirement before annexation can take place. The City
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Mr. Chris Borchert
October 1, 2008 -
Page 3 SO

approves the pre-zoning of the sphere and LAFCO will identify the City's pre-zone tdesignations and
use the City's environmental Assessment (BIR) for LAFCO’s review of the annexation proposal,
as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, It is alsc accurate that LAFCO is responsible for the
approval of the Water District's sphere expansion.

The dacurnent does not identify that LAFCQ will be approviig the annexation fo the VIWD in the
Northern Sphere Expansioh.

Page 4.7, Section 4.4-2, this paragraph needs to be rewritten to identify that the action taken by
LAFCO was to consolidate the two districts into the Victorville Water District, establishing it as a
subsidiary district of the City. This section implies that the City provides water service which is
inaccurate.

Section 4-7: The water system description is very cursory. Perhaps, the best alternative is to
reference a more dstailed description In the hydrology or utllities section of the EIR.

FPage 4-9: Tha Mojave Forks Darm does not store any water, it only holds watar when flows are high
enough to pose a flood hazard. Please clarify.

Page 4-11: Tortoise have been found within the City limit. This is inaccurate. They have been
found in several location, west of the Mojave River and east of the River, This statement needs
to be corrected.

Page 4-12: A very old footprint was found on the Mojave Rlver adiacent to the VVWRA WWTP.
This Is a very significant cultural resourcss find

Section 5.1+7: The analysis in the aesthetics section is fairly comprehensive, but there Is ho
discussion of the visual settings and values within either the north area propesed for annexation
or the proposed sphere area, The existing visual characteristics will be totally altered based on the
level of development envisioned in the General Plan, even though the core hillsides will be
protected. Does this change from relatively undeveloped condition to a developed condition,
particularty within the [-15 corridor, represent a significant change, Please address this issue in
responses to comments since it is one of the issues that must be considered by LAFCO in
considering future annexations or sphere expansion.

Page 5.2-6: The discussion of impacts to remaining agriculiural fand develved into a plan to plan
comparison rather than an evaiuation of potential impact to prime agricultural land. Based on the
data in Section 5.2 it appears that implementing the updated General Plan will cause the loss of
a modest amount of prime agricultural land, ‘Is this loss significant? Does it require mitigation?
Please address.

Page §.2-8: The loss of prime agricultural land envisioned in the new General Plan will contribute
to cumulative loss of such acreage. Do the surrounding City's and County have prime agricultural
fand that will alse be logt and would this result in & cumulatively significant loss within the Victor
Valley?

Page 5.3-19: What does the value 205.3 mean? Please clarify.
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October 1, 2008
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Page 5,3-21: Please explain how the General Plan provisions reduce potential impacts to sensitive
receptors to a less than significant level if air quality is going to degrade as a result of implementing
the General Plan? It would appear that sensitive receptors will be exposed to worse air quality in
the area.

Page 5.3-23: The cumulative impact of air guality in the Victor Valley is not characterized in the-
discussion. If available, please provide a summary of forecast growth for demand within the Victor
Valley and the total anticipated increase in emissions. This information also heeds to be provided
forthe proposed north annexation and sphere expansion areas based on anticipated development.

Page 5.4-42: The overall evaluation of biclogical resources is impressive, There are just a few
biological resource issues that should be given consideration in this EIR. First, | have found desert
tortoise occupying three areas of the City over the past few yesars, so they are still present.

. Second, there is no compilation of acreage of each habitat type that will be lost through
development over the planning horizon within the City. From a cumulative evaluation standpoint,
there is no discussion of the total amount of various habitat types that will be eliminated in the
Victor Valley. Finally, given that once the habitat impacts are compilsd, | befieve that it would be
appropriate to reassess whether there is sufficient habitat for adequate mitigation within the Waest
Mojave Plan area for areas occupied by desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel. Adeqguate
mitigation acreage may not exist and this could lead to a significant adverse impact.

Page 5.6-6: This map does not provide any slope data for the proposed northern sphere expansion
area. Is such data available? It would be impartant fo understand the slope constraints within this
area in terms of future provision of access and utitities.

Page 5.7-3. Regarding SCLA contaminated sites, | believe data are avallable that identifies how
many of the sites have been remediated and those where clean-up activities continue. Suggest
that this information be included.

Page 5.7-24: The map on this page does not show any existing emergency response facilities
located within the proposed north annexation area or the proposed north sphere area. No
discussion is provided of the level of facilities that would be required by anticipated development
of these two areas. Some general discussion of these areas and the level of such facilities should
be provided or referenced in this section.

Page 5.8-2: Suggest clarifying what has a discharge of 51,440 acre feet {AF); it is assumed to be
the Mojave River. The last senience on this page does nat make sense, please clarify as the
Mojave River does not flow continuously, except at the Narrows.

Page 5.8-6: Second paragraph from the bottom should read “City of Victorville and its sphere of
influence.. Also it would be helpful if the appendix included a copy of the Water Supply
Assessment for the General Plan.

Top of page, the statement is made that the VWD provides the water supply for the “planning
area.” However, the planning area includes areas that have not yet been annexed to the City and
the proposed sphere expansion area in which the VWD does nat provide water. This should be
clarified in the EIR. Also, itis not clear whether the WSA discussed on this page encompasses the
proposed north annexation and sphere expansion areas. The implication is that it does not.
Please clarify.
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Mr. Chris Borchert
October 1, 2008
Page 5

Page 5.8-7: Water System Interconnections, last line should read San Bernhardino County Service
Area 64, not County Service District.

Water consumption identifies the Desert Gateway Specific Plan which is not referenced at any
other location in this document. Please clarify why.

Page 5.8-8: The fext should be revised to clarify that the California Aqueduct is not a source of
water, it conveys State Project Water.

Page 5.8-18: suggest modifying the text "overall mainstreams” to “over all main stem channels”

Page 5.8-26; Impact discussion, first line should read “to describe the Victorville Water District's
supply available..”

Regarding the scope of the water demand projections, without comparable level data for the
proposed north annexation area and proposed north sphere area, the water supply and demand
data may be substantially underestimated, and this EIR may not be sufficient, on its own, for
considering future annexations and sphere expansion in these areas.

Page 5.8-27: A major concern with the adequacy of the EIR occurs with the statement of
assumptions on this page. The rest of the analysis and the impact findings are based on these
assumptions, which require future actions that the City cannot control. As a result, | believe that
the remainder of the analysis for both the General Plan water supply impacts and the cumulative
impacts are flawed, and probably inadequate. A few vears ago, a large specific plan project in the
Sierra Foothills conducted a water supply analysis and the when litigated, the court found the
discussion of water supply inadequate because of the assumptions. For example, the EIR
discussion indicates that the VWD's goal is to reduce pumping to 80% of the 2005 lavel, or about
20,000 acre-foet per yoar. Using the Carollo estimate of about 64,000 acre-feet of water required
in 2030, that means that an estimated 44,000 acre-feet of additional water must be acquired fo
meet the VWD's water supply requirements. The analysis assumes this water will be available and
then concludes that this increass in demand is a less than significant impact, directly on
groundwater resources and indirectly on water supply.

We suggest that the analysis provide an accounting of water availability locally, regionally (MWA),
and statewide. This analysis should take into account drought conditions and future effects of
climate change. Either the analysis must demonstrate where the additional water supply can be
obtained with some level of assurance, or document potential shortfall based on projected water
consumption and reach a new conclusion regarding potential significance of adverse impacts on
groundwater resources and water supply. Absent such Information the hydrology and water supply
effects do not appear to be adequately addressed in this document.

Page 5.8-28: The statement at tha bottom of the page regarding water supply requirements for the
proposed north annexation and sphere arsas is the sum of analysis for the water supply issue. For
LAFCO to consider Sphere expansion and annexation, more data on ability to meet water supply
requirements, given the City’s vision of development for these areas, is needed,

Page 5.8-32: After citing all of the planning policies that will be used to control runcff, there is no

discussion regarding the change in runoff. Simply stated, does the City anticipate that the
development in accordance with the new General Plan will result in changes in the volume of runoff
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reaching main stem flood control channels, and will medifications in these channels be required
to handle the future flows?

Page 5.8-32: We concur that the likelihood of dam failure and inundation is very low. However, has
there been any dam inundation maps prepared that would show hazards downstream in Victorville?
It is probable that a failure of the Mojave Forks Dam with substantial water stored would exceed
the 100-year flood hazard zone. Some data would assist the finding for this issue.

Page 5.8-41: The cumulative impact analysis for groundwater levels, overdraft and water supply
need to expanded as described above.

Page 5.9-27: One of the quirks of sphere and annexation actions is that, unlike general plan
actions, they do require a plan to plan analysis, because the potential impact is related to a change
in jurisdiction. Thus, if the County and City land use designations are the same when an
annexation is proposed, any future development under either jurisdiction would be generally
comparable in terms of physical impacts. To assist LAFCO with future annexations and sphere
expansions, it is recommended that the underlying County land use designations for the proposed
northern annexation area and the proposed northern sphere expansion area be comparad with
those proposed by the new City General Plan. Defining the difference between these land use
designations in the two jurisdictions would facilitate evaluation of all public service and utility issues
for these areas and would allow the General Plan EIR to be used by LAFCO when applications for
either annexation or sphere expansion are proposed in the future. |n addition, by defining the
difference between County and proposed City land use designaiions the land use effects of
adopting the Generai Plan can be batter characterized. Also, please note, LAFCO has no
responsibility for prezoning within a City; current LAFCO law requires prezoning by the local
Jjurisdiction prior fo considering any annexation.

Page 5.13-1: second line should read San Bernardino County Fire Protection District and its North
Desert Service Zone by coniract. This section does not describe how ambulance service is to be
provided.

Page 5.13-4: The Parks description should be added as follows: Currenily, the Victorville
Recreation and Park District, a subsidiary District of the City, provides for operation of all City
parks. LAFCO has approved the dissolution of this agency with the City of Victorville designated
as its successor, but this matter has not been completed.

Page 5.13-9: Should identify the San Berardino County Fire Protection District and North Desert
Service Zone. Last linefirst paragraph should end with “...through expansion of its existing contract
terms.”

The correction to the name of the SBCFPD should be made throughout this section.

Chapter 5.14: The recreation section should identify that at the present time the park and recreation
services are provided through the Victorville Park and Recreation District, a subsidiary district of
the City. .

Page 5.16-1, second paragraph from the bottom should identify County Service Area 42 and

County Service Area 64. The water supply section seems to gloss over the actual water issues for
this region. Please refer to comments on Section 5.8. The overall context of water supply at all
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levels, local, regional and statewide, need to be address or referenced in this section of the
document.

Page 5.16-19: San Barnardino County, second line should read ....coordinated through the Special
Districts Department managing the County Servica Areas and Improvement Zones. Last line of
this paragraph should read.. Unincarporated area known as Spring Valtey Lake. County Service
Arsa 42 provides water, sewer, park and street lighting services to the community of Oro Grande.

Page 5.16-20, first line: do not understand the refererice to Metrdpblitan at this point. Last line of
the paragraph should read "Public water providers in Victorville include County Service Area 64,
County Service Area 42 and the Victorville Water District.

As noted at the beginning of these comments, most of them are editorial in nature, For the most
part the document provides the information that decision-makers and the interested public require
to make an informed decision. A few substantive issues were identified that require clarification
or additional information to fully substantiaie conclusions, in particular the groundwater issue and
water supply. LAFCO staff and [ are available to respond to any questions that you may have and
to provide further suggestions to respond to these comments and complete the Final EIR. Do naot
hesitate to give me a call if | can provide assistancs.

Sincerely,

yners

Tom Dodson

ce: Kathleen Rollings-McDonald, LAFCO
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9. Commenter: Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates (TDA), environmental
consultant for the San Bernardino County Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO), dated October 1, 2008.

The majority of Mr. Dodson’s comments are limited editiorial clarifications. The City
acknowledges that LAFCO will be using the General Plan 2030 EIR for future
responsible agency actions under CEQA, and that LAFCO has a substantive
interest in the limited editorial comments offered. Consequently, the clarifications
noted under comment 2.1 will be incorporated info the EIR. These revisions to the
EIR clarify information for fufure use of the document by LAFCO. The revisions do
not provide new significant information that identifies a new significant
environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no reguirement to recirculate the DEIR.

Other comments raised by Mr. Dodson are directed to the analysis and findings of
fhe DEIR. These comments are more specifically addressed under comments 9.2
through ?.xx

Comment 9.1: The limifed editorial comments that will be incorporated into the EIR
are listed below by page number.

Page 1-2, Scope of EIR: The components of this discussion dre confusing and
should be more clearly defined. Such as: #2 should clearly define that you are pre-
zoning the existing sphere of influence area and as well as the 2,049 acres and
evaluating the annexation of this area to the City and Water District to implement
that zoning. #3 should clearly define that it is a City and Water District sphere of
influence expansion, this is not clearly identified; and #4 is the annexation to the
Water District. In addition on page 3-3 it identifies that you are proposing the
annexation of the southern Spring Valiey Lake Area to the Water District. This
should be included in this discussion for clarity of action needed. No where does
this document say that it is evaluating the annexation of any of these properties.

Page 1-5, “"Agency” should be replaced with “City".

Page 2-1, last paragraph, last line: should it read "The City has determined that
there is no need for the element in the General Plan as they are unnecessary and
cumbersome.”

Page 2-2, #1: The City intends to annex the area within its existing northern sphere
of influence, an additional 2049 acres not specifically defined and the Coad Road
Island Areas. Somewhere in this discussion this should be clearly identified. #3
should identify that the City is proposing to annex the northern sphere of influence
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plus the additional 2,049 acres 1o the Victorville Water District. The last sentence
needs to be rewritten.

Page 3-4, ltem #2 identifies that the City is pre-zoning a portion of the sphere
expansion area. This section should identify that the City is proposing annexdaition
as well. tem #3, identifies an expansion of the sphere of influence to include
30.000. Our sphere expansion application and other portions of this document
identify that the sphere expansion is 37,000, The 30,000 value and the 2,049 in #2
leaves about 5,000 acres unaccounted for. lfem #4 states expansion of the Water
District boundary, which is annexation, for only the northern sphere of influence,
which excludes the 2,04%9-acre expansion identified in #2. The discussion then ends
in with a discussion of the expansion of the District for the southern Spring Valley
Lake area. This is the only place this is identified in the document and it needs to
be expanded upon somewhere in the text of the EIR. Item #4: This identifies the
expansion of the Vicforville Water District boundary and consequently the
expansion of the water district’s sphere. However, a portion of the proposed
annexation is outside the Water District's existing sphere.

Page 3-8: Although the discussion does indicate that the pre-zoning of the
northern sphere is only for a portion (existing northern sphere +2,049 acres of the
proposed northern spherej the title does not identify this clearly. It is suggesTed that
the fitle read as “Pre-zoning of Portion of Northern...

Page 3-8: The discussion on this page indicates the City is proposing annexation
following adoption of the General Plan. Annexation, with all of its public sefvice
and utility issues, are not clearly identified in this document.

Page 3-92, 3.3.3 Northern Expansion Sphere of Influence: This identifies the sphere
expansion for the City, but does not identify the expansion of the Victorville Water
District sphere expansion. This is perfinent since ltem 3.3.4 is the discussion about
‘the expansion of the Victorville Water District. Again, a portion of the proposed
Water District’s expansion area is currently not in the District's existing sphere.
Therefore, the sphere expansion should be identified first,

Page 3-10: continuation of 3.3.3, 2nd paragraph, this sentence needs to be
rewritten,

Page 3-32: acreage identified for Northern Expansion is listed as 34,797. Please
correct consistent with the previous figures.

Page 3-40, Public Actions: This identifies that LAFCO is responsible for approving
some of the project components. LAFCQO is responsible for approval of the City's
northern sphere expansion; LAFCO is not responsible for approving the pre-zoning
of the City's existing sphere including the additional 2,04% acres. Pre-zoning is o
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requirement before annexation can take place. The City approves the pre-zoning
of the sphere and LAFCO will identify the City's pre-zone designations and use the
City's environmental Assessment (EIR) for LAFCO's review of the annexafion
proposal, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA,; it is also dccurate that LAFCO is
responsible for the approval of the Water District's sphere expansion. The
document does not identify that LAFCO will be approving the annexation to the
YWD in the Northern Sphere Expansion.

Page 4.7, Section 4.4-2, this paragraph needs to be rewritten to identify that the
action faken by LAFCO was to consolidate the two districts info the Victorville
Water District, establishing it as a subsidiary district of the City, This sec’non implies
that the City provides water service which is inaccurate.

Page 4-2: The Mojave Forks Dam does not store any water, it only holds water
when flows are high enough to pose a flood hazard. Please correct,

Page 5.3-19: 205.3 should be "2010".

Page 5.8-6: Second paragraph from the bottom should read “City of Victorville
and its sphere of influence. Also it would be helpful if the appendix included a
copy of the Water Supply Assessment for the General Plan. Top of page, the
statement is made that the VWD provides the water supply for the “planning
area.” However, the planning area includes areas that have not yet been
annexed to the City and the proposed sphere expansion area in which the VWD
does not provide water. This should be clarified in the EIR. Also, it is not clear
whether the WSA discussed on this page encompasses the proposed north
annexation and sphere expansion areds. The implicatfion is that it does not, Please
Clarify.

Page 5.8-7: Water System Interconnections, last line should read San Bernardino
County Service Area 64, not County Service District,

Page 5.8-8: The text should be revised fo clarify that the California Aqueduct is not
a source of water, it conveys State Project Water,

Page 5.8-18: suggest modifying the text Yoverall mainstreams” to “over all main
stem channels”

Page 5.8-26: Impact discussion, first line should read "to describe the Victorville
Water District’s supply available...”

Page 5.8-2: Suggest clarifying what has a discharge of 51,440 acre feet (AF).

Please clarify as the Mojave River does not flow continuously, except at the
Narrows.
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Page 5.13-1: second line should read San Bernardino County Fire Protection District
and its North Desert Service Zone by contract. This section does not describe how
ambulance service is o be provided.

Page 5.13-4: The Parks description should be added as follows: Currently, the
Victorville Recreation and Park District, a subsidiary District of the City, provides for
operation of all City parks. LAFCO has approved the dissolution of this agency with
the City of Victorville designated as its successor, but this matter has not been
completed. '

Response to_Comment 9.1: As discussed above, the EIR will be reviewed 1o
incorporate these changes. These revisions to the EIR clarify information for future
use of the document by LAFCO. It does not provide new significant information
that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further
response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to recirculate
the DEIR.

Comment 2.2: Page 1-4, piease explain the ro’rlonole regarding the 2035 date for
the traffic forecast.

Response to Comment 2.2: The 2035 horizon year was used in the City fraffic
model, completed 2008, tco comply with SCAG and SANBAG regional fraffic
projections and fraffic models. This comment does not provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no reguirement 1o
recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 2.3: Page 4-12. A very old footprint was found on the Mojave River
adjacent to the VVWRA WWTP.

Response to Comment 9.3: The cultural and paleontological resource information
contained in the DER was provided by CRM TECH, a cultural resource consulting
firm. The City appreciates Mr, Dobson’s observation regarding a very old footprint
on the Mojave River. The proposed General Plan 2030 designates the land along
the Mojave River corridor as Open Space, a designation which would limit
disruption of potential cultural resources. |In addition, the DEIR recommends
mitigation measures CUL-1  through CUL-4, which Include an on-site
paleontological/archaeological inspector 1o monitor future grading operations.
These measures are intended 1o identify and protect cultural resources within the
Planning Area.
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This comment does not identify a new significant environmental impact or a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, Conseguently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise
or recirculatie the DEIR.

Comment 9.4: Page 5.2-6: The discussion of impacts to remaining agricultural land
devolved into a plan to plan comparison rather than an evaluation of potential
impact to prime agricultural iand.

Response to Comment 9.4: Agriculiural rescurces are assessed in the DEIR
according to thresholds outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This
evaluation includes analysis of currently mapped Prime Farmland, Unigue
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; conflicts with existing zoning for
agricuttural use, or a Wiliamson Act contract; and conversion of Farmiand to non-
agricultural use. Cumulative impacts to agricultural resources also are discussed.
Mr. Dodson’s comment is not supported by the CEQA Guidelines. It does not
provide-new significant information that identifies a new significant environmental
impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there
is No requirement 1o revise ot recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 9.5: Page 5.3-21: Please explain how the General Plan provisions
reduce potential impacts to sensitive receptors to aless than significant level if air
quality is going to degrade as a result of implementing the General Plan? It would
appedar that sensitive receptors will be exposed to worse air guality in the area.

Response 1o Comment 9.5: As discussed in Section 5.3.4.3 of the DEIR, The
proposed Land Plan includes several geographical areas where residential and
non-residential land uses abut each other. The Circulation Element includes
numerous geographical areas where expanded or new roadways dre located
adjacent to residential and recreational uses. In both situations, sensitive receptors
moy be exposed fo dir pollutant emissions above state or federal standards.
Potential air quality impacts, in most situations, may be reduced to acceptable
levels by proper site planning, setbacks, and appropriate roadway capacity.
Proposed General Plan 2030 Resource Element Goal 6, Objective 6.2, Policy 6.2.1
and related implementation measures ¢re intended to reduce health risks
associated with siting sensitive land uses near air pollutant emitting sources. These
Generadl Plan provisions are expected to reduce potential air quality |mpc1cTs 1o
sensitive receptors to less than significant levels.

The cumulative air quality analysis is based on cumulative future traffic and
summarized in Appendix C of the DEIR. The air quality section of the DEIR was
based on an air quality study by Giroux & Associates, a highly credentialed
professional. Mr. Dodson provides no technical references sources to support his
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comment, which is based on opinion and conclusory in nature, This comment does
not provide new significant information that identifies a new significant
environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact. Conseguently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 9.6: Page 5.4-42: The overall evaluation of biological resources is
impressive. | have found desert tortoise occupying three areas of the City over the
past few years, so they are still present. From a cumulative evaluation standpoint,
there is no discussion of the total amount of various habitat types that will be
eliminated in the Victor Valley.

Response o Comment 9.6: Section 5.4 of the DEIR discussion of biological
resources is based on a technical biological resources study by Robb Hamilton,
Consulting Biologist. Based on that study, the DEIR finds that the Desert Tortoise,
which is classified as a threatened species and is covered by a federal species
recovery plan (USFWS 1994), has occurred within Victorville's city limits historically,
but have not been found there in recent years, The City appreciates Mr. Dobson’s
observances regarding the Desert Tortoise. In recognition that Desert Tortoise
could occur in the Planning Area, the DEIR recommends BIO-2, which requires the
City to continue working with the USFWS and CDF&G fo ensure that individual
projects comply with federal and state laws protecting this species.

Regarding the assessment of habitat, the DEIR finds that potential biclogical
resources are most likely to occur along the Mojave River corridor and the
undeveloped Northern Expansion Ared., Areas along the Mojave River are
proposed to be designated Open Space by the General Plan 2030, which would
preserve existing habitat. Regarding the Northern Expansion Area, the General
Plan 2030 designates most of the area Open Space. The locations and
configurations of future development in the areas proposed for urban uses are not
known at this time. Consequently, it would be highly speculative to estimate the
amount of habitat that would be eliminaied. Rather, it is a goal of the proposed
Resource Element to conserve important habitat, preserving land containing
native habitat that sustains rare, threatened or endangered species. This goal and
its supporfing policies and implementation measures are further supported by BIO-
1 through BIO-7 that are recommended by the DEIR for inclusion in the project.

This comment does not identify a new significant environmental impact or a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, ho
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement o revise
or recirculate the DEIR.
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Comment 9.7: Page 5.6-6: This map does not provide any slope data for the
proposed northern sphere expansion area.

Response to Comment 92.7: As discussed in Section 5.6.4 of the DEIR, because the
proposed Northern Expansion Area is largely undeveloped, slope information for
this proposed SOl is not currently available. Both the proposed General Plan 2030
Resource and Safety Elements provide measures 1o ensure that appropriate
technical siudies are conducted prior o new development (reference Resource
Element Implementation Measure 3.2.1.1 and Safety Element Implementation
Measures 1.2.1.1 and 1.2.1.2). These measures are expected to ensure that slopes
and other geologic conditions in the proposed Northern Expansion Area are
properly identified and addressed prior 1o development.

This comment does not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 9.8: Page 5.7-3: Regarding SCLA contaminated sites, | believe data are
available that identifies how many of the sites have been remediated and those where
clean-up activities continue,

The map on this page does not show any existing emergency response facilities located
within the proposed north annexation area or the proposed north sphere area.

Response to Comment 9.8: The information provided in Section 5.7 regarding hazardous
waste sites is the most current available through DOTSC. The section is prepared consistent
with CEQA Guidelines. Emergency response facilities are listed and mapped in the Saofety
Element. This comment does not provide new significant information that idenfifies
a new significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this
comment is required, and there is no requirement 1o revise or recirculate the DEIR,

Comment 2.9: Water Consumption: Please clarify why the Desert Gateway Specific
Plan is not referenced at any other location in this document, Please clarify why.
Regarding the scope of the water demand projections, without comparable level
data for the proposed north annexation area and proposed north sphere areaq,
the water supply and demand data and groundwater assessment may be
substantially underestimated, and this EIR may not be sufficient, on its own, for
considering future annexations and sphere expansion in these areas.

Response to Comment 9.9:

The WSA is a technical document prepared and substantiated by qualified
engineer and water supply experts. Mr. Dodson’s assertions regarding the WSA are
opinions that are not based on technical engineering studies or substantiated
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findings, and are conclusory in nhature. This comment does not provide new
significant information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or
identifies a substantfial increase in the severity of an environmental impact.
Consequently, no further response to this comment is required, and there is no
requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 9.10: Page 5.9-27: To assist LAFCO with future annexafions and sphere
expansions, it is recommended that the underlying County lond use designations
for the proposed northern annexation area and the proposed northern sphere
expansion ared be compared with those proposed by the new City General Plan.

Response to Comment 2.10: Section 5.12.4 of the DEIR contains a comparison of
proposed City land use. desighations to existing County designations in the
northern SOI. Consequently, no further response fo this comment is required, and
there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR,
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* STATE OF C ALIEORHNIA Arnold Schwarzenequer. Govarnor

MATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
016 CAPITOL MALL, RODM 384

BACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916} 853-6251

Fax (d16) 857-8490

Wab Site

emall: do_naho@pachel.net

. RECEIVED
September 17, 2008 SEP 25 2008
Mt Chls Batchert, Plannor DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
CITY OF VICTORVILLE REVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
P.C. Box 5001
Victorville, CA 92393-5001
Re: SCH#2008021086; CEQA Nollee of Completion: Trbal Consuitation Per 88 48 (&
Code §§ 65352.3, 653524 and 65562.5) for Project- General Plan Amendment Update, 2020;
City of Victorville: San Bamartdino County, Califopnia ’

Dear Mr. Borchert:

We prefer to comment on this above-refersnced project in terms of a 'Government-to-Govarnmeant *
Consullation in fieu of our normal CEQA review process..

Government Code §§ 65362.3, 65362.4 and 65562.5 roquires local governments to consult with
California Nalive American ribes identified by the Natlve American Herilage Commisslon (NAHC) for the
ptrpose of protecting, and/or mitigating impacts to cultural piaces. Attached is a Native Amarican Tribal
Consultation iist of Wbes with raditional lands or cultural places located within the requested project
boundaries _

As a part of consultaiion, the NAHC recommends fhat local governmenis conduct record searches
through the NAHC and Callfornla Historic Resources Informallon System (CHRIS contact 918/653-7278
or www ohp.ca.gov) to determine If any cultural places are located within the area(s) affected by the
proposed action,

I

H you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 853-8251.

Corely,

Program Angiyst

Co. Stale Clearing Houso

Attachment.  Native American Triba| Consultation List
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NAUVE ATNEFIVEIT | TV GUNSWInuun st
San Bernardine County .
September 17, 2008

Hamonra Band of Gahullla Mission Indians
Joseph Hamilton, Chalrman

P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla
Anza » CA 92539

admin@ramonatribe.com
(951) 763-4105

San Manue! Band of Mission Indlans
James Ramos, Cheirperson

26669 Community Center Drive Serrano
Highland r CA 92346

(809) 864-8933

(909) 864-3724 - FAX

Chemehuevl Reservation
Charles Wood, Chalrperson

P.QO. Box 1976 Chemehuevl

GChemehuevi Valley , CA 92363
chemehusvit@yahoo.com

(760) 858-4301

Fort Mojave Indian Tribe

Tim Williams, Chairperson

500 Mearriman Ave Mojave
Needles -+ CA 92363

(766) 629-4591

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzusla, Chalrperson

P.O. Box 221838 Fernandefio
Newhall » CA 91322  Tataviam
tsenzu@msn.com Serrano
(631} 753-9833 Office Vanyums
(780) 885-0055 Cell Kitanemuk

(760) 949-2103 Home

This lisL Is current only s of the date of this documant,

Moronge Band of Mission indians
Robert Martin, Chairparson

11581 Potrero Road Cahuilla
Banning . CA 92220 Serrano
Robert_Martin@maorongo.org

(951) B49-8807
(951) 755-5200

Sarrano Matlon of Indians

Gioldie Walker

5588 Valarla Drive Serrano
Highland y GA 92346

{209) B62-9883

Riatributlon of this llst dees not rellave any person of stalutory rasponsibliity es defined In Seclion 7050.5 of the Health and
Sefety Codp, Saclion 5057.94 of Ihe Public Rescurcea Gode and Bedlion 5097,98 of the Publit Resourcea Code.

Thie llst Js applicable only for conguhation with Native Arnerlcan tribes under Government Godo Secilon 65352.3,
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10. Commenter: Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage
Commission, dafed September 17, 2008.

Comment 10.1: We prefer to comment on the project in terms of a 'Governmeni-
to-Govemment ' Consultation in lieu of our normal CEQA review process
Government Code Sections 65352.3, 65352.4 and 65562.5 which require local
govemments to consult with California Natfive American tribes identified by the
Natfive American Heritage Commission {(NAHC) for the purpose of protecting,
and/or mitigating impacts to cultural places.

Response to Comment 10.1: It is the City of Victorville's standard practice to
comply with Government Code Sections 65352.3, 65352.4 and 65562.5 when
processing development project applications that may affect Native American
cultural resources. These practices are strengthened by mitigation measures CUL-3
and CUL-4 recommended in the DEIR. This comment does not provide new
significant information that identifies a new: significant environmenial impact or
identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact,
Conseqguently, no further response fo this comment is required, and there is no
requirement 1o revise or recirculate the DEIR.
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69/24/2888 11:46 76683481658 MACK LAl OFFICE PAGE  B2/83

{ THE MACK LAW OFFICES

74-078 El Poseo, Suite A2
Pakm Desert, Califoxnis ¥2260
Tel: (760) 346-1800 Foxx (760) 340.50650

September 24, 2008

City of Victorville via facsinnlla and enail
_ Planning Department

Re; Goneral Plan Update 2020 - Adoption 0f Negative Deglaration Meeting - Public
Comment ’ :

o . To the Planning Depariment, Gity of Victorville!

Thig law firm represents Spring Valley Lake Associstion ("SVLA", BVLA Is a resideniial
cbinmuity comprized of approximately 4,800 households, or approximately 7,000 residents, and
includes a recreational lake, equestian trails and fasilitize, and a separatsly owned and
tanaged goif couraa,

SVLA Is concernsd with the “significant and unavoldable” negalive impadcta in the
vategories of holse, Increased traffic, population/housing and air quality as contemplated in the
EIR.- All of these categories are implicated In the proposed re-zoning In the East Bear Valley
planning area and Spring Valley Lake Planning area, and specifically along the Bear Valley
Farkway corridor In order to accommodate the planned new Wal-Mart at Tamarisk and Bear
Valley Road. o

SVLA continues to he vety concernad about Increasing Intensily of tand uzé
encroaching upen its boundarias, having already experlenced the construction of tha Nutro
plant and a Home Dapot adjacent to ils boundaries.  Simply acguiescing in "significant”
negative impacts as “unavoidable” without dping mors to arrlve at craative, responsible
solutions to \he negative Impacts of growih is Irespensible.

SVLA appraciates the proposad plans to mifigate light pollution and to provide for
seourity lighting In the hew cammeralal Zone which will ascommodate the new Wal-Mart at
Tamarisk and Bear Vallay. SVLA would requast that these plans, bafors belhg implementad,
be pervited to be reviewsd by SVLA and thelr Input congidered before any construstion.
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89/24/2008 11:46 7683401655 MACK LAW DFFICE PAGE

The Mack Law Offices
September 24, 2008

City of Victoryille
Planning Commigslon
General Plan Update2030

page 2

Air Quality, SVLA s already embroiled in itigation regarding the Nutro plant, which has
baen spewing noxious adors throughaut the camaunity for several years, SVLA doas not need
any new uses whioh would negatively impact its residents In tarms of alr quality, either as {o
hew sources of otoy, paitlculates or any othet alr quality nogative irpagt,  The EIR provides
that this area.will creale significant and unavoidahls negative effests, paricularly along Bear
Valley. Surely more can he done to provide adequale miligation to reducs the impacts io less
them sighificant.

Moise, The EIR pravides that the rezoning will resuli in excess nolse, excessive
groundbourne noise or vibratlon, substandfal permanent incraase | ambient nolse, of
substanilal periodic increasg in ambient noise, all or any of which are significant and
unavoidable. Again, SVLA is hopeful that belier planning can rasult in solutions which will
mitigate these effects to less than signifigant, or polentially significant,

Transportationftraffic, Bear Valley Road Is notoriously negatively impacted with
excessive traffic, whish ia already a substantial negative impact upon 8VLA residents. The
EIR provities hat the General Plan Update and rezening, together with sther planned changes
under the Updata, wili agsin create significant and unaveidable nagathve impacts.  More
creative solutions are naadad. BVLA ia not against sensible commerctal growth fo serve jts
members, but this should be balahced with the problem of existing brafiic and the future iraffic
increases. It is unaccapiabie to simply state that thasa problems are "ihaveldable,”

SVLA understands that the City of Victorville wants to encourage the groush of jobs.
However, the Bear Vailey corridor Is very highly consantrated with commerclat sites, Parhaps
the CRy can consider other alternatives in fermg of location for changes in commercial Iand lise
zoha, to accommodate commerclal (or [ndustrlal) uses.

Thank eru for your consideration,

Sincerely,
D
PO -
Maria A. Mack
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11. Commenter. Marie Mack, The Mack Law Offices, representing Spring Valiey Lake
Association {"SVLA"), dated September 24, 2008.

Comment 11.1: SVLA appreciates the proposed plans to mitigate light poliution
and to provide for security lighting in the new commercial zone which will
accommodate the new Wal-Mart at Tamarisk and Bear Valley. SYLA would
request that these plans, before being implemented, be permitted 1o be reviewed
by SVLA and their input considered before any construction.

Response to Comment 11.1: Ms. Mack’s comment addresses a Wal-Mart at
Tamarisk and Bear Valley. This is a pending project submitted to the City of
Victorville by a private entity. A separate draft project level EIR is being prepared
for the proposed Wal-Mart project. The proposed Wal-Mart project and its EIR are
separate actions. Ms. Mack’s comment does not address this DEIR, however this
comment will be forwarded to the City for consideration.

This comment does not provide new significant information relative to the Generall
Plan 2030 that idenfifies a new significant environmental impact or idenfifies o
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement fo revise
or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 11.2: Air Quality. SVLA does not need any new uses which would
negatively impact its residents in terms of air quality, either as to new sources of
odor, particutates or any other air quality negative impact. The EIR provides that
this area will create significant and unavoidable negative effects, particularly
along Bear Valley. Surely more can be done to provide adequate mitigotion to
reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Response to Comment 11.2: As discussed in Section 5.3.4 of the DEIR, the Generdl
Plan proposes policies that comply with the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
“Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective”, which
provides guidelines for siting new sensitive land uses in proximity to air pollutant
emitting sources. In addition, the DEIR recommends mitigation measures AQ-1
through AQ-7 to further reduce air quality impacts due to future land use
development and traffic. These policies and measures are aimed at reducing air
quality impacts, but not to less than significant levels.

This comment expresses a concern of the SVLA, It does not provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Conseguently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise
or recirculate the DEIR.
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Comment 11.3: Noise. The EIR provides that the rezoning will result in excess noise,
excessive groundbourne noise or vibration, substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise, or substantial periodic increase in ambient noise, all or any of
which are significant and unavoidable. Again, SVLA is hopeful that better planning
can result in solutions which will mitigate these effecis to less than significant, or
potentially significant.

Response to Comment 11.3: As discussed in Section 5.11.4 of the DEIR, the Generall
Plan proposes policies intended 1o reduce ambient noise and place sensitive land
uses away from noise generating land uses. These policies are aimed at reducing
noise impacts, but not to less than significant levels.

This comment expresses a concern of the SVLA. It does not provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identifies o
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. Consequentiy, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement to revise
or recirculate the DEIR.

Comment 11.4: Transportafion/Traffic. Bear Valley Road is notoriously negatively
impacted with excessive traffic, which is already a substantial negative impact
upon SVLA residents. The EIR provides that the Generdl Plan Update and rezoning,
together with other planned changes under the Update, will again create
significant and unavoidable negative impacts. More creative solutions are
needed.

Response to Comment 11.4: As discussed in Section 5.15.3 of the DER, the General
Plan proposes policies intended to reduce traffic congestion. In addition, the DEIR
recommends mitigation measures TR-1 through TR-13 to further reduce fraffic
impacts due to future land use development and regional traffic. These policies
and measures are aimed at reducing traffic quality impacts, but not to less than
significant levels.

This comment expresses a concern of the SVLA. It does hot provide new significant
information that identifies a new significant environmental impact or identfifies a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmenial impact. Consequently, no
further response to this comment is required, and there is no requirement fo revise
or recirculate the DEIR.
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12. Commenter: Ann Carson Carr, Scott B. Eckert, Mrs. Corrine Puthnam, Rev. Tom
Moirrison, James H. Carr, Carole L, Runne-Burdick, Simone Graham, Gerald & Nedra
Murphy, Sandra Wilishire, Heather Grounds, Rick Danzy, Residents; dated 8/28/08,
?/1/08, 9/2/08, 9/2/08, 8/28/08, 9/22/08, 9/22/08, 9/23/08, 9/22/08, 9/24/08, 9/23/08,
respectively. :

Each of these resident comments specifically addresses a proposed Wal-Mart at
Tamarisk and Bear Valley. Consequently, a group response to these comments is
provided below:

Comment 12.1: Each resident expressed their strong opposition to the proposed
land use change for the Tamarisk Market Place because proposed land use
changes from Office

Professional fo Commercial for the area involving APNs 0482-042-xx is clready well
established with  schools, day-care cenfers, churches, and residential
development,

Response to Comment 12.1: As discussed in Seciion 3.0 of the DEIR, according to
the Strategic Market Analysis of Victorville's Commercial Zoning, prepared by The
Concord Group, January 20, 2005, in support of the General Plan, Victorville's
existing General Plan has a surplus of commercially designated land relative to
population. To remedy this imbalance, the General Plan 2030 proposes to focus
commercidl development info strategic nodes located along arterial roadways,
and specifically intersections of arterial roadways. These strategic nodes for future
commercial development include areas along the I-15, U.S. 395, Bear Valley Road,
Palmdale Road and at key infersections, including the Tamarisk and Bear Valley
Road site. The Commercial land use designation allows for a wide range of retail
commercial, service commercial, and office commercial activities, and would not
reguire the removal of any existing uses on the Tamarisk Market Place site.

The comments focus concern on a proposed Wal-Mart at Tamarisk and Bear
Vdalley. This is a pending project submitted to the City of Viciorville by a private
entity. A separaie draft project level EIR has been prepared for the proposed Wal-
Mart project (known as the Victorvilie Retail Center Project, and processed
through Draft EIR - SCH No. 2006041009). The proposed Wal-Mart project and its
pending EIR are separaie actions that wil be considered by the City Planning
Commission and City Council independent of the General Plan 2030 proposal.

Mr. Scott Eckert noted in his letter an additional concern that his March 5, 2008
NOP comment letter was not included in Appendix B of the DEIR. Mr. Eckett had
sent a follow-up letter dated June 15, 2008, which was included in Appendix B.
Staff had understood that Mr. Eckert’s June 15 letter was infended to supersede his
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March 5t letter. The City apologizes for any misunderstanding and is including the
March 5thletter as part of the Final EIR,

These resident comments do not address this DEIR; however the comments will be
forwarded to the City for consideration. These comments do not provide new
significant information relative to the General Plan 2030 that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity
of an environmental impact. Consequently, no further response to this comment is
required, and there is no requirement to revise or recirculate the DEIR.
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3.0 MINOR TEXT REVISIONS

Based on comments received on the DEIR and other minor corrections and/or
additions identified by City staff, this section presents DEIR text revisions.

CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 provides that recirculation of an ER is not required
where new information is added, but such information merely clarifies, Omplmes or
makes insignificant modifications fo an adeqguate EIR.

The revisions are grouped info three categories and summarized below. For each
revision presented, a brief discussion is included explaining the reasons why the
changes made are not significant and recirculation of the DEIR is not required.

Revision #1: Minor revisions to DEIR text discussion regarding aviation were
recommended by Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental Specialist,
Depariment of  Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, in a letter dated
September 2, 2008, which commented on the DEIR. This letfer and responses to
its comments are contained in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR. These revisions are
outlined in Response to Comments #1.1 and 1.2.

The Department’s suggested revisions to the EIR clarify information regarding
the Division of Aeronautics' responsibility, SCLA Specific Plan height restrictions
and FAA's role in reviewing the height of proximate structures. The revisions do
not provide new significant information that identifies a new significant
environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmenial impact. :

Revision #2: Minor revisions to DEIR text discussion regarding aviation were
recommended by Tom Dodson on behalf of LAFCO, in a letter dated October
1, 2008, which commented on the DEIR. This lefter and responses to ifs
comments are contained in Section 2.0 of this Final EIR. These revisions are
outlined in Response to Comments #9.1.

These revisions to the ER clarify information for future use of the document by
LAFCO. They do not provide new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact.
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Revision #8: Following release of the DEIR for public review on August 15, 2008, City
of Victorville Development Services Department staff identified seven properties
within the Planning Area with active appiications to change zoning and land
use designations, To ensure consistency beilween these changes and the
General Plan 2030 Land Use Map, the changes are included in the final draft
Land Use Element and in the revised Land Use Map and land use tables of
Section 3.0 of the Final EIR (Figure 3.5 Proposed General Plan Land Use Policy
Map, and Tables 3.2 through 3.5, General Plan 2030 Land Use Acreage
Designations by Acreage and Development Intensity). These changes are
listed below and iliustrated in the following exhibits. '

1. Changed 10 acres (Assessor Parcel Numbers 3103-461-01 through 3103-461-
02, located generally south of Paimdale Road and west of Bellflower Street
in the Baldy Mesa Planning Area) from High Density Residential to
Commercial (Reference Land Use Change Graphic #1)

2. Changed 10 acres (Assessor Parcel Numbers 3103-783-01 through -021; 3103-
783-38 through--41; 3103-784-08 through -22, located generally south of
Palmdale Road and east of Mesa View Road in the Baldy Mesa Planning
Area) from High Density to Low Density Residential {(Reference Land Use
Change Graphic #1)

3. Changed 3 acres (Assessor Parcel Number 3103-551-04, located generally
east of U.S. 325 Highway south of Seneca Road in the Baldy Mesa Planning
Area) from Commercial to High Density Residential {Reference Land Use
Change Graphic #1}

4. Changed 5 acres {Assessor Parcel Numbers 3090-531-03 through 3090-531-
04, located generally south of Coad Road and west of Ridgecrest Road in
the Central City Planning Area) from Light Industrial fo Heavy Industriai
(Reference Land Use Change Graphic #2)

5. Changed 19 acres {(Assessor Parcel Numbers 3094-371-06 through -09; 3094-
381-07 through -10; 3094-321-07 through -10; 3094-401-07 ihrough -10,
located generdlly north of Luna Road and east of Foxborocugh Way in the
West Bear Valley Planning Area) from Low Density fo Very Low Density
Residential (Reference Land Use Change Graphic #3)

6. Changed 70 acres (Assessor Parcel Numbers 3091-261-05 through -07, -13, -
19, -23, -28; 3091-271-01 through -05, -21, -29, -47, -51, -52; 3091-281-01, -03
through -07, -10 and -11, located generally north of Bear Valley Road and
east of AT & SF and UP Railroad line in the West Bear Valley Planning Areq)
from Heavy Industrial to Commercial (Reference Land Use Change Graphic
#4),
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7. Changed 175.5 acres (Assessor's Parcel Numbers 0462-031-60 through 0472-
031-65, located generally north of Interstate 15 in the North Mojave Planning
Areq) is proposed to be changed from SP-Specific Plan to SP with C2 zoning.
SP with C1 zoning and 3P with R-1 zoning. Reference Land Use Change
Graphic #5}).

The proposed changes cre required to be adopted at this fime to avoid
inconsistency between existing zoning and the proposed General Plan land
uses. These changes propose modifying one urban use to one similar and/or
less intensive. The proposed changes would be compatible with surrounding
existing and planned uses. The concomitant revisions to the EIR to incorporate
these changes do not result in new significant information that identifies a new
significant environmental impact or identifies a substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact,
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) requires all state
and local agencies to establish moniforing or reporting programs for projects
approved by a public agency whenever approval involves the adoption of either a
“mitigated negative declaration™ or an EIR that proposes mitigation measures.

The following is the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the City of Victorville General
Plan 2030 Program EIR. The intent of the MMP is to prescribe and enforce a means for
properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified within
the General Plan 2030 EIR.

This MMP is infended to be used by City of Victorville staff and mitigation monitoring |
personnel to ensure complionce with mitigation measures during  project
implementation. '

Mitigation Monitoring Reporting

The following MMP Table is the primary tool for implementing the MMP. The table
includes a topical listing of all mitigation measures identified in the EIR. For each
measure, the table identifies the party responsible for its implementation, the timing of
its implementation, and the method for determining its implementation. The table is
intended to serve as a checklist to assist the City with the ongoing implementation of
the General Plan as well as its annual review of Generat Pldn accomplishments.

For each development proposal that proceeds pursuant to the General Plan 2030,
the City is expected to review that development proposdl against the table, and
ensure its compliance with each applicable mitigation measure. Within the MMP
Table, there is space in which City staff can identify the development proposal by
name and project case number(s). The last column of the table is to be used by staff
to verify that each applicable mitigation measure been implemented and the date
of implementation.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigafion Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:
- Development Proposal Project Name:
Case Number(s):
Aesthetics -
AES-1: The City shall endeavor fo preserve natural open | Pevelopment During preliminclry \?h:kffvﬁljon for and
spaces, including those in the Northemn Expansion Area, in | Services project review dov | ;
perpetuity. Potenfial measures used to preserve open space | Department ° .efopers °
lands inciude dedication to the City or conservation agency, ?‘C‘O'geq'” ?sz: o
dedication or purchase of conservation easements, and ﬂ?e Ge]z;ro[]l Plan
fransfer of development rights.
2030 and EIR.
AES-2: The City shall work with developers to retain areas in | Development During preliminary | City to plan for and
new developments which are not suitable for habitable | Services project review work with
structures as open space, including recreational open space | Department developers 1o
uses, frails, and scenic outlooks. mainiain open
space pursuant to
the General Plan
2030 and EIR.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implemeniation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implemeniation
Verified

Date:
AES-3: The City shall work with developers to reiain open | Development During preliminary | City to plan for and
spaces adjacent to view cormridors or scenic resources in | Services project review work with
exchange for increased density elsewhere on the project site. | Department developers to
Features meeting the following criteria shall be considered for maintain open
designation as scenic resources: space pursuant to
= A roadway, visia point, or area that provides a vista the General Plan
of undisiurbed natural areas; 2030 and EIR.
» A unique or unusual feature that comprises an
important or dominant poriion of the viewshed [the
area within the field of view of the observer); and
=  Offers a distant vista that provides relief from less
atiractive views of nearby features {such as views of
ihe San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains, and
Mojave River Corridor urban areas).
AES-4: The City shall locate frail rouies to highlight the Cily's | Development During preliminary | City fo plan for and
recreational and educational experiences, including natural, | Services project review to work with
scenic, cultural and historic fectures, Department developers fo
ensure that frails are
implemented to
maximize City
aesthefic resources.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementaticn
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

AES-5: The City shall require that hillside development be
compatible with natural features and that site development
occur in o manner which preserves the integrity and
character of the hillside environment, including but not
limited fo, consideration of terrain, landform, access needs,
fire and erosion hozards, watershed and flood factors, free
preservation,  and  scenic  amenifies  and  quality.
Avoid/discourage development on ridgelines and dreas
where structures would be the dominant visual element.
These criteria shall be incorporated info hillside development
regulations for spectiiic plans that encompass land in the
Northern Expansion Area or any other hillside areas within the
Planning Areaq.

Development
Services
Depariment

During preliminary
project review

City to plan for and
to work with
developers to
ensure that natural
land form features
are protected
pursuant to the
General Flan 2030
and EIR.

AES-6: The City shall require new electical and

Development

During project

City to plan for and

communication lines to be placed underground. Services review to work with
Depariment developers fo
ensure Utility lines
are placed
underground,
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Meqsure

Implementation

Implementation

Method for

Implementation

Responsibility Timing implementiation Verified
Date:
AES-7: The City shall design arsa-wide flood control and | Development During preliminary | City to plan for and
drainage measures as part of an overall community | Services project review to waork with
improvement program thal advances the goals of | Depariment developers to
recreation, resource conservation, preservaiion of nalural ensure that
riparian vegetation and habitat and the preservation of the areawide flood
scenic values of the Planning Area’'s stfreams and creeks. conirol
improvemenis are
designed to
protect natural
resources.
' Development During project City to require
AES-8: lighting fixtures shall be architecturally compatible | sepvices review developers to
with the character of the surrounding structure(s) and shallbe | pepartment design and install
energy efficient. Fixtures shall be appropriate in height, light fixtures
infensity, and scale 1o the use they are serving. Genrerally, pursuant fo the
pole-mounted fixtures shall be low in height (20 feet or less) | General Plan 2030
and be equipped with light shields to reduce or elminate and ER.
light spillage beyond the project's boundaries.
AES-2: Parking areas shall be provided with lighting capable | Deveslopment During project City to require
of providing adequate ilumination for nighttime security and | $Services review developers fo
saiety. Lighting, as set forth in ithe lighting or electrical plan, | Department design and install
shall provide a minimum one foot candle of illuminaiion at parking area
the ground throughout the parking area and alb associated lighting pursvant io
walkways, plazas and courts. Building-mounted decorative the General Plan
lights shall not exceed five foot-candles measured five feet 2030 and EIR.
from the light source.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086}

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Dale:

AES-10: Security lighting shall be provided in all nonresidential
zoning districts at building enifrances/exits. Security lighting
shall provide a minimum of two foot-candles and a maximum
of three foot-candles at the ground level of the enfrance.

Development
Services
Department

During project
review

City to require
developers o
design and install
securily lighfing
pursuant to the
General Plan 2030
and EIR.

AES-11: Where the light source is visible from ouiside the
project boundary, shielding shall be required to reduce glare
so that neither the light source nor its image from a refiective
surface shall be directly visible from any point five feet or
more beyond the property line. This requirement shall not
apply fo single-family residential uses, trafiic safety lighting, or
public sireet lighting.

Development
Services
Department

During project
review

City fo require
developers to
design and install
exterior lighting
pursuant to the
General Plan 2030
and ER,
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

Alr Quality —
AQ-1: Lond Use and Transporfation
d) Implemeni land use shategies to encourage jobs,
housing proximity, promote transit-oriented
development and encourage high density
development along transit corridors. Encourage
compact, mixed-use projecis, forming urban villages
designed to maximize oaffordable housing and
encourage walking, bicycling and the use of public
transit systems.
b) Encourage infil, redevelopment, and higher density

development, whether in  incorporated or

unincorperated seftings.

c) Encourage new developmenis fo integrate housing,

civic and retfail amenities ({jobs, schools, parks, and
shopping cpportunifies) 1o help reduce vehicle miles
tfraveled resulting from discretionary automobile trips.

d) Apply advanced  iechnology systems and
management strategies to improve operational
efficiency of fransporiation systems and movement of
people goods and services.

g) Incorporaie features into project design that would
accommodate the supply of frequent, reliable and
canvenient public fransit,

f}  Implement street improvements that are designed fo

- relieve pressure on the most congested roadways
and intersections.

g} LUmit idling time for commercial vehicles, including
delivery and construction vehicles.

Development
Services
Department

During preliminary
project review

City to require
developers to
implement land use
and
implementation
strategies pursuant
o the General Plan
2030 and EIR.
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CHY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:
h} Develop a Safe Routes to School program ihat allows
and promotes bicycling and walking to school.
i} Assess project air qualiy impacts on sensitive
receptors at the project level, with special
consideralion of school playgrounds, parks and other
outdoor recreational uses.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:
AQ-2: Energy Conservation Devglopmen’r Dur_lng prei!mmdry City to require
Services project review developers to
a) Recognize and promote energy savings measures Department implement energy
beyond Tifle 24 requirements for residential and conservation
commercial projects. medasures pursuant
b) Where feasible, include in new buildings facilifies to "2% ;ge Gc?’ggq' Plan
support the use of low/zero carbon fueled vehicles, an :
such as the charging of electric vehicles from green
electricity sources.
c} Educate the public, schools and ather jurisdiciions,
and businesses about reducing GHG emissions.
d) Replace iraffic lights, streetlights, and other electrical
uses fo energy efficient bulbs and appliances.
e) Design, build, and operate schools that meet the
Collaborative for High Performance Schools {CHPS)
best practices.
t] Offerrebates and low-interast loans o residents that
make energy-saving improvemerits on their homes.
g} Construct non-residential buildings o meet LEED
{Leadership in Energy and-Environmental Design)
Silver Cerfification where possible.
h) Maximize use of iow-pressure sodium and/or
fluorescent lighting.
i} Require acquisition of new appliances and
equipment to meet Energy Star ceriification.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Imple.meniaiion
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:
AQ-3: Urban Forestry Development During project City fo require
a} Plant frees or vegetation to shade buildings and thus Services review _developers fo
. - Department implement urban
reduce heating/ cooling demand.
forestry measures
b} Preserve or replace onsite trees {that are removed pursuani to the
due fo development} os o means of providing General Plan 2030
carbon storage. and ER.
c) Select landscaping thai is  fast-growing while
minimizing water demand to sequesier carbon while )
reducing electrical loads associated with regional
wdter transportation.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

AQ-4: Dust Confrol - Construcfion Emissions Mifigation

a)

b)

Require property owners to apply soil stabilizers to
inactive areas.

During construction, require property owners to
prepare d high wind dust control plan and implement
plan-elemenis and terminate soil disturbance when
winds excead 25 mph.

During consfruction, require property owners to
stabilize previously disfurbed areas i subsequent
cohstruction is delayed.

During construction, require property owners to wafer
exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 fimes/day.

During construction. require property owners to cover
all earth stockpiles with tarps.

During construction, require property owners replace
ground cover in disturbed areas quickly.

Require all vehicles to reduce speeds on unpoved
roads o less than 15 mph.

Development
Services
Department

During prefiminary
project review

Cily fo require
developers to
implement dust
confrol measures
pursuant fo the
General Plan 2030
and EIR.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:
AQ-5: Bxhaust Emissions Development During preliminary | City fo require
a) Reqguire 90-day Ilow-NOx tune-ups for offqoad setvices project review _developers to
a L . Department implement exhaust
gquipment operating in the Planning Area. L
emisston control
b} Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and measures pursuant
heavy equipment. to the General Plan
c) Require consfruction operators to use Tier 3-ated 2030 and EIR.
engines during site grading for all equipment
exceeding 100 horsepower if available.
d} Require construction operators fo ulilize equipment
whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation
catalysts if available.
@) Require construction operators to ulilize diesel
particulate filter and diesel oxidation catalyst on
heavy equipment where feasible.
AG-6: ROG Emissions Devglopmenf Durfng pre!!mmqry City to require
. Services project review developers fo
a) Require the use of high-volume, low-pressure paint | Depariment implement ROG
sprayers, apply paint thickness of 0.75 millimeters or less emission control
and, use water-based and low-VCC coatings with measures pursuant
ROG emissions of less than 8.0 pounds per 1,000 square to the General Plan
feet of painted surface. 2030 and EIR.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:
AQ-7: Operational Emissions Miligaiion - Wherever feasible, SD:;::IZSDmem Druorfgg Tr?ree:;mvl\:mry {(j:ﬁy Tf)' requlrre
developers should be encouraged to incorporate the Deparment RTO) € . evie Oper,ngM
following TCMs on a preject-specific basis includes: P mpiemen
measures pursuant
a) Provide future fransit access poinfs within  the fo the General Plan
development, 2030 and EIR.
b) Include bicycle lanes in the project design.
c} Provide an attractive pedestrian environment.
d) Encourage  mixed-use  developments  where
employment, shopping and living can occur within
shori distances. ‘
- Biology —
BIC-1: The Mohave Ground Sguirrel is a state-listed species Devglopmen’r Dur.'ng prelfrnmcary City fo require
; aap . Services project review developers to
known to occur in nafural open spaces within the Ciiy of Departmernt comply with
Victorville. The City shall contfinue working with the CDF&G o P omply .
.ol : . CDF&.G regulations
ensure that individual projects comply .with state laws reqarding Mohave
protecting this species. In areas so designated by ihe g g Mo
, ; Ground Squirrel
dagencies, appropriate surveys shall be conducted and R
§ L . protection.
appropiiate mitigation applied.
Final Program EIR General Plan 2030 Page 182




CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021084)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

BIO-2: The Desert Tortoise is a federally and state-listed

Development

During preliminary

City tc require

. - . . o | Services project review developers to
species with potential to occur in natfural open spaces within .

: . . . . . . Departmeni comply with USFWS
the City of Victorville. The City shall continue working with the and CDF&.G
USFWS and CDF&G to ensure that individual projects comply reaulations
with federal and state laws protecting this species. In areags so reg rdfing Desert
designated by the agencies, appropriate surveys shall be Togrgiséngro;sce’rion
conducted and appropriate mitigafion applied. The P )
exception is the urbanized areqa identified by the USFWS as a
designated Desert Tortoise no-survey area, a map of which is
maintained at the Planning Division.

BIO-3: The Burrowing Owl is a Cdlifornia Species of Special Devg]opmen‘r Dur_lng prel!m:nc:ry Cify fo require
. - . . Services project review developers io
Concern that is known to occur in agricultural fields and -
Department comply with

natural open spaces within the City of Victorville. This species
has declined markedly, and confinues to decline, across
large parts of its range. Focused surveys for the Burrowing Owl
shall be required for all projects that propose the
development of agricultural fields or natural open spaces
that are contiguous with larger open space areas capable of
supporting Burrowing Owls. Burrowing Owl surveys, and any
mitigation measures to be underiaken in the case of positive
survey resulis, shall comply  with  current  CDF&G
recommendations.

CDF&G regulations
regarding Burrowing
Owl protection.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Miligation Measure

Implementalion

Implementation

Method for

Implementation

Responsibility Timing Implementation Verified
Date:
BIO-4:. The City sholl_ coordinate with s‘.rc.:’re .cmd federal Development During preliminary City fo require
agencies for the creation of buffers and mitigation banks for . - . .
" s - ; - : Services project review developers on
sensitive species. The City shall work with adjacent local -
oy ; Department previously
governments and the County to conserve critical habitat undeveloped sifes
and minimize recreational use in sensitive areas supporting of over | gcre "
protected or sensitive species. As feasible, the City shall work size to prepare
with the USFWS tfo establish mitigation banks or other biolo igqlrr)esource
conservation easements for the SCI areas supporting sensitive stu digs and
species. For areas of unique habital qudlities, replacement develop stratedies
compensation ond resforation mitigation may not be io consere g
adequate for some habitat loss to reduce the impact to less and/or miﬁéoTe
than significant. significant
biclogical
resources pursuant
to USFWS and
CDF&G
regulafions.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021084}

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementadtion
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

BIC-5: Prior to permiiting conversion of undeveloped land in
the Northermn Expansion Aredq, the City shall ensure that
appropriafe  biological surveys and assessments  are
conducted, and if warmanted, adequate mitigation s
provided fo reduce biological resource impacis 1o less than
significant to the greafest extent possible.

Development
Services
Depariment

During preliminary
project review

City to require
developers on
previously
undeveloped sites
of any size in the
Northern
Expansion Area to
prepare biological
resource studies
and develop
strategies to
conserve, and/or
mitigate significant
biological
resources pursuant
to USFWS and
CDF&.G
regulations.

BIC-4: To reduce predator affraction, the City shall work to
improve frash collection, recycling progroms, and illegal
dumping in open areds. The City shall sponsor mitigation
efforts that minimize landfill growth, reduce frash haul routes
“that spread litter and increase predator species numbers (i.e.,
raven or crow in the Northern Expansion Area), and reduce
ilegal dumping of bulk items (e.g., furniture, appliances, tired,
batteries). Residential impact from such waste products will
be mitigated to less than significant prior fo permifting land
use conversion.

Development
Services
Department

During preliminary
project review

City to develop
and implement
procedures to
keep naiural areas
pristine and clear
of trash pursuant
io the General
Flan 2030 and ER,
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING FROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation

Implementation

Method for

Implementation

Responsibility Timing Implemeniation Verified
_ Date:
BIC-7: The City shall work with state and federal agencies to | Development Prior o permitting | City to develop «
create a specific and detailed wildlife coridor map for the | Services conversion of | wildlife corridor
Northern Expansion Area. The map will identify movement | Department undeveloped map to profect
cofridors and refuge areas for mammadl, migratory bird land in ithe | sensitive species
species, and other desert species dependent on transitory Northern and their habifats
resources based on rainfall. The wildlife coridor and refuge Expansion Areq pursuant  to  the
area map wil be used for preparation of biclogical General Plan 2030
assassments prior o permitting for land use conversion. and ER.
Cultural Resources —
CUL-1: The aqpplicant shall provide for an on-site Devselopmen‘r Prior Jfo any ; Ciiy fo require
: ; . . Services clearing, grubbing | developers on
paleontological/archaeological nspector fo maonitor all Denarfment or aradin evious]
grading operations, or d letter from said licensed professional P g g previously .
R e A . undeveloped sites
indicating that monitoring is not necessary during grading. .
= . of over 1 acrein
Further, if disturbed resources are required to be collected size 1o retain o
and preserved, the applicant shall be required to pariicipate L
- - e . qudalified
financially up fo the limits imposed by Public Resources Code alecntological/
Section 21083.2. The resulls of said monitoring shall be filed zrchoeo[o gl!cal
with the Development Director ar his designee prior to the - g
i ; monitor and/or
final approval of the development. .
ensure protection
of potential
paleontfological/
archaeological
resources pursuant
to the General
Plan 2030 and EIR.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Miligation Measvure

Implementadtion

Implementation

Method for

Implementaticn

Responsibility Timing implementation Verified
Date:
CUL-2: If human remains are encountered during grading Developmeni During any City to require
and other consiruction excavation, work in the immediate Services clearing, grubbing | developers on
vicinity shall cease and the County Coroner shall be Depariment or grading monitor and/or
contacied pursuant fo the State Health and Safely Code. : report human
remains if
encountered
pursuant to the
General Plan 2030
and EIR.
CUL-3: In the event thalt Native American cultural resources Development During any Cily fo require
are discovered during project development/construction, all | Services clearing, grubbing | developers on
work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease and a Department or grading monitor and/or
qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior report Nafive
standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the American culiural
overdll project may continue during this assessment period. remains if
encountered
pursuant to the
General Plan 2030
and EIR.
CUL-4: If significant Native American cultural resources dre Development During any City to require
discovered, for which a Treatment Plan must be prepared, Services clearing, developers on
the developer or his archaeologist shall contact the Morongo | Department grubbing or contact the
Band of Mission Indians ("Tribe”}). If requested by the Tribe, the grading Morongo Band of
developer ar the project archaeologist shall, in good faith, Mission Indians
consulf on the discovery and its disposition (e.g. avoidance, pursuant fo the
preservation, return of arfifacts to tribe, etc.) General Plan 2030
and ER.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Medasure

Impiementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

Hazards and Hazardous Materials -

HAZ-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading permifs, the
applicant shall submit and, when acceptable, the City shall
approve a Phase | environmental sife assessment conducied
in accordance with American Society of Testng and
Materials' "ASTM Standards on Environmental Site Assessments
for Commercial Real Estaie” or such other standard as may
be acceptable io the City Engineer. The applicant shall also
provide an updated groundwaier sampling program in
compliance with City requirements. If further investigative or
remedial actions are idenfified therein, all such actions
and/or such alternative actions as may be approved by the
City Engineer shall be implemented to the safisfaction of the
City Engineer prior to the issuance of any grading permils.

Development
Services
Depariment

Prior to any
clearing, grubbing
or grading

City to require
developers of all
new development
to provide for City
review and
acceptance a
Phase 1stte
assessment, and
provide required
rmitigation.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation

‘| Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

HAZ-2: Because reducing the amount of waste generated in
the City is an effective mechdnism for reducing the potential
impact of these wastes on the public health and safety and
the environment, and because source reduction and “green”
legislation encourages the reduction, to the extent feasible,
of hazardous waste, the City shall encourage and promote
praclices that will, in order of priority: (1) reduce the use of
hazardous materials and the generation of hazardous wastes
af their source; (2) recycle the remaining hazardous wastes
for reuse; and (3} ireatf those wastes that cannot be reduced
at the source or recycled. Only residuals from waste
recycling and treatment will be land disposed.

Development
Services
Department;

Public Works
Department

Ongoing

City will promote
praciices that
reduce the use of
hazardous
materials and the
generation of
hazardous wastes
af their source;
recycle the
remaining
hazardous wastes
for reuse; and treat
those wastes that
cannot be reduced
cal the source or
recycled..

HAI-3: The Cily shall ensure closure and/or removal of the
non-regulated private airstip prior to issuance of any grading
or building permits in areas adjacent to or within the general
flight path area of the private airship.

Pevelopment
Services
Depariment;

Prior to issvance
of any grading or
building permits in
areas adjacent to
or within the
general flight path
area of the
private airstrip.

Ongoing

City will ensure
closure and/or
removal of the non-
regulated private
airstrip.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementdation

Iimplementation
Verified

Date:

Hydrology and Water Quality —

HWQ-1: All focal or private project drainage facilifies to be
consiructed shall be evaluated on an individual basis by the
City Engineering Department. The Department shall also
determine  the amount of responsibiliiy for costs of
improvements by the developers for local or private project
facilities on private property.

Engineering
Department

During preliminary
project review

City to require
developers plan
and construct
drainage facilities
pursuant fo City
Engineering
Department
requiremenis.

HWQ-2: All regional or public drainage facilities 1o be
construcied shall be evaluated on an individual basis by the
City Engineering Department. The Depariment shall also -
determine the amount of responsibility for cosis of
improvements to be borne by project proponenis, whether
public and/or private entities.

Engineering
Department

During preliminary
project review

City to require
developers plan
and consiruct
drainage facilities
pursuant to City
Engineering
Department
requirements.

HWQ@-3: The Cily Engineering Depariment shall vpdate the
1992 Master Plan of Drainage fo incorporate the grow
projections and land use patterns per General Plan 2030.

Development
Services
Depariment;

Engineering
Department

Within one year of
General Plan 2030
adoption

City to update
Master Drainage
Plan pursuant to
General Flan 2030
projections.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

Land Use -

Reference Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7, above.

Mineral Resources —

MR-1: Prior fo any developmeni occurning along the Mgjave
River corridor in the Northern Expansion Area, the applicant
shall submit for City Development Services Director review
and approval a geologic study identifying potential mineral
resources. Every attempt shall be made to preserve these
resources in place.

Development
Services
Department

During preliminary
project review

City to require
developers on
previously
undeveloped sites
of any size along
the Mojave River
corridor in the
Northern
Expansion Area to
submif for review
and approval a
geologic study
identifying
potential mineral
resources..

Noise —

Reference Mitigafion Measure HAZ-3, above.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021084)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implemeniation
Veritied

Date:

Public Services -

PS-1: The Cily shall ensure that the San Bernardino County
Fire Departmeni updates iis North Desert Division plans to
ensure facilities and staffing confinue 1o be able to
accommodate the growih projecied for buildout of the
General Plan 2030. The first update shall occur within one
yvear of approval of the General Plan 2030 and encompass a
minimum  period of 5 years. This information shall be
incorporaied info the City contracts with the County Fire
Department and into the City capital improvement program
process.

Development
Services Director;

Fire Department

Within one year
of approval of
the General Plan
2030

City to waork with
San Bemardino
Coundiy Fire
Department to
ensure ils North
Deseit Division is
updated
consistent with
General Plan 2030.

PS-2: The City shall ensure that the Cily of Victorville Police
Department updates ifs facility, equipment and personnel
plans to accommodate the growth projected for buildout of
the General Plan 2030. The first update shall occur within one
year of approval of the General Plan 2030 and encompass a
minimum period of 5 years. The plans shall be incorporated
into City coniracts with the County of San Bernardino Sheriff
and info the City capital improvement program process.

Development
Services Director;

Police
Deparimeni

Within one year of
approval of the
General Plan 2030

. City Police

Depariment to
update ifs facility,
equipment and
personnel plans fo
accommodate the
growth projected
for buildout of the
General Plan 2030.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

PS-3: The City shall work with the Victor Elementary Schaool
District, Adelanto Schoaol Disirict, Hesperia School District and
the Vicior Valley Union High School District to update their
school faciliies master plans to accommodate the growih
projected for buildout of the General Plan 2030. Based on
these master plan direclives, the Cily shall work with the
school districts to locate and plan for adequate schoaol sites.

Development
Services Direcfor

Within one year of
approval of the
General Plan 2030

City to work with
applicable school
districts 1o update
Their respective
school master plans
to accommodaie
the growth
projected for
buildout of the
General Plan 2G30.

PS-4: The City shall update its master plan for Parks af least
once every five years, beginning in 2010. The master plan
shall be based on the most current City population and Total
dwelling unit projections and consider the spatial need for
recreational facilities throughout the City. The master plan
shall be incorporated into the City capital improvement
program process.

- Development
Services Director;

Community
Services
Department

Every five years,
beginning in 2010

City to update ifs
master Plan of
parks to
accommodate the
growth projected
for buildout of the
General Plan 2030.

PS-5: The Cily shall update its planning for libraries and
community centers at least once every five years, beginning
in 2010. The plans shall be based on the most current City
population and total dwelling unit projections and consider
the spatial need for libraries and community centers
throughout the Cily. The plans shall be incorporated info the
City capital improvement program process.

Development

Services Director;

Community
Services
Department

Every five years,
beginning in 2010

Ciiy to updaie ifs
maister Plan of
libraries to
accommodaie the
growth projected
for buildout of ithe
General Plan 2030.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR {SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

bate:

Recreation -

Reference Miligation Measure PS-3, above.

Transportation/Traffic -

TR-1:  Planning Mechanisms - The City shall develop a
program designatfing Deficient Roadway Segments that
cannot feasibly meet the LOS C level of service standard for
roadway segments.

Development
Services
Department;

Engineering
Depariment

Within one year of
General Plan 2030
dadoption

Cily to develop
Deficient Roadway
Segmenti program.

TR-2; Plarning Mechanisms - The City of Victorville shall study
the circulafion system on an ongoing basis to determine
what feasible improvements can be made to achieve an
acceptable level of service for segments and infersections. If
an acceplable level of service cannot be achieved, feasible
improvements will be idenfified that will improve, or mitigate
the degradatlion of the level of service. The feasible
improvements will be incorporated into the City’s Capital
Improvement Program.

Development
Services
Depariment;

Engineering
Department

Ongoing

City to develop
and implement
program to
undertake feasible
programs to
achieve
acceptable levels
of service pursuant
to the General Plan
2030 and EIR.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigalion Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementdation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

TR-3:  Planning Mechanisms - The City shall incorporate the
adopted Circulation Hement and applicable General Plan
Update godls into the SCLA Specific Plan os needed.

Development
Services
Depariment;

Engineering
Department

Within one year of
General Plan 2030
adoption. ‘

City fo update
SCLA Specific Plan
to incorporate
Circulation Element
and applicable
General Plan
Update 2030 and
EIR provisions.

TR-4:  Planning Mechanisms - The City shall cooperate with
San Bernardino Association of Governments {SCAG), the San
Bernardino Association Governments [SANBAG), and the
California  Depariment of Transportafion ([Calfrans)  fo
incorporate the adopted Circulation Element and applicable
General Plan Update goals into  the Inferstale 15
Comprehensive Corridor Study when Alternative D or the
Alternative C/E Hybrid is selected.

Development
Services
Department;

Engineering
Department

Ongoing

City to coordinate

-with SCAG,

SANBAG and
Caltrans to
incorporate
General Plan 2030
and EIR provisions
into Interstate 15
Corridor Study.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Implemeniation |Implementation | Method for "Implementation
Responsibility Timing Implementation Verified
Date:

TR-5: Planning Mechanisms - The City shall cooperate with
California Department of Transporfation (Caltrans} and the
Federal Highway Administration o incorporate the adopted
Circulalion Element and applicable General Plan Update
goals info the implemeniation plans for the proposed new
inferchange ot Interstate 15 at La Mesa Road and Nisqualli
Road.

Development
Services
Department;

Engineering

Department

Ongoing

City to ceordinate
with Calirans to
incorporate
General Plan 2030
and EIR provisions
info new
interchange at
Interstate 15 at La
Mesa Road and
Nisqualli Road.

TR-6: Planning Mechanisms - The City shall cooperate with
Calirans, the San Bernardine Association Governments
(SANBAG, and other agencies on the proposed realignment
of US-395.

Development
Services
Depariment;

Engineering
Depardment

Ongeing

City to coordinate
with Calirans and
SANBAG to
incorporate
General Plan 2030
and EIR provisions
into US-395
realignmeni..
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Implementation |Implementation |Method for Implementation
Responsibility Timing Implementation Verified
Date:
TR-7: The City shall ccoperate with the Town of Apple Valley | Development ongoing City 1o coordinate
to Incorporate the adopted Circulation Element and | Services with Town of Apple
applicable  General Plan  Update goals into  the | Department; Valley fo
implementation plans for the proposed High Desert Corridor incorporatie
project, and the Yucca Loma / Green Tree Blvd extension. General Plan 2030
Engineering ond ER provisions
Department into the proposed
High Desert
Cortidor project,
agnd the Yucca
ioma / Green Tree
Blvd extension.
TR-8: Planning Mechanisms - The City shall cooperate with | Development Ongoing City 1o coordinate

the Cily of Hesperia o incorporate the adopted Circulation
Element and applicable General Plan Update goals into the
implementation plans  for proposed  interchange
improvements on Inferstate 15, including Eucalyptus Sireef,
should that project be approved and funded.

Services
Department;

Engineering
Department

with City of
Hesperia to
incorporate

General Plan 2030
and ER provisions
into the proposed

interchange
improvements  on
Intersiate 15,
including
Eucalyptus Street.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Implementation |Implemeniation |Method for Implementation
‘ Responsibility Timing Implementation Verified
Date:
TR-9:  Planning Mechanisms - The City shall cooperate with | Development Ongoing City to coordinate
SANBAG to provide mitigation measures for existing and | Services with  SANBAG 1o
projected LOS deficiencies on the CMP network that are | Depariment; provide mitigation
beyond the scope of the City of Victorville Circulation measures for
Element, existing and
Engineering projected LOS
Department deficiencies on the
CMP network that
are beyond the
scope of the City of
Victorvilie
Circulation
Element.
TR-10:  Planning Mechanisms - The City shall update ils | Development Annually City fo update its

Capital Improvement Frogram every year to implement
required roadway/infersection improvements.

Services
Depariment;

"Engineering

Deparfment

Capital
Improvement
Program fo
implement
Circulation Element
and other General
Plan 2030
fransportation
improvements.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021086)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementaticn
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

TR-11: Planning Mechanisms - The City shall coordinate and
work with Victor Valley Transit Authority to expand service on
the roadways expected to have substantial fravel demands
increases to connect existing and new rip generators.

Development
Services
Department;

Engineering
Department

Ongoing

City 1o coordinate
with Victor Valley
Transit Authority to
expand service fo
accommodatre
General Plan 2030
growth.

TR-12: Funding Mechanisms - Applicants for development
permits shall pay dll applicable City of Victorville traffic
impact fees. Evidence of payment shall be provided to the
Planning Department prior fo issuance of a building permit.

Development
Services
Department;

Engineering
Department

Prior to issuance of
building permit

City fo require
developers io pay
all applicable
fraffic impact fees.

TR-13: Funding Mechanisms - Applicants for development
permits with significant iraffic impacts on the CMP system
and on State and Federal Highways in the City of Victorville
(i.e. pursuant to a certified CEQA/NEPA document) shall pay
their fair share of mitigation improvements (if required) or
consiruct improvements. Evidence of such payment (if
required) shall be provided to the Planning Department pricr
fo issuance of a building permit.

Development
Services
Depariment;

Engineering
Department

Prior to issuance of
building permit

City to require
developers of
projects with
significant traffic
impacts on the
CMP system and
on State and
Federal Highways
to pay fair share of
mifigation
improvements (if
required) or
construct
improvements.
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CITY OF VICTORVILLE GENERAL PLAN 2030 PROGRAM EIR (SCH #2008021084)

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Method for
Implementation

Implementation
Verified

Date:

Utilities —
Reference HWQ-1 through HWQ-3, above.

Energy —

EC-1: The City shall inform applicanis of the new Green
Building Code standards and assist applicants to incorporate
them into the planning review dnd approval process.

Development
Services
Deparimeant;

Engineering
Department

During project
review

City fo work with
developers to
comply with Green
Building Code
standards.

EC-2: The City shall ensure that all new public facilities shall
comply with relevant requirements of Chapter 5: Energy
Efficiency of the Green Buiding Code. When exisling
equipment is replaced, it shall comply with any relevant
requirements of Chapter 5 of the Green Building Code.

Development
Services
Department;

Engineering
Departmeni

During project
review

City to design and
construct public
facilities fo comply
with Green
Building Code
standards.
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