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NOTICE

This report has been prepared for the Air Directorate, National Guard Bureau by
PRC Engineering, Inc. for the purpose of analyzing the impact of construction and
operation of a new Air National Guard Base at one of three possible locations:
Naval Air Station Point Mugu, CA; Norton Air Force Base, CA; or, Air Force Plant
#42, Paimdale, CA.

"It is not an endorsement of any project. The Contractor
has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the
project. The views expressed herein are those of the
Contractor and do not necessarily reflect the official views
of the National Guard Bureau, the United States Air Force
or the Department of Defense."




’UL 1* 143" 0a:d2 FROM HO USAHF CEH TO

Air Force
(HQ USAF/CEVP)

Room SB269

1260 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1260

6 3W?3

SEPORAMDym  FOR i (&Qwal;)
(Aﬁd! Mk mavbs)
308}  Diatubotiens  of  USAF Plavn—s
DocomertS FoemAdED 6or ¢ IV I3

At Phe Owxowmets Worwaded Co

o Ooyam:-—\‘-l- o Che J'W

A skt  be ‘uﬁ;anpd’

A,,M oA Pudrtes- Rbsse, AJJJL.
PP R S - sl 4

g
w
(X}
A
)
f

A

SR INEAN R

Environmental Planning Division

[

e o - ——— o e S e




o

* DISCLAIMER NOTICE

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST
QUALITY AVAILABLE. THE COPY
FURNISHED TO DTIC CONTAINED
A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF
PAGES WHICH DO NOT
REPRODUCE LEGIBLY.
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APPENDIX 1
BIOLOGICAL SPECIES LIST
PLANT SPECIES IDENTIFIED AT
PALMDALE AF PLANT #42
KEY
Importance Habitat/Association

A Abundant
C Common

F  Fragment
O Occasional
I  Infrequent
Status

*Non-native species -

GNETAE

Ephedraceae - Joint Fir Family

Ephedra nevadensis

Nevada Morman Tea

DICOTYLEDONES

Asteraceae - Sunflower

Acamptopappus
Goldenhead(

Stephano

Small Wire Lettuce

Tetradymia stenolepis (o]
Narrow-scaled Felt-thorn

Brassicaceae - Mustard

Family

Brassica tournefortii

Sahara Mustard

Cactaceae - Cactus Family
Opuntia echinocarpa |

Silver Cholla




Chenopodiaceae - Saltbush Family

Atriplex canescens
Four-winged Saltbush

Eurotia Janata
Winter Fat

Euphorbiaceae - Euphorbia Family
Eremocarpus setigerus
Dove Weed

Stillingia pancidentata
Mojave Stillingia

Onagraceae - Evening Primrose Family
Camissonia boothii
Woody Bottlewasher

Polemoniaceae - Phlox Family
Eriastrum densifolium
Blue Mantle

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum plumatella
Flat-Top

Eriogonum mohavense
Mohave Buckwheat

Olanaceae - Nightshade Family
Lycium andersonii
Desert Tomato

Lycium cooperi
Peach Thorn

Agavaceae - Agl!
Yucca brevif
Joshua Tree

Poaceae - Grass Family
#Bromus rubens
Red Brome

#Bromus tectorum
Downy Brome




Oryzopsis hymenoides

Indian Ricegrass

Poa scabrella
Pine Bluegrass

Schismus barbatus
Mediterranean Grass

Stipa speciosa
Desert Needlegrass




VERTEBRATE SPECIES OBSERVED ON-SITE
AND REPORTED IN THE AREA (a)

Scientific Name (Amphibians & Reptiles)

Dipsosaurus dorsalis
Cnemidophorous tigris
Callisaurus draconoides

Crotaphytus collaris

Uma scoparia
Crotaphytus wislizenii

Gerrhonotus multicarinatus
Uta stansburiana

Gopherus agassizi

Crotalus viridis

Crotalus cerastes

Tantilla planiceps

Bufo boreas

Xantusia vigilis

Eremophila alspestris (Avifauna)
Corvus corax

Cathartes aura

Lanius ludovicianus
Falco sparverius
Geococcyx californianus
Lophortyx californicus
Buteo jamaicensis
Accipter cooperii
Hylocichla guttata
Dendroica auduboni
Chamaea fasciata
Amphispiza belli
Icterus parisorum
Tyto alba :
Zenaidura macy

Stu mus ulgnn

Columbia livia®
Hirundo rustica

Euphagus cyanocephalos
Elanus leucurus

asser domesticus
Stumella neglecta
Minus polyglottos

Common Name

Desert iguana
Western whiptail (observed)
Zebra-tailed lizard
Collared lizard
Fringe-toed lizard
Long-nose leopard lizar
Southern alligator liga

Western rattile
Sidewinder

Black-headid 1

Loggerh&ad shrike (observed)

American kestrel (observed)

adrunner (observed)
leorma quail

d-tailed hawk (observed)
-ooper's hawk

Hermit thrush

Audubon warbler

Wrentit

Sage sparrow

Scott's oriole

Barn owl (pellets)

Mourning dove (observed)
LeConte's thrasher (observed)
Pinyon jay

Cactus wren (observed)
Evening grosbeak

Cedar waxwing

Starling (observed)

Rock dove (observed)

Barn swallow

Brewer's blackbird

Black shouldered kite
House sparrow (observed)
Western meadowlark (observed)
Mockingbird (observed)




Scientific Name (Mammals)

Dipodomys deserti
Neotoma fuscipes
Sylvilagus audutonii
Perognathus jc .gimembris
Reithrodo~ .mys megalotis

Common Name

-Sfxlvilagus bachmani

Perognathus californicas
Taxidea taxus

Urocyon cinereoargenteus
Canis latrans

Felis domesticus

Canis domesticus

(a) Species not listed as observed have been reporte
Department of Transportation - Federal Aviation’
Paimdale International Airport - January 197§

Desert kangaroo rat
Dusky-footed woodrate
Audubon's cottontail (observed)
Little pocket mouse

Western harvest mouse

Brush rabbit

Black-tail jackrabbit (observed)
California mouse
Ringtail badger
Grey fox

Coyote (observed)
Feral cat (observed
Feral dog (observed

i;ration Draft EIS -




CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED DURING PREPARATION
OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DOCUMENTS

Response to

Notice of Intent' stice of Preparation
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TE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMENAN, Govemnor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
VISION OF AERONAUTICS LY
0 “N° STREET 5 2F
CRAMENTO, CA 95814
{916) 322-3090

September 19, 1984

RECTIED
ol
PRC-P &G

MSgt. Riley Black
Department of Air Force
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Boulevard

Van Nuys, CA 91409

Dear Sergeant Black:

Department of Air Forc 1
146th Tactical Airlift Wing

Van Nuys, Base Relocation EI CH #84080104

cpmments are difficult
4nal location of the Air

.When this decision 1is

n to the issues of noise
activities resulting from

Upon review of subject NOP, sp
to provide at this stage unt1
National Guard Wing is de i
made, consideration shou
and safety from increase
the relocation of the Wlng

Thank you for the
this NOP.

Sincerely,
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: ,\ ‘ 7. UNITED STATES ENVIRONIAENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
V24, pagt REGION IX
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

Mr. Don Williams
ANGSL/DEV
Andrews AFB, MD 20331

Dear. Mr. Willjiams:
reviewed

ION OF THE
TO NAS POINT

The Environmental Protection Agency
the Notice of Intent for the project titk
146 TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING FROM VAN NUYS A
MUGU, CALIFORNIA.

hvironmental
-1508). We have

Our review is based on the Couf
Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR:
the enclosed comments to offer

ime.

We appreciate the oppo
project. Please send three,
Impact Statement (DEIS) to
officially filed with our s
request notification of any putiltl
this project. 1If you dfiave any questions, please contact me
at (415) 974-8188 or.: :

the Draft Environmental
ice at the same time it is
1, D.C. office. We also

Sincerely yours,

/f)ﬁ’/{{/)/: Cod g r—

Loretta Waln Barsamian, Chief
[QV’EIS Review Section

Enclosure




water Quality Comments

For each alternative the DEIS should:

1. Demonstrate the proposed project's consistency with
Executive Order 11988 titled "Floodplain Management,”
dated May 24, 1977.

2. Completely describe current drainage patterns in the
' project locale.

3. Assess how altering drainage patterns and chapgket ristics
will affect drainage hydrology, surface runof
potential, soils, vegetation, and therefore:

4. 1Identify any project impacts on riparian (
habitats or conditions (such as changog
direction of stream flow or sediment le

5. Evaluate the potential for increase
stream due to either discharge t réams or runoff
from surrounding areas. :

6. Discuss the project's conform] tate and local
water quality management plan deral-state water
quality standards,

7. 1dentify appropriate mitj
guality both during and a

casures to protect water
)roject construction.

404(b) Permit Comments

e of the U.S. Army Corps of

The Los Angeles D1‘§ :
e 'to determlnn the need for a

Engineers should b
Sectinn 404 disc
project. If a
for compliance o

Disposal Sites rpdged or Fill Mator1a1 (40 CFR 2307,
proimulgated pur gant ito Qectlon &64 (b)Y (1) of the Clean Wafﬂr
Act, Our alu
quality and protection of wetlandQ, flshnry and w11d11Fe
resources. If“gpplicable, the results of further study should
indicate the amount of dredging required, potential disponsal
sites, types of fill material to be utilized, and quantities to
be discharged into waters and wetlands that fall under Section
404 jurisdiction,




Air Quality Comments

For each alternate location (Van Nuys, Pt. Mugu NAS, Norton
AFB, and Palmdale), the DEIS should:

l. Describe present air quality in terms of all pollutants
addressed by the National Ambient Air Quaity Standards
(NAAOS): carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
oxides, ozone, hydrocarbons, total suspended particulates,
and lead, Ambient levels should be compared 3
NAADS, and the number of violations in recent
indicated. It should be noted in the DEIS,
location is in an area designated as a No
for one or more of the pollutants liste

2. Describe the aircraft operations that a
occur in the foresecable future. T
include the number and type(s) of akx
expected frequency of each kind of ofmr

tion should
well as the

- tR#t will result
r to EPA publication
tant Emission Factors.

3. Describe the air pollutant emj
from aircraft operations., Ple
AP-42: Compilation of Air W

4. Describe the impact of the
ambient air quality in e
above., Resulting am
compared with the NAAD
violations specified.

ft emissions upon

1 pollutants listed
.quality levels should be
zhe number of expected




Vo Noys, Ca  9/403

Mis srea is nitsids the bounderies of the Plood Control District end mot wwive (te juciagiction,

1 8

*15.

Comments:

A0S ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROI DISTRICT

t\‘ [ sumoivision weroRT

file Mo, 2-15.311 2-15.31) 121

s A th ~ -
" O:rurn':nsm::n/u:‘ur N’t‘ Boselo

Z-23-X¢%

Assigrmmnt Wo. _ 220

The Plort Conteol District Aas no cogquicowents for this mtdivision/application.

The atwiivision/site {8 rewsonahly free of flond? hasard {rom sejor chawels and stream, but eey be mbject
» Jocel flood henard. Mafer to the report of Uw CityAounty Brginser concerning locsl dratinege,

wtione of Ue sbdivision/site lying in s adjecent to ( ) stesp hillsidwe, ( ) natwal watefinurees,
) are mpject to (lad harare of

{ ) TTlTees stlon, TV onriior, [T erceton, | T adllos snt/or duprmition of detris. Mferdo the
report of the City/County Bginser concecning lacal @rsinage requiremnts.

s project will ast signiticantly affect thw ewirosent m for a0 the Distcict’s §

Ploce & note of fio0d Meserd on the finel sap/cant of miver ond atmit englreering:
thase limite.

Prior to cecordation of tw fine] sep/gramt of wiver, sdeguate mlmruq
showing that building sites are svelladie and are (ree of ficod hesery

Provide s deainmge cawwpt price to approval of the tentative map. Bufligtent inf
10 the District showing Lhe eatent of the @rajnege predles and proposed

de (sprovewmnts to eliminste the fleod Mud provessts asy inc
Mu. { ) detris cotrol facilities, ( ) woht o

Dedicate fee titie/an /ture @ te Mntlm’
providing sdwquete riget of wy for

fggxovel of the -
18 coccmmeeusmg subect uuﬁtnumnmnncm SN THRMYO Sep.

™e rerrrilation ol this ewp will act Mty

and cmplete enercise of Uw
sarement t@ld ty the Dietrict. .

The e wmsatistectory.

mte the teamns stated hereln or shown on 3

The subrivision/site {0 in Some tional Fland fnsurance Rete faps.

Information relative to the above cowvents may be obtained by contactings

733 060 1100




ICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
BNTH STREEY
MENTO. CA 93814

DATE: July 30, 1984

T0: = Reviewing Agencies

FROM: John B, Ohanian
Chief Deputy Director

RE: Department of Air Force's NOP for
146th Tactical Airlift Wing National Guard,
EIR-EIS, SCH #84080104

Base Relocation

¢ Notice of Preparation

Attached for your comments is the Department of A '
tical Airlift Wing, Air

of a draft Environmenta) Impact Report (EIR) for ¥4
National Guard, Van Nuys, Base Relocation EIRzE:

and comments on the

¢ fnformation related
0 days of receipt of this
“Pespond to this notice and
ntal review process.

Responsible agencies must transmit their
scope and content of the EIR, focusing:
to their own statutory responsibility,

notice. We encourage commenting agefici
express their concerns early in the

Please direct your comrents to:

MSGT Riley Black A
Department of Air Fg
146th Tactical Air,
van Nuys, CA 9140

of Planning and Research. Please refer to the

with 3 copy to i
in all correspondence concerning this project.

SCH number noted

1f you have any que ns about the review process, call Chris Goggin

at 916/445-0613.
Attachments
cc: MSGT Riley Black
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Anne Geraghty

Air Revources Board

1102 Q Street )
Sacrmento, CA 95814
916/32-5161

Barbars Eierdow
Dept. of Boating & Yaterways 0
1629 § Street )
Sacramento, CA 95814

916/323-5488

Gary Hollomy
California Cosstal Com.

631 Howard Street, 4th Ploor

San Prancisco, CA 94108
415/543~855%

Shert NcParland

Californis Epergy Comxnxission
1516 Nipth Street, Ra. 200
Sacramento, CA 98814
916/324-3222

Spyridoo Sideris
Caltrans - Division of Aercoautics
1120 N Stoeet
Sacramento, CA 96814
918/322-9966

Mary Kelly

Caltrans - Planaing
1120 N Street
Sacrazento, CA 96814
9168/3W3-T22

Dennis O'Bryant

Dept. 0of Cooservatioo
1416 Ninth Street, Roas
Sacracesto, CA 95314
916/322-5873

916}32-1992

Dean Lucke

Dept. of Porestry

1416 Nioth Street, M. 1306-17
Sacrnamesto, CA 95814
916/322-2996

Jades Rargrove

Dept. of Gerera] Services
1125 Tenth Street
Sacrazesto, CA 86814
918/334-0209

Rarvey Collins

Dept. of Realth

714 P Street, Rooe 430
Sacramento, CA 95814
216/32-2208

O

O

O
O

O

X_ = Sent by Clearicghouse

Bill Murphy

Dept. of Rousing & Comaun‘ty Dev't.
921 - 10t> Street, 5tb Ploor
Sacramento, CA 85814

916/323-6170

Loretta Allen

Native American Aeritage Comm.
915 Capitol ¥all, Rocs 288
Sacrazento, Ci 95314
916/322-T791

Nick del Clopro
Office of Historic Premrvation

1023 p Stree:, 4tb Ploor
Sacragento, CA 95814

¥el Schwartz
Reclamtion Board
1416 Nisth Street
Sacramento, 4 86814
916/445-2458

fobert Batha

S.P. Bay Conservatioe & Dov't. Camx.
30 Van Ness Avepue, Pocm 2011

San Prascisco, CA 94102
415/587-3686

Peggy Jeziias

Solid Taste Mamag=uert Joass
1020 Niath S:ree:, Rocs X0
Sacramento, C\ 5814
916/32-953

Ted Pukushima

State Lands Comassica
1807 ~ 13w Siree:
SacTanento, CA 95814
916/022-7813

Kes Pellows

Dept. of Water Resources
1416 Niath Street
Sacramesto, G4 95814
916/445-7416
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Michelle Gallagher

District 2 "
1637 Hiverside Drive

Bedding, CA 96001

9168/246~6404

Bisbop, CA 94514
714/873-8411

John Gagliano
Department of Transportation
District 10

P.0. Bo= 2048

Stockton, 95201

Jim Oheshire :
t of Transportation
District 11

uAD Street
San Diego, CA 92138
T14/237-6753

t of Trassportaticn 1}

PFisd and Gase - Regiooal Offices

4. Naylor, Regional Manager
Departaect of Pish and Gase
7

Cypress
Redding, CA 96001
916/246~6274

P. Jensen, Regiooal Maoager
Department of Pish and Game
1701 Kimbus Road, Suite A
Bancho Cordova, CA 06870

State Yater Resources Control Board

Joas Jurancich

State Tater Resources Coatrol Board
Division of Water Qality

P.0. Box 100,

Sacramento, CA 95801

918/322-3413

Jerry Johns

State Vater Resources Cootrol Board
Delta Onit

2125 1Sth St., Sacramests, CA 95818
P.0. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 83801

Al Yang
State Vater Resources Cootrol Board
Division of Water Rights

901 P Street
Sacramesto, CA 98814
916/334~5718
Regicnal Vater Quality mat.:vl Inu'd.
\ Region # a Vzl&/

& e lngolin

ot e gt e
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t:n: OF CALIORNIA- FUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMENAN, Gormiro-

- S e —

cPARnMENT OF TRANSPOKTATION

DISINCT &, PO, BOX 230
'AN BEINAPDIND, CALIFORNIA 92402

Jaly 31, 168 NOP~1U4Ath Tactical
Airlift Wing Relocation
08-SRd-30-~31.63

MSCT Riley Black

Pubric Affzirs Office

16th Tractical Airlift Wing
RN3) Balboa Boulevard

Van Mays, CA Q1402

D2ar MSGT Blazk:

Environmental

e would

sed DEIR in order

&n “particularly adopted
> Base and on Interstate
- Tippecanoe Avenue.

This is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a
Inpact Report for the 1l46th Tactical Airlift Ving M
appreciate the opportunity to review and corrent o
to evaluste possible impacts to the transportati
State Route 30 freeway alignment east of lorto
Route 10 which provides primary aczess to Norto

ffects that the relocation
rst case" viewpoint.

tem should include traffic
iated with the construction,

d highway improvements. Mitigation
of carpooling/vanpooling, public
rians and bieycles., Mitigation may
ator to encouragze utilization of
Costs related to any transportation

Censideration should be given to the cum
will heve on the transportation system fi
Discussion of ths impacts to the trans
growth, traffic safety, drainage, ang. t

meintenance, end oparation of any ]
for traffic impacts should conside
transit, and accomedations for bothig
1nvo1ve des1gnﬂt10n of a rideshare co“

fmould any work be req
b2 2 responcible egeney:

Y2 urge ezrly a
affect state hj

If you have an tions, please contact Richard A. Dennis at (714) 383-41545.

Very truly yours,
S 4
R. G. POTE

Cnicf, Transportation Planning
Bronch A (Planning)
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e

l'ATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GEORGE DEUXMENAN, Governor

EPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION .
STRICT 7, P.O. BOX 2304, LOS ANGELES 90051

(213) 620-5335
August 2, 1984

Msgt Riley Black

Public Affairs Office

146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Blvd.

Van Nuys, CA 91409

Dear Msgt Black:

determine if CALTRANS will be a r
ject. Any encroachments on to CA
signalization, ramp/interchange:
permit from this agency. The
review and evaluate the base

ght-of-way for signing,
nts, etc., will require a
nvironmental document should
n's impacts upon the operation
ind the measures needed to miti-

gate them. -

comment. For additional infor-

Thank you for this opportunit
' "(213) 620-2819.

mation contact Kreig on

ing Branch

i




'UBLIC WORKS AGENCY
‘ountiy of ventura

anager — Administrative Services Deputy Directors
! W, Ruffin Ron Brazill
Rea! Property Services

Al F. Knuth

August 2, 1984 Transportation

T. M. Morgan

Engineering Services

G. J. Nowak

Flood Control/Water Resources

MSgt. Riley Black

Public Affairs Office

146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Boulevard

Van Nuys, CA 91409

Subject: VAN NUYS BASE RELOCATION EIR/EIS
Gentlemen:
formation relating
se to one of three

_.;Ventura County for
ments are as follows.

By letter dated July 23, 1984 you requé&
to the potential relocation of the ¥
potential sites, one of which is 1o
purposes relating to an EIR/EIS. :

l. The commment submitted below
the Ventura County Flood

nts the interests of only
District.

2. Mugu Drain, a channel jurisdiction of the Flood
Control District, passes vgh the property in a north-
south direction. B presently consider adjacent land as
subject to flood h

Information ing
any impacts r

be given to not only onsite impacts, but also
o*@djacent land.

Considerati
offsite i

If you have _questions on the above, feel free to contact this

office.
Very truly yours,

G. J. Nowak, Deputy Director of Public Works
Flood Control and Water Resources Department

o S rFer

W. G. Maydon, Senior Engineer

WGH/tb

ec: Rich Guske 800 South Victoria Avenue, Venturs, CA 83009 4




%m OF CAUFORNIA—MEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMLIIAN, Gowernor
EPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES .=

157 BERKELEY WAY X
tllflﬁ. CA 94704 2

15/540-2665

August 6, 1984

MSGT Riley Black

Public Affairs Office

146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Boulevard

Van Nuys, California 91409

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation for 146th Tactigh:

The Department has reviewed the subject enviro
the following comments.

Enclosed for your information is a document
Program entitled, "Guidelines for Noise §
the type of information the Department .

orts ...", which indicates
gportant in EIRs.

Specifically, the EIR should estimaté t
affected by noise from the addition of
and arrivals) at each of the three relo
levels for the operations at t
The improvement, if any, at Vv

er of residences likely to be
operations daily (37 departures
ion sites. Single event noise
dential sites should be estimated.
1d be described as well.

1f you have any questionsgor need faxther 1nformat1on concerning these com-
ments, please contact Dr : hkas of the Noise Control Program, Office
of Local Environmenta ragrams, at 2151 Berkeley Way, Room No. 613,
. Berkeley, Californiag - 4181540-2665. .

" Stuart E. Richardson, Jr., R.S., Chief
Office of Local Environmental Health Programs

<

Tome S. lukas, Ph.D.
Senior Psychoacoustician
NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM
Enclosure
cc: Environmental Health Division

State Clearinghouse




Guidelines for Noise Study Reports as Part of Environmental
Impact Reports
California Office of Noise Control

California Department of Health Services
2151 Berkeley Way
Berkeley, California 94704

May 1982

Because complaints about envnronmental nonse arg so fmgue R the Office of Nonse Control

This report assesses how noise levels usocnated \Vﬂh the project may affect people. The xnfor-
mation contained in the Noise Study Report should be summarized in the Environmental
Impact Report or Environmental Impact Smemm -and kept on file by the lead agency for
review by those w:th a specific mlerest in nmse.

Impact Reports and reviewers otEnvnronmenhl lmpact Reports. Because there are so many
different combinations of noise sources and receivers (people impacted by those sources), it is
virtually nmpossnble to develop gundeﬁnﬁ thet cover all sntuanons Nevenheless. the gundelmes




Suggested Contents of &
Noise Study Report

A brief description of the project in terms of its effect on the noise environment and 2
description of the existing noise cavironment and its impact upon the project (homes near
a freeway, for example).

Two scale maps -- one showing the existing setting and the proposed project with adjacent
land uses, receptors, and noise sources identified, and the second:map showing the future
condition (use a time span of no less than 10 years, unless the ect’s life span is less)
with the proposed project and proposed land uses, receptors, 4if e sources identified.

A detailed survey of the existing noise environment.

A. The noise survey should encompass the proposed:proje area and must include any
noise sensitive receptors, both near and far. The'syzvey should establish the exist-
ing ambient noise level which may then be ysed to ©valuate compliance of the pro-
posed project with applicable noise standard standards should be local (city,
county) but in their absence state or federa ‘may be used The rationale

for the selection of noise survcy sites sk

B.
C.
similarity or dissimilarity of the noise
ith that during other times of the year
D. reportcd noise data should include the L, L,,
f typical noise levels emitted by existing sources. If
made, report the Lg, also. Lg4, is approximately
It is imperative that the descriptor
appropriate standard.
E. gnivironment by providing a noise contour map showing lines
in.5 dB steps, extending down to Lg, = 60. In quiet areas lower
own also
F. ' measurement equipment used in the survey by manufacturer,

of last cahbratnon

'mg information must be provided:
_.USSIOII of the type of noise sources and their proximity to potentially impacted
areds.
B.  Operations/activity data:
1. Average)daily level of activity (traffic volume, flights per day. hours on per
day, etc.).

2. Distribution of activity over day and nighttime periods, days of the week, and
seasonal variations.

3. Composition of noise sources (% trucks, aircraft fleet mix, machinery type,
e1c.).

{
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Summarization of Noise Study Reports in Environmental
Impact Reports or Staternents

Information included in the Environmental Impact Report or Statement should be a summary

of the noise study. The following information must be included:
A.

M mOUOw

2

Maps showing the existing setting and the proposed project w’ﬁh adJacent land uses
and noise sources identified. Pertinent distances should be i

A description of the existing noise environment. :
The change in the noise environment for each projegf alte
A discussion of the impacts for the alternatives.

A discussion of the compatibility of the projecﬁgﬁh-me a
the General Plan or the most applicable noise laW ’

A discussion of mitigation measures, clearfy identhf
people affected when mitigation is not feas

Statements of: (1) where to obtain®
the information was taken (or the &
dix, and (2) the name of the coz:
conducted by the author of the

icable Noise Element of
the locations and number of

, oise Study Report from which
fudy Report may be included as an appen-
nducted the Noise Study if it was not
‘ntal Impact Report.

ONC 5/82




- DEPARTMENTY OF
REGIONAL PLANNING

320 West Temple Street
Los Angelrs
Catitornis 90012

974.6401
August 6, 1984 Norman Murdoch
Planning Director

Master Sergeant Riley Black
Assistant Public Affairs Officer
146th Tactical Airlift Wing

Air National Guard

8030 Balboa Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide e
preparation of the EIR/EIS for the relocag
tions from the Van Nuys Airport. One of t
consideration--Air Force Plant #42--1is
of the County of Los Angeles. We are
Areavide General Plan for the Antelgpe
interested in any proposed project 2
one as significant as yours.

ur opera-
sites under
he jurisdiction

#¥ ‘and are certainly
the area--especially

Based upon the description of

contained, in the July 28, 198
there are two areas of concefr

the environmental document, :
in local vehicular traffi
streets, highways and t
traffic may not only chan
also require a change in a
Plant 42 operations

d relocation, as

from The Planning Group,
suggest be discussed in
nd noise. The increase
ssitate improvements in

yw controls. Additional air

se patterns on its own, but may
affic/noise patterns of existing
portant that "build out" projec-~
tion: be consider # impact assessments. The report
should discuss pg rrounding land uses, including the
Palmdale Intern irport.

We will be iew your draft document--thanks again
for the oppéirtupit comment.

REGIONAL PLANNING
Norman Mur8geh, Planning Director

Lee Stark, Section Head
Impact Analysis Section

LS:mhb

cc: Eugene Grigsby, The Planning Group

T8 KA CowwTYY
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July 1983. They result in & limitation of
the scope of the rule from the proposed
version published eariier.

1. The rule now specifies that if there
is a project proposed to be placed on
farmland with federal assistance to a
landowner or other nonfederal party, the
federal agency may not refuse to grant
such assistance to the project based on
the Act or the rule. Section 1547 (a) of the
Act states that the Act “does not
authorize the Federal Government in
any way to regulate the use of private or
nonfederal land.” Nor does the Act
provide authority for the Federal .
Government to withhold assistance to a
project solely because it would convert
farmland to nonagricultural uses.

2 The rule now specifies that if there
is “prime farmland” that a state or local
government has designated. through
zoring or planning, for commercial,
industrial or residertial use that is not
intenced at the same time to protect
farmland. this land will not be covered
by the Act. since it will be deemed to be
“committed to urban development” and
thus outsice the Act's definition of
“prime farmland” subject to the Act.

3. The ruie makes it clear that
activities of the Federal Government to
issue permits or licezses on private or
nonfederal lands or approve public
utiiity rates are not “{ederal programs”
within the definition provided in the
Act. and thus neithe2r the Act nor the
ruie will apply 10 these activities of
feceral agencies.

The following are other important
changes to the proposed rule. They deal
with technical {eatures of the rule itself.

1. Tke number of land evaluation
cTiteria has been reduced from five to
cne. and the number of site assessment
criteria has been reduced from 16 to 32 ;
Site assessment criteria numbers §
{special siting requirements) and 8
{aiternatives having less relativ
for agricultural production) in t{‘p
preposed rule have been shxfte '
the criteria to the guideline
alternative sites. Criterionfign
{compatibility with comp
deveiopment plans) now
incorporated in criterion nu:
rule.

2 The site assessment criteria have
been rewritten with additional guidance,
consistent with the comments and
findings in field tests on 27 sites in
seven counties, to clarify their meaning
and to make them more specific.

3. To respond to criticism by many
commenters that all site assessment
criteria did not deserve equal weight,
the rule now assigns different weights to
the various criteria. Agencies are still
free to change the weighting for their
own use but a ruiemaking procedure in

consultation with the Department is
recommended.

4. To assist agencies in knowing
which project sites call for exploration
of alternatives. a point score of 160 has
been established in the rule as the
threshold for considering additional
alternative actions. sites, or designs.

S.. Agencies wiil be provided with a
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating
Form (AD-1006) on which they will
request determinations from the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS) of whether
proposed sites are subject to the Act.
Upon request, SCS will furnish a score
for a site’s reiative value as farmland.
The agencies will then compute for
themselves the site assessment criteria
scores.

6. The rule now encourages a
procedure to make farmland protection
evaluations part of an agency's review

under the National Environmen:al Policy

Act (NEPA).
7. In the case of linear or corrido
projects, such as utilities, highway
railroads, the criteria and guidelines
using them have been modifi
more appropriate.
8. A nu'nber of de'uuhqm hav

" o

water storage,
improvement prOJe
planning stage.” ”

1540(c)(4) of the Act.
X  been modified to
equive that SCS complete the land
valuatiofi-within 45 calendar days after
pceiving 3 request for assistance on a

; d Conversion Impact Rating

44D, In recognition that some state and
local governmers have been adopting

. land evaluation and site assessment °
(LESA) systems. the guidelines {or using
the criteria recommend more strongly
than in the proposed rule that where
these systems exist locaily. federal
sgencies use them to make their
evaluations. In locations where there is
no LESA system in place, agencies
would always use the criteria in this
rule.

11. The prohibitions contained in the
Act against using the Act for federal
regulation of land uses or as a basis for
legal action have both been
incorporated in § 658.3 of the rule.

12. The technical assistance section,
§ 838.6. has been shortened to delete
two unnecessary subsections and

tobe %
= for additional rules.

directions. including the statement that
the Department “will encourage federal
agencies to protect {armland from
unnecessary and irreversible conversion
to nonagricultural uses.” The Act does
not assign the Department such a role
toward other federal agencies.

General Issues Raised by the Comments

1. Cen Farmland Protection Policy Act
Anclysis Be Performed as Port of the
NEPA Process?

Responses from the U.S. Departmenx
of Transportation. Commerce and
Energy. the Washington Legal
Fourdatién. National Association of
Home Buildz's eight state highway or
yortation agencies and others
t existing National

P hcy Act (NEPA)
rocetlzres are adequate for consicering
ects.pf federal actions on
nd or that farmland protestion
e integrated into the individual
) '*roc-dures for meeting NEPA
wcn'nem‘l or other study
quirements, thus eliminating any need

Prior to the enacament of the Act. the
Council on Eavironmental Quality
{CEQ) was already requirirg federzl
sgencies 0 assess the dircet and
indirect effects of their proposed actions
on primme and unicve sgricviteral Jands.
This requirement was issued in a
memorandum cited Augest 11, 1980
from the CEQ Chairman 1o Heads of
Agencies.

The memorandum cites 11 sudsections
of the Reguiations for Impiemerting the
Procedural] Provisions of the National
Environmental Poiicy Act. 40 CFR Part
1500 et seq.. where the regulations apply
to prime and unique agriculturai lands.
The CEQ memorandum states that when
an agency begins planning any action. it
should. in the development of
alternative actions. assess whether the
siternatives will affect prime or unique
agricultural lands and identifies these
lands as those defined in 7 CTR 657.5.
The NEPA regulations leave to the
individual agencies the determination of
procedures to be used in assessing these
effects. Agencies are permitted in 40
CFR 1500.4(p) to establish program
exclusions that categoricaily remove
certain projects or actions from
consideration under NEPA (categorical
exclusions).

The FPPA. which was enacted on
December 22, 1981, requires USDA to
develap. in cooperation with other
federal agexncies, criteria for identifyving
the effects of jederal programs on the
conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses. These criteria
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uld be appropriate for use by

individual agencies in carrying out their
ponsibilities under the NEPA
l.\lations. and agencies are
ouraged to apply these criteria as
. part of the NEPA process. However,
| A imposes & separate responsibility
e agencies which may not always
ischarged through compliance with
the NEPA reguiations, since the
agancies’ NEPA regulations may
ude certain categories of projects
NEPA which may not be
excludable under the FPPA. Guidance
for compliance has beemradded to
!ia.a of the rule.

ces the Rule Have Far-Reaching
Economic or Eavironmental Impoct?

e Irvine Company, the Department
ofiransportation. the National
Cattlemen's Association. and one
private individual stated that the rule

1d have far-reaching economic
irfllacts on the economy of a state or
would result in a cost increase of S100
million or more annuaily to consumers,

infilividual industries. federal. state or
lofll governinent agencies. or
geBtraphic regions. Therefore. they

maintained. it should have had a

refjatory impact analysis pursuant to
E\gRutive Order 12291. Similarly, the
Naral Resources Defense Council,

Ccnsumers Union and others stated that
thgmule must be subject to an
enlirorimental impact analysis under
proW¥;sions of NEPA regulations because
it ns *a major federal action significantly

1...13 the qualxty of the human .
en

onment.”
e Department'’s position remains
that the ruie does not constitute a major

scign. The rule was extremely narTow
hr!:ﬁ'ect in the form in which it was
p sed on July 12, 1983. The rule
published here is ever narrower in
cope. It can affect only the
jomaking process of federal
ageWRies when their own projects or £
those they assist would convert
nd to nonagricultura] uses
rmore. in those cases wi

s, the rule. like the Act. (¥
rocedural. It does not mandate

t be changed It merely requirsd
::’ies to examine impacts on

T

rid and consider alternatives.

either the Act nor the rule wouid bar
a ncy from proceeding with its

t or assisting if it decides. after

ing the impact on farmland, that
ther factors outweigh the protection of
gricultural land. Nor does the Act or
e affect decisions of individuals,
states. local governmenrts or other
tities on projects converting farmland
no !ederal assistance is involved.

. a project or to obtain {ederal

any

3. Would on Agency's Dec:sion to Reject
a Proposed Site for a Project Based on
FPPA (1) Interfere With Propery Rights
of Site Owners or (2) Regulate the Use
of Private Nonfegeral Land?

The National Association of Realtors
and the National Association of Home
Builders suggested that if an agency
made an examination under the Act of
the consequences of converting
farmland at a particular site and then
decided. as a result. to refuse to grant
assistance to a project planned for that
site, the decision would infringe on that
landowner's property rights and thus
violate section 1547(a) of the Act. which
guarantees that the Act will not affect
private property rights.

The landowner in such a situation
does not have “property rights™ affected.
Except where Congress has established
a right by entitlement to participate in a
federal program and receive such
benefits, and individual's access to
assistance under federal programs is
subject to conditions and restrictions
imposed by other federal statutes. Thus,
the landowner does not bave a property
right either to have his property chai
by the Federal Government as the sitéq

for a project.
However, the Depariment fias

concluded that while deqisi of proj

essistance on farmland does not ‘afe

y'way to
ivaté or nonfederal
' way aifa:t the property

mer may desire to sell farmlard
reage 1o a developer {or construction
‘new homes, or to a unit of local
government for construction of a sewer
plant. either to occur with federal
assistance. If federal assistance is

.. denied to a developer or to the urit of

local government, the sale oi land
anticipated by the farmer will probably
not take place: the farmer will view the
Joss of the land sale as being a
consequence of the Act's operaticn.
Similarly. if an owner purchases
farmland. retains it for years in
expectation of eventually developing the
land and then cannot obtain federal
assistance for development when such
assistance clearly would have been
available but for the Act the resuit

would be an interference with the
intended use of this land by operation of
the Act.

In response to several comments
recommending incorporation into the
rule of a restatement of section 1347(a).
this rule now contains a new § 633.3(x).
In an attempt to clanfy the limits of
agency action under the Act, the rule
adds to that restatement a provision that
once a federal agency has identified and
taken into account any adverse effects

- on farmland of the assistance requested

and has developed alternative actions.
and the [andowner or nonferieral agency
that has initiated the project has
considered thoge effects and
alternatives. gency may not deny

assistarce to thie project on the basis of

the Act oi'"‘" if the landowner or

he Deporiment to Oversee
3 V.:h the Act by axl

and Trust staxed that the
irtment has a rele of “prmary
pbnsxbﬂny in implementing tae Act
#nd that the rule should specify
procedures by which the Deparument
will assume that role. Comments ircm 10
state departments of agncuiture. six
locai government agercies. the
Association of Public Justice. the
National Trust for Histeric Prasarvation,
as well as other organizations and three
private individuals expressed similur
thoughts. The comments specifically
cited the lack of: Any requirement that
federal-agencies document their
consideration of the effects of farmlend
conversions: any monitoring or
enforcement mechanisms: and the lack
of procedures for the Department's
oversight of [ederal agencies’
compliance activities. Also. some
asserted that (e Secretary is required to
report anually to the Corgress under
section 1546 of the Act and uat the rule
should require other federal agencies to
report dala needed to the Depan'ﬁen'
However, other respondants. including
the American Farm Burezu chcratian.
indicated that the role for the
Department identified in the proposed
rule is consistent with and supporave oi
efforts to protect farmland and that any ’
further role would expand upon the
authorities of the Act

While one of Congress's findings.
stated in the Act in section 1540(«)(6). is
that the Department is the agency
“primarily responsible for the
impiementation of {ederal solicy with
respect to United States farmiand.” the
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Act grants no express authority to the
Secretary or the Department 1o devise
enforcement or oversight procedures
over other federal agencies. Nor does it
assign the Department a role of
encouraging other federal agencies to
protect farmland. The Act is workable

* without giving any further role to the
Department to oversee compliance with
the Act by all the agencies of the
Federal Government. Each agency is to
be responsible for its own adherence to
the mandate of the Act. and each agency
could then be monitored as to its
compliance with the Act by an

by Congress, by another interested
federal agency. or by members of the
public. The Act does not assign the
Department the role of enforcement.
Section 1546 of the Act requires the
Secretary to report to the Congress only
one time. That requirement has-been
met.

8. Do Criteria in the Rule Properly
Assess Effects of Federc! Programs on
Conversion of Farmiana?

Responses from the Rhode Isiand
Department of Agriculture and the
California Department of Transportation
stated that the rule does not meet the
requirements of the FPPA for the
development of criteria to identify the
etfects of federal “programs” on the
sonversion of farmland. Rather. the rule
addresses the worthiness of farmland
for protection on a project-by-project
basis. .

The reference to federal “programs”
in section 1541 has been interpreted in
light of the deiinition contained in
section 1540(c}(4}, which states that a
federal program means “activities or
responsibilities” of a department or
agency. Therefore, the Department kas
focused on the program activities:&
actions of federa) agencies as (g
appropriate way to assess any
effects of federal programs ¢
Section 1542 requires e ede
agency. with the assistatige of ik
Department. to review curfent

provisions of law, administrative rules
and regulations, and policies and -
procedures and to propose actions to
bring its programs. authorities and
administrative activities into
compliance with the purpose and policy
of the FPPA. It is under this Section of
the Act that the Department expects to
be involved with the agencies in
considering their program priorities or
assessing the eifects of their program
rules and regulations on farmland
protection,

D S —————— . .

appropriate request for such information.

6. Has the Public Been Suitably
Informecd About the Rule?

In their comments, the Massachusetts
Department of Agriculture and the
American Farmland Trust suggested
that pubiic hearings on the ruie be held
before its publication.

This rule has been through an
exlensive public review and comment *
process. It is the Department'’s
determination that such hearings would
unduly delay promulgation of the rule
and that the final rule accommodates
the public comments to the extent
possible.

The Colorado Department of
Agriculture and the American Farmland
Trust requested that the Department
prepare and distribute a detailed
bandbook or manual on complying with
the FPPA rule. The Natural Resource
Defense Ccuncil. the National Farmers
Union and othess suggesied that the So
Conservatiun Service National
Agiicultural Land Evaluation and Si
Assessment (LESA) System Hand
be cited as a reference in the

The Depararent believes
itself. including this preambl
resolve many of the con
to these suggestions. If i

eifect for 1 year,
consider providi

Handboaok for,the LESA ¢y
available {ramSCS office

received from |
Trisisportation, four state agencies. and
: izgticns. The major concern

federal agencies to ensure
eif:programs are compatible. to

% practicable, with “private

s and policies to protect
sland.” would invite the obstruction
ederal projects by any smail group of
eitizens styling themselves as such a
“private program.” These responses
requested clarification of what is meant
by “private programs.” Other
respondents requested clarification of
what is meant by state and local
government programs and policies to
protect farmiand.

As a result of these comments, the
Department has now defined "private
program"” in § 658.2(e) of the rule and
“state and local government programs
and policies™ in § 658.22(d) of the rule.

Comments on § 658.2

1. Several parties commenting.
including three state agencies, the
California Chamber of Commerce,

L. - e e . aR— a—— -

Californis Building Indusiry
Association, Califorma Association of
Realtors. and the Wisconsin Land
Conservation Association proposed
different definitions of “farmiand” from
that in the proposed rule.

Section 1540(c)(1) of the Act aiready
contains a statutory definition of
“farmiand™ for purposes of the Act and
thus it must be followed in the rule.

2. The reference t0 7 CFR 657.5 has
been deleted from the definition of
“farmland” because its inclusion would
imply automatic concurrence by.the
Secretary of Agriculture in any
determination made pursuant to that
section by a state or local government
identifying farmland of statewice or
local impefiance. The Act. in secton

K -} calls for the Secretary to
jetermination. on a case-
is;of whether the farmland
ed by the state or local
*rnmént 1o be “of statewide or local
ance™ should be considered
fd for purposes of the Act.
e Act. in defining "farmland” in
ion 1540(c){1). states that “land
already in or comrritted to urban
development or water storage” is not
“prime farmland” for purgoses of the
Act. This means that an agency aeed not
consider the impact of a project on
prime farmland wkich is either “already
in” urban development or “cemmitted to
urban development.”

The Department will treat prime
farmland as “already in" urban
deveiopment il the site meets a density
standard of at least 30 structures per 40
acres. Thls is the standard that SCS has
used in delineating “urban and built-up
areas” on its County Base Maps which
are kept in SCS field offices and
updated every five vears as part of the
National Resource Inventory (NRI).

In addition. comments received from
the California Cattlemen’s Association.
the California Chamber of Commerce.
the California Association of Realtors
and other groups advocated ihat “lands
already in. committed. planned or zoned
for other than an agricultural use by the
state or any unit of local government”
be exempt from the Act. The
Department has concluded that if a state
or local governmer:t has. by planning or
zoning. designated the use of any tract
of prime farmland for commercial or

" industrial use or residential use that is

not intended at the same time 1o protect
farmland. this sction has thereby
“commitled" such Jand to “urban
development.” even though it may not
currently be in urban uses. Thus. as this
would be prime farmland "committed to
urben development.” a project on prime
farmland that is so designated by local
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\ate planning or zoning wouid not
e a federal agency's examination
iject's impact on farmland.

d use planning and zoning are
ogatives of state and local

ent. not the Federal
Ft.:ment. Section 1347 (a) of the Act

at the Federal Government may .

use the Act “in"any way to regulate
e of private or nonfederal land. or
way affect the property rights of
of such land.”
a federal agency were required by
ct to assess the impacts of a
t on pnme farmland not vet in
development but already
gnated by the state or local
yrmment for urban development
it planning or 2oning. the only
se of the requirement would be for
gency to weigh aiternative sites
would lessen the impact of the
t on farmland. If the agency,
l‘on its assessment pursuant o the
ould then decide to refrain from
ding its project on the proposed site,
1d be declining itself to use the
lsed site for urban development
®local or state planning or zoning
aireacy declared urban uses to be
able on the site. This would be an
.Icr. by the Federal Government in
ction of land use planning of
e and local governments.
this reason. the rule now specifies,
la.zr_a). that prime farmiand
itted to urtan development,” that
ind exciuded {rom the Act's
erage, includes all such land zoned
ntly planned for a nonagricultural
a state or unit of local
rmment.
he existence of a lazd use plan
t. however, automatically be a
r assigning land for purposes of
ct and this rule to the status
cribed by such & plan. A large
of units of local government
nd use plans adopted many
'$'ago for one or another purpose
:h have not been reviewed or
in a comprehensive way 3j
n. Consequently, for land
#7ed the status provided for'¥l.
use plen, the plan must (1} ha
gp:cnded to be a ccmprehensive
'e plan for the area in question,
have been expressly adoptad cr
rwed in its entirety within the 10
‘@eriod preceding proposed
';.mation of the particular federal

Comments of the Edison Electric
wite suggested the rule state that the
*a not apply to federal
ting” and “licensing” activities
agreements necessary for use or
:aancy of federal lands. or lo
| service ratemaking.

Section 1540(c)(4) of the Act defines
federal programs subject to the Act as
those that undertake. finance or assist
construction or improvement projects or
those that acquire. manage or dispose of
federal land or facilities. The
Department has concluded that those
carefully selected words were intended
to exclude from the definition of
“federal program.” the grant of a permit
or license. The Department also has
concluded that this definition does not
extend to federal regulatory agencies’

actions in setting rates for utility service.

Comments on § 6533

Several comments relating to § 658.3
were received. Most of them requested
that the rule provide exclusions or
exemptions for specific kinds of projects
or program actions. Some requested that
definitions of some terms be included in
the rule. Summaries of the comments
and the Department response iollow.

1. Comments from three federal
agencies, nine siate agencies, and six
organizations. objected to the june 22,
1982 date at which time agencies shoyli
begin compiying with the FPPA. One
corxment asserted that the date
compliance should be the date ofihe
final rule. Other comments asférted iBat
agencies shculd not be requireditn
comply with the provisions af th
for projects that were unde
to its issuance.

The Act. in secti

effective 6 months :
enactment, Le.. June 2
that was not the actual dits
in a posigien to consider

ieHon 1541{5) of the
ith"that obligation
tetriteria which this
dire a prerequisite to

the effective date for

. comply with section 1541(b)

 the Federal Register.

mments from the Rural
Electrification Administration.
Department of Transportation,
Department of Housing and Urban
Developmenrt, Department of Energy, 12
state departments of highways or
transportation, the Pacific Cas and
Electric Company, and the Scii
Conservation Society of America
suggested that exemptions jor certain

" kinds of projects should be granted in

the rule. These include:

Catagorical exclusions as referred to in
NEPA;

Farm-to-market highways or roads:

Elcstric transmission lines:

be 30days aiter publication of this

Projects that convert 'ess than some
minimum acreage of farmland. such as
10 acres: and

Construction of farm homes. storage
buildings and livestock facilities.

The Act does not authonze the
Secretary of Agriculture 10 grant
exemptions. but specifies exemptions
contained in section 1540(c)(4) and
section 1547{b). However. the Act does
not apply to construction of farmhouses.
storage buildings. lives:ock holding
facilities or any other structures
applicable to the operations of &
particular farm unit or units because
such action does not convert farmland
to nonagriculturg§lyses. .
the Department of
evelopment. the
©f Home Builders.
z Ubrograms that
idefederal guarantees for
®E&f private parties
[8_funds. such as the mortgage
mgrams cf the Federal

fistration (FHA) and the
age guarantee program of the
ns Administration {VA). are not
,d by the Act since they do not
tail~undertaking. financing or

Eting construction or improvement
ects,” under section 1540(<)(4] of tie
Act

Insuring or guaranteeing loans for
construction of housing or other
structures under these programs is a
form of financing or assistance. It thus is
a federal action that may contsibute to
the unnecessary and irreversioie
conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural yses, to the ex:2ont that
such insurance or guarantees are reiied
upon for the constuction to take piace.
Where a loan not for constuction but
for purchase of an existing house or
other structure is guaranteed er insurzd.
the proposed action would not convert
farmland and therefore is not coverzd
by the Act.

However, since the Act dces not
provide any basis for deniai of
assistance solely because farm!and is
being converied. neither the Act aor this
rule could cperate to interfere with this
form of financing or assistance once th2
agency had identified and taken in:a
acccunt any adverse effects on farmiand
and considered altcrnative actions. as
required by the Act.

4. The Bureau of Land Manzg2mast

. assested that the FPFA wouid not appiy

to actions of the agency related to
surface mining cn lands contair:ng
leasable coal or phosphate and sut;uct
to the Surface Mining Contol and
Reclamation Act of 1977, Pub. L $5-87.

Since that act presumes that farmiand
used for surface ruring can be

_
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reclaimed and reused for agriculture.
there is no irreversible conversion 1o
l nonagricultural use and U'SDA concurs
with BLM's interpretation.
S. Section 1547(b) of the Act states
. that “rone of the provisions or other
I requirements of this subtitle shall apply
to the acquisition or use of farmiand for
natiozal defense purposes.” The U.S.
: Deparment of Transponation asserted
' that since the entire interstate highway
system has been intended for defense
purposes (see 23 U.S.C. 210) and since
the Department of Defense considers.
' another 12.000 miles of hizhways
essennal for defense purposes, these
roads are exempt from the Act under
section 1547(b).

The Department believes Congress
intended acquisition of land for
highways to be a major focus of the
FPPA and does not believe Congress
intended such an extensive number of
highways to be exempt from the Act
uncer the "national cefense” exemption.
It is doubtful that the evaluation
recuired by the FPPA would result in
halting construction of any addition to
the 1nterstate highway system
specifically deemed necessary for

I national defense purposes. Presumably

the national defense purpose of such a
highway would override the importance
of protecting farmland.
6. The National Park Service (NPS)
l asserted that NPS lands are exempt
from the FPPA and that future
acquisitions under the Land and Water
Conservation Fund should be exempt.
The Deparunent of Agriculture agrees
that NPS iands acquired prior to the
effective date of the final rule are not
covered by the Act if used for the stated
lpurpose. since the intent of both the

of such lands is expressed in the

legislation under which such lands were
llcquired. However. farmiands propo

for future acquisition under the Land

and Water Conservation Fund or B

oth:er means of purchase should be
'cvaluated as required by the

7. Farmers Home Adminj

suggested that definitions a
"o the terms “planning stage” and™
ldesign" used in § 658.3(b)(2) of th

proposed rule.

The rule in § 858.2(c) now defines
those terms.

8. The Rursa] Electrification
Administration asserted that small
electric and telephone projects and
buried electric and teiephone cabies

- [lishould be exempted from the analysis
requirements of the Act as should
‘service extensions to farms and projects
that take place within road ngnts-of-
way,

Congress and the Administration for use

Buried utility lines that do not prevent
farming operations over them would not
be subiject to the Act. Unless farming is
not permitied over the buried lines or in
the rght-of-way. construction of such
lines does not irreversibly convert
farmiand to nonagricultural uses.
Likewise. projects built entirely within
highway nghts-of-way do not convert
farmland.

9. Several comments recommended
incorporating in the rule a restatement
of section 1548 of the Act which =
prohibits use of the FPPA as a basis for
legal action challenging a federal project
that may affect farmiand.

A statement reiterating section 1548 of
the Act and applying it to the rule as

. well as the Act, has been added to

§ 658.3 of the rule.
Comments on the Criteria § 658.4

The greatest number of comments
received relate to § 858.4 of the
proposed rule. which sets forth the
criteria for evaluating the eifects of
proposed program actions on the.
conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses. While the
large number of comments receivi
they addrassed only a few cance
These are listed and discusis S

1. Several responses, siich dd'those
from the Rural Electrification
Administration. Fa
Administration. hwo
deparcnents, ang.
Electic Compai
specific guidahe
applying the-cii
roads, pipelines.’
lines. and water trafamission facilities.

0jetls.

1e Department of Housing and
‘Dévelopment. the Department of
tgy. the Department of the Army,
azd two siate agencies felt that SCS

ould be given only 30 days or less to

“¥espond to agency requests for

assistance rather than 45 days. Others
felt "a responsive” answer should be
given within the 45-day period.

The 45-day period in the proposed
rule did not specify whether the 45 days
were “working" or “calendar days.” In
the Department's view, 45 calendar days
is the period reasonably required to
determine whether the proposed site is
farmiand and. if it is. to complete the
Land Evaluation: In the rule. § 658.4(a)
now makes the clarification that SCS is
to give this response in 45 calendar
days. Cooperative Soil Surveys are
completed for an estimated 85 percent of

the Nation's farmland where proposed
conversions are anticipated. Where
these exist. the response should be
made in less than 45 days. Now the rule
states that if SCS fails to complete land
evaluation within the 45-day penod. and
if further delay would interfere with
construction activities. the agency
shouid proceed as though the site were
not farmiand. The best assurance that

. the 45-day period will not delay an

action is for the agency to request a
determination as early as possible in the

dec:sionmaking process.

3. A number of federal. state, and
local government agencies,
organizatiohd, and individuals criticized
cniterion nuMiber 10 in the proposed rule.
t if the criterion took
0{ an owner's or
v ject investments in

D as erigineering or
Stucies, this might

age the*owner or developer to

13- many expenditures as possible
before tse agency made its assessment
ite. in order to obtain the lowest
ible score on this csiterion. In view
this citicism and of the insertion of
58.3(c) to insure that federal
ssistance to a project could not be

 denied based on the Act or this rule,

triterion number 10 now has been
omitted. ‘

4. Several comments were adsressed
to the site assessment cTiterig as a -
group. Comments from the Depariment
of Energy. the Department of
Transportation. the California Realtors
Association and four other Califzmia
based crganizations suggested that the
site assessment criteria be dropped
entirely from the rule. A greater number,
including comments from federal. siate
and local agencies and organizations,
complained that the indicators for
scoring were too vague. The United
States Postal Service and the Louisiana
Department of Transportation and

. Development suggested that the criteria

be used jor general guidance but that
there should be no sccring system.

The scoring system included in the
critetia is taken from the Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
(LESA) system deveioped by the SCS.
Statle and local officials in about 400
jurisdictions of 45 states nationwide
have adopted or are studving LESA
systermns with assistance from SCS. The
Department believes the use of
numerical indices for scoring farmlands
has proved to be s useful technique at
state and local government leve!s for
making defeasible land use decisions
and so their use is appropriate for the
criteria provided in this rule. The
Department has tested these criteria on

-
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2 sites in seven counties in four states
anfifound that the scores from these

ia were consistent in all cases with
thé Scores from existing local LESA
systems. For certain critena in the
prillfosed rule whose indices were
a'!oized as 100 vague. percentages and
distdnces now have been added to.
provide addirional guidance in assigning

s. Some of the indices for sconng
sﬁsscssmem criteria call for

tments to be made at the local
level and scores may vary with local

tions
lAany camments suggested that
lauage be added to the rule to give

state and local units of government
gregger participation in ar control of the
prtss for assessing the effects of
pr@osed federal actions on farmland. -
These included comments from several

ciation of lilinoi Soil and Water
CalBervation Districts. the Illinoiis
South Project. the Piedmont

ironmental Council and others. The
rE‘?ior:u'a State Grange stated that the

ia must recognize the ability of
Jocal governments 1o determine and .
caial land use within their junisdixtian.

alifornia Chamber of Commerce

d it is essential that local
governments be givea a primary role

r the Act within the rule. The
N@ibnal Association 6T Home Builders
re rended the rule be rewritten to
increase the importance of the
requirerents for compatibility of federal

cy actions with state aod local

ultural preservation programs.

mentioped in the preceding
d:scussxon. with assistance from SCS,

s . a3 well as some state X
govérnments, are deveioping and
adopting Land Evajuation and Site

and its suitability for conversion
nonagricultural use. Therefore. certain
st and units of local governme
ave aiready performed an
ev@ation using criteria similar:
cmnamed in this rule applicable
al agencies.
guage now has been added to
§ G984 of the rule recommending that
federal agencies use state and local
ultural land evaluation and site
glsmem systems that are on the SCS
S8 conservationist’s list of systems
that meet the purposes of the FPPA.

he Natural! Resources Defense
Cdllcil, the American Farmland Trust,
thdational Farmers Union and others

asserted that direct analysis of the
cts of project alternatives should be
in addition to land evaiuation and

stade and local government agencies. the ~

400 umits of local government indS

sment (LESA) systems to -
la ate the productivity of agricultural

site assessment criteria. and offered
eight criteria for inclusion ia the rule.

Of the eignt criteria suggested. the
proposed rule included four. Now the
rule includes six of them. The rule still
does not accommodate suggestions that
the number of farms to be aifected by a
proposed actiom and the prospective
impacts on farmers’ incomes should be
included as criteria. Congress
apparently intended the Act to protect
farroland per se, not farms as economic
units. Nor is the number of farms
affected a reliable measure of economic
impact. if economic iropact were to be
considered. The Department believes
that data on the prospective impacts on
farmers’ incomes would be nearly
impossible to collect and in any event.
protécting farmers’ incomes is not @
purpose of the Act.

7. A number of parties recommended
that site assessment criteria 5 and § of
the proposed rule not be included as site
assessment criterta. Their position was
that by calling on the agency to assess
special siting requirements of the project
(criterion 5) and alternative sites
{criterion 6), these criteria represen
the kind of ﬁqal judgment that the

‘ ux:s in‘th
same sconng system withy'the other

théditah: ﬁepam!ht of Agnculture both
ned thlvahchty of criterion 7 of

: 'uﬁs'dxcklm had a comprehensive plan in

‘ﬂn Depa.rxmem has dropped criterion
7 and has revised criterion 4 to
incorporate the definitions of “state or
local government policies ar programs to
protect farmiand™ and of “private
programs to protect farmland.” These
are to be considered only where they
exist

9. The proposed rule stated that based
on the land evajvation criteria set forth
in § 658.4. “all farmland will be .
evaluated and each parcel assigned an
overall score between 0 and 100
representing its value as farmland
relative to other parcels in the area.”
The National Cattlemen's Association,
addressing this in its comments,

objected to SCS or any other federal
agency measunng ‘the value of a site as
farmland.” adding “this sbouid be a
local decision at the lowest possible
level of government. preferably locaily-
governed soil and water conservauon
districts.” The National Catilemen’s
Associalion's concern appears 10 be that
the rule wull cause federal agency
personnel to make unsolicited price
appraisais of privately-ownped fa:miand
in the course of their data coliection
activities.

To address this concern. the term now
used in the final ruie is “relative value.”
“Relative value'; is based porely on soils
data collected ¥ SCS. Expressed ona
scale of 0 to 100; jt indic2tes the
parcel of land as
szained producnivity.
compaﬂém other hnd in the

isgicti

froes th{yrcz of ihe land. wbich
Sorany evestl depend on the real
tate matket and the nonsvil. as well as
il. charscieristics of the property.
10. The Ecvirenmenial Protecuon
'y, among others. beiieved that the
prdposed rule wouid tend o work
against orotecton of farmiand near
urbanized areas. EPA proposed adding
Ctiteria to favor protection of close-in
farmiand in osder 10 counierbaiance
those caitena on which close-in
farmland would receive low scores.
Admittedly. use of the nauonal
criteria contained in the rule will
discriminate to some cdegree againsi the
protection of farmland close 0 urtan
areas. it is the Department’s posidon
that the purpose of the Act is to protect
the best of :he Nation's farmlands which
are located wnere farmiog can be a
practicable economue activity. The
Department anticipates that populanion
increases for the United States in the
next 50 years wiil require conversion of
some land Jom farm to other uses. that
land nearest urban built-up areas are
the most likeiv candidates for such
conversions. and that converting these
lands is preferable to having
development put pressure on more
productive farmlands farther from these
urban built-up areas. The FPPA is not
designed for the protecnon of open
space, historic farms. recreation
opportunities. or a particular rural
lifestyle.

Comments on Guidelines for Use of the
Criteria § 6585

1. A number of comments asserted
that because the proposec rule allowed
agéncies (0 use any relanve weigiiting of
the criteria that they cesired in
determining the po:nt totals for
protection of a site as farmland. this

]
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would permit an agency to assign

l weights so as to preselect the results of
the analysis. This concern was shared
by the Rural Electrification
Administration, Ohio Department of

l Transportation. Wisconsin Department
of Agriculture, Whitman County.
Washington. Regicnal Planning Council.
National Association of State
Departments of Agricuiture. llinois
South Project. Association for Public
Justice. Wisconsin Land Conservation
Association and others.

The Department believes each agency
should have the {iexibiiity to judge for
itself whether the weightizg pattern in
this rule is the appropriate one for that
agency's programs. However, in

'response 10 these comments. the
Department now recommends in the rule
that an agency desiring to depart from
the weighting pattern of the criteria in

Ithe rule should comply with two
sajeguards. First. the agency. in
consultation with the Depariment,

Lould use the rulemaking process to

Estabiish the change. and second. the
yariation on the basic weighting pattern

that the agency adopts shouid be

Em.‘ormly applied within the agency so
s

to prevent the agercy from
reseiecting & particular weighting
pattern that would insure a particular

core for 8 project.
2. The American Farmland Trust. the
ural Electrification Administration and
many others raised concern over the
assiznment of equal weignts ‘o all 16
ite assessment factors.
Based on comments received. the
eighting has been revised to reilect a
difference in importance ranging from a
l.gh score of 20 points 10 a high score of

points. The total points for the site
ssessment criteria remains 160, based
on a redistribution of the points among
e 12 criteria. Even though the numbe
fc'ue'-a has dropped from 16 to 12,
point total for the site assessmell
has been retained in order to reta :
me balance of weighting be
tt'e assessment and land e
teria which, when the scdf
added together. provide the p8iat.
Ior a farmland impact rating on Fas
1006 (see § 658.3 of the rule). ™
3. Comments from the Sierra Club,
auonal Audubon Society, Natural
Resources Defense Council and others
ted that the rule fails to require that
agency consider alternatives to the
roposed project itself. They maintain
- that the Act calls for the agency to
. nsider.alternative actions. including
e alternative of not doing the project
all. and not just alternative sites for a
proposed action. They aiso assert that
e rule assumes the necessity of the
posed action.

Guidelines for the use of the criteria.
now found in § 638.4 of the rule. indicate
that when a site obtains a threshoid
score of 160 points. the agency should
corsider alternative sites. locations and
designs. This process should lead the
agency to consideration of alternative
actions as well as alternative sites for
proposed program actions,

Compliance with the FPPA is but one
of the requirements that federal
agencies must meet in approving or
disapproving projects. The FPPA rule
does not assume the necessity of the
project. The necessity for the project is
leit to be determined by the agency on
the basis of economic and
eavironmental analyses and its
statutcry program responsibilities as

we!l as on the basis of the eifects of the
project on farmland.

Section 1542 of the Act calls on
federal agencies to review and revise if
necessary. their agencies’ ad.mxmstranv
resulanons policies and procedures t

achieve conformity with the Act. In thi§

process. it is anticipated that the .
agencies will identify actions the¥ gan
take to alter project design to red
effects on farmland.

Comments on Technical Assi
§638.6 .

1. Comments from 1
Association of Realtor
Wisconsin Depa

discussed in § 6585{e)
rule be.required and'that private
ivgn the opportunity for

n process discussed in
‘would be pursuant to Executive
iThat Executive Order and
deral agency regulations
oits implememaﬁon arein
federal agencies are to

. The § 658.6{e) was thereiore
e:eteu as an unnecesary part of this

2. "The National Cattlemen's
Association observed that language’
used in § 658.6 of the proposed rule
misquoted the Act. They stated that
there was nothing in section 1543 of the
Act which authorized the Secretary to °
provide technical assistance to ‘pro:ect
farmland” or to “guide urban

_ development.”

The Department concurs with this
comment. The language used was an
inadvertent misquotation of the Act. The
correct wording “encourages” the
Secretary 1o provide technical
assistance to an agency “that desires to
develop programs or policies to limit the
conversion of productive farmlandsto ~

nonagricultural uses.” This now has
been correcied in the rule.

3. The New Mexico Cattle Grower's
Association. the California Association
of Realtors. the California Chamber of
Commerce, the Calilomia Cattlemen's
Association and others suggested
eliminating the reference in § 658.6(c) of
the proposed rule to Forest Service
cooperation in plannirg for uses of land
adjacent to National Forests and
consideration, wherever practicable. of
coordinating the management of
National Forest lands with the

-management.of adjacent lands. They

maintained‘that this language suggested
that the Foregt Service would be :n a

ce land use pol:cies on
ational Forests. and

L any misunderstanding,
statement now has been
pcdin the revised proposed rule.
ational Cattlemens’
A\ ion, the New Mexico Cattle
‘owers’ Association and others
oressed concern that develupment of
aps designating farmlands would
defize those to be protected
permanently by the Act as farm!and.
even though conditions were likely to
change over time.

The comment apparently is based on
the premise that designating or
identfying farmlands on mags is
comparable to zoning and that such
lands will be permanently protected
from conversion by law. The Act does
not protect per se any farmland from
being converted to noragricultural use.
The Act and the rule simply require that
federal agency decisionmakers consicder ,
the effects of proposed actions on the
conversion of farmland and consider
alternatives that would lessen such
effects. Maps would simply indicate
those lands that would fall uncer the
purview of the Act.

5. American Farmland Trust and
others sugzested that the Department
provide information to federal agencies.
state and local Jovernmenris ang others
regarding provsions of the FPA and its
implementing rule.

The Department will be providing
information to other federal agencies
and state local governments concerning
the rule. Upon request. SCS will assist
federal agencies in training personnel to
i:nplemer.t the Act. The Extension
Service is responsible for designing and
implementing educatioral programs and
materials in accordance with section
1544(a) of the Act. The National
Agncuitural Library has beea
designated a a farmiand information

’
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ceater in accordance with section

1534(b) of the Act.
limonts on USDA Assistance § 6353.7

1be lllinois Department of Agriculture
wanted § 638.7 of the proposed rule to
b itten more forcefuily. The
D@Bware State Grange. Inc., wanted to
sifMinate the words “2s appropriate” in
§ 658.7(a) of the proposed rule. as well
agghe words “This assistance is
*ded on request, as permmed by
ng and budget limitations."”
In the proposed rule. § 658.7 simply
ated language contained in the Act
1' it has not, therefore, been modified
in®Ris final rule,
This ac:ion has been revised under
tive Order 12291 and Secretary’s
MEhorandum No. 1512-1 and has been
ddilignated “nonmajor.” The Assistant
Secretary for Natural Resources and
:imnmem has determined that this
a

n will not have economic impact on
conomy of $100 million or more;
result in a major increase in costs or
priges for consumers. individual
initstries, federal, state. or local
g mment agencies. or geographic
regions: or result in significant adverse
eiffects on competition, employment,
stment, productivity. innovation, or
e ability of U.S.-based enterprises
to compete with foreign-based
enierprises in domestic or export
ets. This rule does not contain
anon collection reguirements
witich require approval by the Office of
Management and Budge! under 44 U.S.C/

33R et seq.
is document has been prepared in

ffice of the Assistant Secretary for
Natural Resources and Environment,
D ent of Agriculture, with the
tance of the Land Use Division of
th®50il Conservation Service.

t of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 658
iculture, Soil conservanon.
and.
Accordmgly. Part 658 is added to Title
7 jthe Code of Federal Regulatio

Tale of Contents and text to re
follBws: i

' PART 655—FARMLAND PROTECTT
pllicY ACT j
858.1 Purpose. T .

Definitions.

Applicability and exemptions.

Guidelines for use of criteria.

Criteria.

Technical assistance, -

USDA Assistance with fedecs!
agencies’ reviews of polu::u snd
procedures.

Authority: Sec. 1539-1549. Pub. L 97-96. 85

S' 1341-1344. (7 US.C. 4201 ot seq.).

A

§658.1 Purpose.

This part sets out the criteria
developed by the Secretary of
Agriculture. in cooperation with other
federal agencies. pursuant to section
1541(a} of the Farmiland Protection
Policy Act (FPPA or the Act) 7 US.C.
4202{a). As required by section 1541(b}
of the Act. 7 U.S.C. 4202(b). federal
agencies are (1) to use the criteriato .
identify and take into account the
adverse effects of their programs on the
presesvation of farmland. (2) to consider
alternative actions. as appropriate. that
could lessen adverse efiects. and (3) to
ensure that their programs. to the extent
practicable, are compatible with state
&nd urits of iocal government and
private programs and polices to protect
farmland. Guidelines to assist agencies.
in using the criteria are included in this
part. The Deparmment of Agriculture
{hereinafter USDA) may make available
to states. units of local government,
individuals, organizations. and other
units of the Federal Government.
information useful in restoring,
maimtaining, and improving the quan ty
and quality of farmland.

§658.2 Definitions.

(a) "Farmland"” means prime‘et
farmiands as defined in sectig)
1540(c)(1) of the Act or {2
determined by the approg
unit of local government
agenc'es with concusence
Secretary to be fa
of local importangs,

“Wwater storage

andwith a density of

iGfe area. Prime
jttéd to urban

ors¥ater storage” includes

tlat has been designated

or mdusma[ use or

onmg code or ordinance adopted by
3 or unit of local government or (2)
rehensive land use plan which

~ has expressly been either adopted or

reviewed in its entirety by the unit of
ocal government in whose jurisdiction it
is operative within 10 years preceding
implementation of the particular {ederal
proyect

) Federal agency” means a
department. agency. independent
commission. or other unit of the Federal

. Government.

{c) "Federal program” means those
activities or responsibilities of a
department, agency, independent
commission. or other unit of the Federal
Government that involve undertaking.

financing. or assisting construction or
improvement projects or acquinng,
managing, or discosing of federal lands
and facilities. The term “federal
program™ dces not include federal
permitting. licensing. or rate approval
programs for activities on pnvate or
nonlederal lands. The term “federal
program” does not include construction
or improvemert projec's that were
beyond the planning stage on the date
30 days after publication of the final r:le
in the Federal Register, if:

(1) Acquisiticn of land or easement for
the project has occurred. or

{2) All required federal agsncy
planning dccu s and steds were
completed and §ccopted. endorsed or
approved propriate agency

e :géncy ox’ﬁcial(sl‘ “In the
ign state” shall mean that the
ring or architec:ural design had
or had been contracied for cnor

{d) “State or local governmen! policies
or programs to protect {srmland”
include: Zoning to protect farmiand:
agriculteral ianc protection provisions
of a comprehensive land use pian which
bas been adopted or reviewed in its
entirety by the unit cf local government

-in whose jurisdiction it is operative

within 10 years preceding proposed
implementation of the particular federal
program: completed purchase or
acquisition of development nghts;
completed purchase or acquisition of v
conservation easements: prescribed
procedures f{or assessing agniculturai
viability of sites proposed for
conversion: completed agricultural
districting and capital invest=ents o
protect farmland.

(e) “Private programs to protect
farmland” means programs for the
protection of farmland which are
pursuant to and consisteat with state
and iocal government pelicics or
programs to protect farmland uf the
affected state and unit of local
government, but which are operated by
a nonprofit corporation. fourdation.
association. conservancy, a:stnct. or

-other not-for-profit organization existing

under state or federal laws. Private
programs to protect farmland may
include: (1) Acquiring and holding
development rights in farmiand and (2)
facilitating the transfer of deveiopment
rights of farmland.
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(f) “Site” means the location(s) that
l would be converied by the proposed
action(s).

(g) "Unit of local government"” means
the government of a county,
munc:gpality. town. township. viilage, or
other unit of general government below
the state level. or a combination of units
oi Jocal government acting through an
areawide agency under a state law or an

- l agreement for the formulation of
regional development pohcxes and
plans.

'§ 658.3 Applicability and exernptions,

{a) Section 1540(b) of the Act. 7 U.S.C.
4201(b). states that the purpose of the
Act is to minimize the extent to which
federal programs contribute to the
unnecessary and irreversible conversion
of farmland to nonagricultural uses.
Conversion of farmiand to
nonagricultural uses does not include
the construction of on-farm structures
necessary for farm operations. Federal
agencies can obtain assistance from
USDA in determining whether a

roposed location or site meets the Act's
definition of farmland. The USDA Soil
Conservation Service [SCS) field office
erving the area will provide the
ssistance. Many state or local
overnment planning offices can also
provide this assistance.
(b} Acguisition or use of farm!and by
l federsl agency for national defense
urposes is exempted by section 1547(b}
of the Act. 7 U.S.C. 4208(b).
i (c) The Act and these regulations do

ot authorize the Federal Government in
ny way to regulate the use of private or

noniederal land. or in any way affect the

he Act and these regulations do not
vide authority for the withholding of
federal assistance to convert farmland
nonagricultural uses. In cases whe
ther a private party or a nonfederal
it of government applies for federsi
assistance to convert farmland to &
nonagricultural use. the federal.agen
ouid use the criteria set forgh 1nt this
rt 1o identify and take intfi accoust
any adverse eifects on farmiang nf the
&ssistance requested and dev
ternative actions that could avoid:pp
itigate such adverse effects. If. after
onsideration of the adverse eifects and
suggested alternatives. the applicant
nts to proceed with the conversion.
e federal agency may not. on the basis
the Act or these regulations. refuse to
provide the requested assistance.
'id) Section 1548. 7 U.S.C. 4209. states

Epeny rights of owners of such land.

t the Act shall not be deemed to
ovide a basis for any action. either
legal or equitable. by any state. unit of
al government. or any person or ciass
persons chalienging a federal project

program. or other activity that may
affect farmland. Neithe: the Act nor this
rule. therefore. shall afiord any basis for
such an action.

§ 658.4 Guidelines for use of criteria.

As stated above and as provided in
the Act. each federal agency shall use
the criteria provided in § 658.5 to
identily and take into account the
adverse effects of federal pro~arms on
the protection of farmland. The agencies
are to consider alternative actions, as
appropriate. that could lessen such
adverse eifects. and assure that such
federal programs. to the extent
practicable. are compatible with state,
unit of local government and private
programs and policies to protect
- farmland. The following are guidelines
to assist the agencies in these tasks:

(a) An agency shoulid first make a
request o SCS on Form AD 1006. the
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating
Form. available at SCS oifices. for
determination of whether the site is
farmland subject to the Act. If nejther
the entire site nor any part of it dfe
subject to the Act. then the Act wiil:
apply ard SCS will so notify.the

subject to the Act. then SCS will
measure the relative vajug of the:
farmland on a scale & :

according ‘o the inforrastion souzges
listed in § 623.5{a). SCS ' Jl’mpond to
, lendar davs

' tthat scs
18 i response within the
4s-dav penod i delay would

mit of Jocal government's
on that is capable of producing
unonly grown crop}: the
percentage of the jurisdiction that is

farmland covered by the Act: the

rcentage of farmland in the
jurisdiction that the project would
convert: and the percentage of farmiand
in the local government's jurisciction
with the same or higher relative value
than the land that the project would
convert. These statistics will not be part
of the criteria scoring process. but are
intended simply to furnish additional
background information to federal
agencies to aid them in considering the
effects of their projects on farmland

(c) After the agency receives
SCS the score of a site's relative value
as described in § 653.4(a) and then
sprlies the site assessment critenia
which are set forth in § 653.5 (b) and [c).

the sgency will assign to the site a
combined score of up to 260 points.
composed of up 10 100 poins for relative
vaiue and up to 160 points for the site
assessment. With this score the agency
will be able to identify the effect of its
programs on farmland. and make a
determination as to the suitability of the
site for protection as farmland. Once
this score is computed. USDA
recommends:

(1) Sites with the highest combined
scores be regarded as most suitabie for
protectinn under these criteria and sites
with the lowest scores. as least suitable.

(2) Sites #eceiving a total score of less
than 160 be‘given a mimimal level of
coqmdara:mh for protec’lon and no

3wen mcreasxrgly h gher
? sigeration for protection.

¥4 When maxmg decisions on
roposad actions for sites receiving
s tstaling 160 or more, agency

P BEnel consider:

1) Use of land that is not farmland or
of existing structures:

i) Alternative sites, locations and
esigns that would serve the proposed

" purpose but convert either fewer acras

of farmland or other farland that has a
lower relative value:

(iii) Special siting requirements of the
proposed projec: anc the extent to
which an alternative site ails to satisfy
the special siting requirements as weil
as the originally seiected site.

(d) Federal sgencies may eiect to
assign the site assessment criteria
relative weightings other than those
shown in § 658.5 (b) and [c). If an agency
elects to do so, USDA recommer.cs that
the agency adopt its alternative v
weighting system (1) through rulemaking
in consultation with USDA. and (2} as a
system to be used uniformly throughout
the agency. USCA recommends that the
weightings stated in § 658.5 (b} and (c}
be used un:il an agency issues a final
rule to change the weightings.

-(e) It is advisable that evaluations and
analyses of prospective farmland
conversion impac:s be made eariy in the
plannirg process before a site or design
is selected. and that. where possibie.
agencies make the FPPA evaluations -
part of the'National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process. Under the
agency's own NEPA regulations, some
categories of projects may be excluded
from NEPA which may still be covered
under the FPPA. Section 1540(c}{4) of the
Act exempts projects that were bevond
the planning stage and were in either the
active design or construction state on
the effective date of the Act Secuon
1847(b) exempts acquisition or use of
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farmland for nationa] defense purposes.
ere are no other exemptions of

jects by category in the Act.

f) Numerous states and uaits of local
government are developing and
adopting Land Evaluation and Site

sessment {LESA) systems-to evaluate

productivity of agricultural land and
suitability for conversion to
nonagricultural use. Therafore. state and
its of local government may have
eady performed an evaluation using
teria similar to those contained in this
rule appiicable to federal agencies.
DA recommends that where sites «re
e evaluated within a jurisdiction
g a state or local LESA system that
has been approved by the governing

dy of such jurisdiction and has been

ced on the SCS state

servationist's list as one which
meets the purpose of the FPPA in

lance with other public policy

jectives. federal agencies use that

tem to make the evaluation.

§650.5 Criteria,

is section states the criteria
uired by section 1541(a) of the Act, 7 .

.S8.C. 4202{a). The criteria were
developed by the Secretary of
iculture in cooperation with other
eral agencies. They are in two parts,
the land evaluaton criterion, relative
value, for which SCS will provide the
inz or score. and (2) the site
sessment criteria, for whick each
eral agency must develop its own
ratings or scores. The criteria are 3s
lows:
(a) Land Evaluation Criterion—
Jative Vajue. The land evaluation
criterion is based on information from
erai sources including national
Eperaﬁve soil surveys or other
eptable soil surveys, SCS field office
technical guides, soil potential ratings or
il productivity ratings, land capability
‘ssiﬁcations. and important farmlan
terminations. Based on this
information, groups of soiis within a
] government's jurisdiction wil
aluated and assigned a score Je
100. representing the .'elagl
T agricultural production. o
land %o be converted by the ¥
rapared to other farmland in the s&®
al government jurisdiction. This score
will be the Relative Value Rating on
Form AD 1008.
(b} Site Assessment Criteric. Federal
encies are to use the following criteria
assess the guitability of each
preposed site or design alternative for
tection as farmland along with the
ore {rom the [and evaluation criterion
scribed in § 653.5{a). Each criterion
will be given s score on a scale of 0 to
e maximum points shown. Conditions

suggesting top. intermediate and bottom
scores are indicated for each criterion.
The agency would make scoring
decisions in the context of each
proposed site or alternative action by
examining the site. the surroundirng area.
and the programs and poiicies of the
state or local unit of government in
which the site is located. Where one
given location has more than one design
alternative, each design should be
considered as an alternative site. The
site assessment criteria are:

{1) How much land is in nonurban use
within a radius of 1.0 mile Ecm where
the project is intended?

More than 90 perceat—1i5 points
90 to 20 percent~=14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent—{ points

(2) How much of the perimeter of the
site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent—10 points
90 to 20 percent—>9 to 1 point(s)

Less than 20 percent—0 points

(3) Bow much of the site has been
farmed (managed for a scheduled
harvest or timber activity) more than
five of the last 10 years?

More than 90 percent—20 points
80 to 20 percent—18 to 1 poiniafs)
Less than 20 percent—o poin

local government policiss
protect farmland or co
programs to protect farn

(5) How close
buiit-up area?

0 poi

‘e;f!han 1 mile from. but is
#%it to an urban built-up

ints
djacent to an urban built-up
points

} How close is the site to water

sewer lines and/or other local

facilities and services whose capacities

ang design would promote

nonagricuitural use?

None of the services exist neurer than 3
miles from the site==15 points

Some of the services exist more than 1

but less than 3 miles from the site—10 -

points
All of the services exist within % mile of

the site—0 points

(7) Is the farm unit(s} containing the
sile (before the project) as large as the
averagze-size farming unit in the county?
{Averags farm sizes ir each county are
available {rom the SCS fieid offices in

each state. Data are from the latest

avaiiable Census of Agnculture.

Acreage of Farm Units 1n Operation

with $i.000 or more 1n sales.)

As large or larger—10 points

Below lveragHeuuct 1 point for each
S percent below the average. down to
0 points if 30 percent or more below
sverage—3 to 0 points
{8) If this site is chosen for the project.

how much of the remaining land on the

farm will become ncn-farmable because

of interference with land patterns?

Acreage equal o mote than 25 percent
of acres directly converted by the
project—10 points

Acreage squii lo betwoen 28 and 5

réqupme'u dealers. processing
ge facilities and farmer’s

:uSorne required services srz2 availadle—d

to 1 point(s)
No required services are availaple—0

points

(10) Coes the site have substantial
and well-aintained ¢a-farm
invesiments such as barns. o:er sivrage
building, f=uit trees and vines. fieid
terraces. drainage. irtigation,
watenvays. or other soil and waier
conservation measures?

High amcunt of on-farm investment—29
points
Moderate amount of on-farm
investment—19 to 1 p2int(s)
No on-farm investment—0 points
(11) Would the project at this site. by
converiing farmland :0 nronugnicultural
use. reduce the demand for farm support
services so as 10 jenpardize the
contirued existence of these support
services and 1:us. the viabiity of the
farms remaining in tie area?
Substantial recuction in demand for
support services if the site is
converted—10 points
Some reduction in demand for suppont
services if the site is converted—9 101
point(s)
No significant reduction in demans for
_support services if the site 1s
converted—0 points
{(12) Is the kind and irteasity of the
proposed use of the site suificiently
incompatible with agriculture that it is
likely to contribule to the eventual
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August 7, 1984

J. Eugene Grigsby 111
The Planning Group

1728 Silverlake Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Re: Air National Guard Relocation

G
Dear Mt}){sby :

I was glad to see that the Plat
analysis of the relocation
of the Air National Guard

This is certainly an issu
ticularly in the considera

MM:sr

cc: Master Sergeant Riley Blaék

ed of the issues that are raised and
the Guard's anticipated move.

/

- N A gt Peny
3 financial center building
V4545 victory boulevard
van nuys, california 91411
818 / 989-0300

is involved in the
“Tactical Rirlift Wing

h we have an interest, par-
the "do nothing” alternatives.

ACCREDITED

Cmaunls OF COmOEorg

ceswoie IV Jeeriw. g
W% *od % tR V8Tl

the administrative center of the san fernando valley
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Conservation Service
7 CFR Part 658

Falihland Protection Policy

cY: Soil Conservation Service.
Agriculture.

:In: Final rule.
s Any: This action promulgates a

rule for imiplementauon of the Farmland
ction Policy Act. Subtitle [ of Title
X' the Agricuiture and Food Act of
19@PPub. L. 97-98. The rule will add a
new Part 633 to Title 7 of the Code of
Fegeral Regulations estabiishing criteria
forjillentifving and consicerng the
eiifps of federal pregrams on the
conversjon of farmlangl
noragricultural uses and igestifying
teaical assistance to agencies of state,

‘edqiRal. and local governments that will
be Ptovided by the Department of
Agriculture.

. TIVE DATE: This rule becomes
eif@kive August 6. 1984.
FCN FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Howard C. Tanke:siev. Executive
Se@i®tary. USDA Land Use Issues
‘AV@Ring Greup. Scil Conservation
Senvice, P.O. Box 2390. Washirgton. D.C.
30013, telephone 202-382-1853.
SUBIREMENTARY INFORMATION: A
c-iibsed rule was published ‘or public
commient on July 12 1983. in the Federal
Register, Vol. 48. No. 134, pp. 31863-
5% and 149 resporses. containing
huJkeds of comments. were received
durlttg the comment period, which was
originally set to expire Septexmber 12,
utjillas extended through Octoder 1,
128K See Federal Register. September 2

«p. 39944). The Depariment of
riculture has made a number of

es and additions to the rule as

rtlsed in response to several issues
i in the comments. Eecause several
f these modifications wiil have the
f{agh of limiting the scope of the rule.
!helpanmem consicered republishing
keWle in proposed form for addinonal
mments. However. since the
ignidicance of the changes and .
qns is not so great as to require
ucMifepublication. it has been

ieiermined that any benefit that could
e rved from additional public

does not warrant further delay in
(@llishing an effective final rule.
The most important additions clarify
rrow the scope of the Act's
VIERge and effect from the scope that
aggontemplated in the proposed ruie.
making these additionals to the

sed rule. the Department has been
* by the view that if a federal

agency should deny assistance f{ora
project on a certain tract solely on the
basis that the site should be preserved
for egricultural use, this denial would
affect the use of private land and may
not be consistent with local zoning or
planning policy. The rule needed
clanification because Congress expressly
provided that the Act would not
suthorize any federal regulation of
private land use. Accordingly. the
Department has modified the rule to
eliminate ary possibility that either the
Act or this rule will cause any refusal of
federal assistance to private parties and
nonfederal units of government.

Similarly. the Depariment has
redrarted the rule to insure that actions
by feders! agencies will comport witt—
Tocal zoning decisions made (o perrait.

“urban deveiopment on prime farmland
“n’enacting the Farmland Protection
Policy Act. Congress found that the
Nation's farmiand was “a unique natural
resource” and that each year. "a large
amount of the Nation's farmland™ was
being “irrevocably converted from
actual or potertial agncultural use to
ronagricultural use.” in many cases as a
resuit of actions taken or assisted by the
Federa] Government The general.
purpose of the Act is to “mimruze the
extext” of the role of federal programs
in_the conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses and 0 “assure that
federal programs are administered in a
manner that, to the extent practicable.
will be compatibie with state. uzit of
local government. and private programs
ard policies to'protect farmland™ —
{secton 1540(b) of the Act). The Act
directs federal agencies to “identify and
take into account the adverse eifects of
federal programs on the preservation of
farmland: consider alternative actions.
as appropriate, that could lessen such
adverse effects: and assure that such
federal programs. to the extent
practicable, are compatible with state,
unit of local government, and private
programs and policies 10 protect .
farmland.” In order to guide the fecera
agencies in this task, section 1541{a} of
the Act directs the Department of
Agriculture. in cooperation with other
departments, agencies, independent
commissions and other units of the
Federal Government, to "develop
criteria for identifying the effects of
federal programs on the conversion of
farmland to nonagricultural uses” for the
use of all “departments, agencies.
independent commissions and other
units of the Federal Government” whose
programs may affect farmland. This rule
for implementation of the Act .
estabiishes the criteria required by
section 1541(a) of the Act for identifving
the effects of federal programs on the

conversion of farmland to
oonagricultural uses. provides
guidelines for program arencies’ use of
these cntena. and identifies techmecal
assistance that will be provided by the
Department to agencies of federal. state.
ard local governments pursuant to the
Act.

For purposes of the Act. “farmland” is
either “pnime farmland.” “unique
farmland.” or other farmland “that is of
statewide or local importance.” All three
of these types of “farmiand™ are defined
by section 1540(c){1) of the Act.

Both the Act and this rule appiy only
to federal agencies or :heir programs
that might convert farmland. Where no
federal activity is invoived. the Act oes
not apply. Neither the Act aor th:s rule
requires a federal agency to modify any
project solely to avoid or minimize the
effects of coaversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses. The Act merely
requires tha: beiore taking or approving
any action that would resuitin
conversion of farmland as cefined in the
Act. the agency examines tie eifec:s of
the action using the cniteria set forth in
the rule, and if there are adverse effec:s.
consider alternatives to lessen them.,

The agency would still have discretion
to proceed with a project that would
convert {armiand to nonagnculivzul uses
once the exam:nation required by the
Act has been completed. Congress
included in the Ac: a provision. seriiun
1547(a). assuring lando'vners 1hat the
Act "does not authonze the Federa)
Government it any way lo reguiaie the
use of private or nonfecerai land. orin
any way aflect the propenty nghts of
owners of such land.” Finaily, sect:on
1548 states expressiy that the Act “shall
oot be deemed to0 provide a basis™ for
any litigation “challenoing a federal
project pregram. or other activity that
mayv affect farmland.”

The Cepartment received 149
responses io the publication of the
proposed rule on july 12, 1083. Of these.
18 were from federal agencics. 42 from
state agencies. 19 from lccal vais of
government, 60 from aat:onal. siate and
local public interest organ:zztions, and
10 were from i..dividuals or firms. .
Where possibie. comments contained n
the responses were categorized
according to that section o: :he propesed
rule to which they applied. Others were
categonzed as general comments. All
comments were summanzed to ideatify
the issues or concerns expressed.

Each response was carefully studied
and the rule has been modified where
possible and where such modifications
are consistent ath the Act. Foilowiny
are the most important chanzes which
wvere made to the rule as puolished in

4—




. In the letter from your consultant (The Plan

CiTY OF
PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES ® 305 W. THIRD STREET ¢ OXNARD, CA 93030 * (805) 983-4657
SICHARD |. MACCIO, DIRECTOR August 8, 1984

Master Sergeant Riley Black

‘Assistant Public Affairs Officer e ~ -
‘146th Tactical Airlift-Wing

Air National Guard
8030 Balboa Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

- .Rez. Response to Notice of Preparat1on for Re]o ' th Tactical

A1r11ft N1ng )
-Group) dated July 28 the
hvironmental ana]ys1s
1 Airlift Wing from

pint Mugu.

City of Oxnard was invited to participa
process for the proposed relocation ¢
Van Nuys Airport to the Naval Air Si
As part of the analysis, we requs ideration be given to several
topics in the EIR/EIS as fol

FR and IFR approaches by the 146th
irport as a means of mitigating noise
eas within the City of Oxnard.

1. Methods used to minimize pra
Tactical Airlift Wing:to Oxna

ected aircraft noise on existing and future

2. Evaluation of imppac ,
‘m}1d occur in conformance with provisions of

~urban deve10pme”

: b’ 4 11*basic urban and community support services of the
City of This evaluation should include quantification of
any addftgonal services that would have to be provided by the City
of Oxnard and measures necessary to mitigate identified impacts.
In addition, the relationship of the total cumulative impacts should
be evaluated in terms of the applicable adopted plans of the City of
Oxnard and adjoining entities. The evaluation of cumulative impacts
should also include any other expansion projects being planned for
i{mplementation at Point Mugu.

4. Evaluation of impacts of the proposed Tactical Airlift Wing facility
location or operation on the flora and fauna associated with and/or
dependent upon Mugu Lagoon.




M/Sgt. Riley Black -2- August 8, 1984

5. Beneficial impacts of the proposed relocation to the City of Oxnard
should be included and quantified.

If you or your consultants have any questions about these requests, please
.contact Mr. Ralph Steele of the Planning and Building Services Department
at (805)984-4657, - - - - 4 |

P -G A

R L S TR TP S

- - . C -

- e

- ROM:RJS:ch ~~

l ‘ cc: City Manager
Principal Planner

' Senior Planner .
County of Ventura, RMA Dij
City of Camarillo, Plann

l City of Port Hueneme,

The Planning Group, Attn: \ ' Grigsby
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Soil Conservation Service

7 CFR Part 658

Farmiand Protection Policy; Final Rule




lty of Los Angeles Depariment of Alrports 1 worid Way, Los Angeles, California 90009 + (213) 646-5252 Telex 85-3413
Tom Bradisy, Mayor

Soard of
Alrport Commissioners
K.NHM

nLOochnnJr

August 29, 1984
Vice :

ry Lou Crockon
ue! Greenberg
C. McGaughey

Ciitton A. Moore

‘m-rnl Manager
Eugene Grigsby

The Planning Group
1728 Silverlake Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90026

1]

Dear Mr. Grigsby:

nt on the proposed Air
rport. Departmental staff
t this time. However,

Thapk you for the opportu

téd tha the Department be kept on the
fhent documents and materials generated
¥ this project.

It is further r ,'
Tist to recef
during the -

Sincerely,

Ma rice Z Laha
Airport Environ 1 P]anner

MZL/EFG: §r
cc: W, M. Schoenfeld




Rrerep
United States Department of the Interior .
1 o
FISEL AND W HIIFE SERVICE -
24000 Avila Road PRL-F o b

laguna Niguel, California 92677 ~~a

September 26, 1984

Mr, Michael Benner

PRC Engineering

972 Town and Country Road
P.0. Box 5367

Orange, California 92667

Re: Comments on Proposed EIS/R for Proposed Relocati Ihétical

Airlift Wing to Point Mugu Naval Air Station
Dear Mr, Benner:

ur recent telephone
1 Field Office, we

In response to your letter of September 11, 1
conservations with staff biologists at the
provide the following remarks. L&
1., Proposed Relocation Site

Although this site is located in exist
and contiguous with wetlands of Mugu la
channel associated with the Ormo
habitat losses during comstructi
activities at this site will need
with this development.

tural land, it is adjacent
{nt Mugu Duck Club, and the
tlands. Mitigation for unavoidable
[tns, and subsequent maintenance
srovided prior to and/or concurrent

2. Biological Resources. Athh roject Area

¥ the. . tunway are used by resident and migratory
raptors and water-asso€late s, including shorebirds and waterfowl. Swall
wamnals (e.g. mice, ah - voi#s) found in this upland area provide prey for
such raptor speci led hawk, northern harrier, and prairie falcon,

¥

””pr332ct site, associated with the duck ponds, the

pred salt marsh bird's beak (Cordylanthus maritimus

has beén observed. It may be necessary to survey the project
sites for th lant, 1f any plants are located, consultation under Section 7
of the Endanger'sd fpecies Act should bde considered and measures should be
described which wbuld avoid adverse impacts to this endangered plant.

In the vicinit
Federal 1list
var, marit

3. Mitigation Suggestions

In our review of mitigation measures, we would like to see proposals to:

1) prevent deterioration of water quality, 2) restore wetland habitats,

3) discourage bird usage by attracting the birds away from the facilities,
snd 4) divert wvaterfowl flight patterns especially during the hunting season.




All these items are general suggestions, as we are unsure of the full scope
of the proposed activities in your brief letter. We suggest that you provide
a preliminary draft of the proposed DEIS/R for our early imput. It is sug-
gested that you have the applicant request a List of Candidate and Listed
Endangered Species from Fish and Wildl{fe Service's Endnagered Species Office
in Sacramento at 2800 Cottage Way, Room E~1823, Sacramento, California 95825
(Telephone (916) 484-4935).

We hope that this information has assisted you in your preparation of the
DEIS/R. 1f you should need additional information, contact John Wolfe

or we at (714) 831-4270.

Sincerely yours,




RE .

SOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY CETIRN

k@wn‘&u Of WSHTLID  wme vesnue
- . (805) 654-2661

2oen

September 25, 1984

Master Sergeant Riley Black
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard

8030 Balboa Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA 91404

-~

Dear Sergeant Black:

tion EIR for
1 Airlift Wing

t has been reviewed by
pecific reviewing agency
he comments as required by
. All responses should be
h a copy to the Residential Land

The above referenced environment:
appropriate Ventura County age
comments are attached. Please
the California Enviroamental
addressed to the commenting
Use Section, Resource Manage

Sidcerely,

o/

ittor R. Hu
Director

.

VRH:11

Attachmen

800 South Victoris Avenue, Venturs, CA 83009

‘M
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.personnel, the n

County of Ventura

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

MEMORANDUM
To: Kancy Settle : September 14, 1984
From: Scott Johnson ?%7”’
Subject: Relocation of the Air National Guard, actical

Airlift Wing, to Point Mugu - Notice of

APCD staff has reviewed the subject document and r ends™an air
quality impact analysis be prepared to addres skttt of the
project on air quality and consistency with ¢ ty Management
Plan (AQMP). - :

The proposed transfer of the Air Natiop
Airlift Wing to the Point Mugu Naval A%
increase in the number of flight o

National Guard in Ventura County.:
in the numder of military flight o
been included in 1982 AQMP emig
not identified measures to mji
additional emissions associa
flight operations conducted by %l
Naval Air Station wouldibe incon:

conducted by the Air
enerated by an increase
ofig-in Ventura County have not
sts. Moreover, the AQMP has
craft emissions. Therefore, any
increase in the number of

J¥r National Guard at the Point Mugu
ent with the 1982 AQMP.

jisions associated with the increase in
ngs and take-offs and other additional
ith the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing, the
significant adverse impact on air quality.
3 County Board of Supervisors sdopted the
yparation of Air Quality Impact Analyses”.
¢ fnidelines, any project emitting 13.7 tons per year of

gafiic cémpounds (ROC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx) will

nd cumulatively have a significant adverse impact on air

emission sources

"Guidelines

individu
quality.

APCD staff recommends the air quality impact analysis be prepared in
accordance with the Guidelines referenced adove. The air quality
analysis should consider ROC and ROx emissions generated by:

1. The increase in vehicular traffic associated with Air National Guard
personnel commuting to the Point Mugu Naval Air Station.

" 2. The increase in the number of flight operations conducted by the Air

National Guard from the Point Mugu Naval Air Station.




-~

3. Stationary emission sources associated with the Air National Guard
facility at the Point Mugu Naval Air Station such as fuel depots and
fuel burning equipment of at least one-million BTU's or ome-hundred
horsepower.

Emissions associated with the Air National Guard personnel commuting to
the Point Mugu Naval Air Station should be calculated using the

procedure outlined in Appendix B to the Guidelines. Emissjiéns

generated by the projected increase in the number of flight: ¢
conducted by the Air National Guard at the Point Mugu Naval
should be determined using emission factors contained
(pages 224-225) to the 1982 Ventura County Air Qualify
Emissions generated by any stationary emission sour
calculated using emission factors contained in EPA'SH
'Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors"s

(CO) emission
Ffi¢ on major
streets and intersections surrounding the Naval Air Station

due to the additional personnel.

If the air quality analysis indicat
significant adverse impact on air g
be identified and emission reductio
on the project completion date

igation measures should
nted for each measure based

If you have any questions, p a¢t Chuck Thomas of my staff at

654-2799.

CTANG
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County of Ventura

PLANNING DIVISION

MEMORANDUM
.\,-h\h’
To: _Nancy Settle _;T;__;_;_;_— Date: — September 7, 1984
From: _Jeff Walker Reference No.:

Subject: _NOP _for Air National Guard Relocation

The following provides a summary of my comments and those provided by Todd. The
exact location of the 200 - 250 acres required for the relocation is unknown at
this time, so the comments are somewhat general.

1. Loss of agricultural land (see Federal Reg. 7 CFR Part 658, July 5,
1984, Part 3, Dept. of Agriculture).

2. Impacts (noise, dust, increase population, etc.) on surrounding
agricultural land.

3. Impacts on game preserve adjacent to Navy base.

4. Increased flooding potential and impacts on Mugu Lagoon due to
additional run-off from facility.

S. Impacts, such as noise, on surrounding residences and Mugu State Park.
6. Traffic impacts.

7. Potential need for approval from Coastal Commission because of impacts
in Coastal Zone." /'f .

S

8. Possible growth inducing impacts depending on the growth of the Airlift °
Wing.

9. Offsite demands and impacts from the possible 1500 people coming in for
weekend duty.

10. What kinds of impact# could be expected from a full-scale practice
"alert", and how many such practices could be expected each year?

11. Visual impacts.

12. Will there be any explosive materials stored on the site like there is
at the Mugu Navy Base?

13. Air Quality impacts to the Oxnard Plain Airshed. Does the AQMP provide
for such a facility? o

NS:11:161
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Subject: LEG AFF - Farmland Protection Policy Act Date: Juiy 13, 1984

To: Persons Interested in Farmland Protection File Code: 320

Attached is the Final Rule for implementing the "Farmland Protection Policy
Act", Subtitle I, PL 97-98.

The USDA employees in field locatioms will receive training im their
responsibilities relative to the implementation of the provisions of the Act
later this summer.

In the interim, please direct your questions concerning the Final Rule to:

Darwyn Briggs
2828 Chiles Road
Davis, CA 95616

Phope: (916) 449-2849

arcongn \?D/“-‘,’ 12

DARWYN B. BRIGGS, Chairman
USDA's California land Use Committee

“Attachrent

®

P VA Sovwament Frinting OHas: 1999420438 NE78

The Soll Conservation Service [ 4
is an agency of the N\
Uniieg Siates Depaniment of Agniculture o




Federal Register / Vol. 49. No. 130 / Thursdav. julv 5. 1984 / Rules and Regulations

27727

conversion of surrounding farmiand to

nonagricultural use?

Proposed project is incompatible with
existing agricultural use of
surrounding farmland—10 points

Proposed project is tolerabie to existing

. agnicultural use of swrounding
farmland—4 to 1 point(s)

Proposed project is fully compatible

' with existing agricultural use of

suwrrounding farmiand—0 points

(c) Corridor-type Site Assessment
Criterio. The foliowing criteria are to be
used for projects that have a linear or
corridor-type site configuration
connecting two distant points. and
crossing several different ttacts of land.
These include utility lines, highways.
railroads. stream improvements, and
flood control systems. Federal agencies
are to assess the suitability of each
corridor-type site or design alternative
for protection as farmland along with
the land evaluation information
described in § 658.4(a). All criteria for
corridor-type sites will be scored as
shown in § 658.5(b) for other sites.
except as noted-below:

{1) Criteria 5 and 8 will not be
consjdered.

(2) Criterion 8 will be scored on a
scale of 0 to 25 points, and csiterion 11
will be scored on a scaie of 0 to 25
points.

§ €58.8 Technicsi assistence.
(a) Section 1543 of the Act. 7 U.S.C.
4204 states, “The Secretary is
encouraged to provide technical
' assistance to any state or unit of local
government. or any nonprofit
organization. as determined by the

Secretary, that desires to develop
programs or polic:es to limit the
conversion of productive farmland to
nonagricultural uses.” In § 2.62. of 7 CFR
Part 2 Subtitle A, SCS is deiegated .
leadership responsibility within USDA
for the activities treated in this part.
(b) In providing assistance to states,
local units of government. and nonprofit
organizations. USDA will make
available maps and other soils
informsation from the national
tooperative soil survey through SCS

field offices.

(c) Additional assistance. within
available resources. may be obtained
from local offices of other USDA
agencies. The Agricultura] Stabilization
and Conservation Service and the Forest
Service can provide aerial photographs,
crop history data, and related-
information. A reasonable fee may be
charged. In many states. the
Cooperative Extension Service can
provide help in understanding and
identifying farmiand protection isstd
and proolems, resolving conflicts, °
developing alternatives. decigding on
appropriate actions. and implementing
those decisions. ) :

(d) Officials of state

units of government. ponprofit
organizations. or regional, areg. state-

level. or field offiges of federal agencies
may obtain assistance hy_ comact"xg the

: ' lpp'w in Apperdu A.
Section 661.8 of this Title. If jurther
assistance is‘ngeded, requests should be
made 1o the Assisum Secrem'y for

Office of the Secretary. Department of
Agriculture. Washungton. D.C. 20250.

§ 658.7 USDA sssistance with federal
sgencies’ reviews of poiicies and
procecurea.

{a) Section 1542(a) of the Act. 7 US.C.
4203. states. “Each department, agency.
independent commission or other unit of
the Federal Government. with the
assistance of the Department of
Agriculture. shal review current
provisions of law. administrative rules
and regulatxons and poiicies and
procedures applicable to it to determine
whether any provision thereof will
prevent giach unit of the Federal
Governmignt from taking appropriate
actign to comply fully with the
provisions of this subtitle.”

USDA wifl provide certain

isiance 1o other federal agencies for
purpases specified in section 1542 of
Act. 7 US C. 4203. If a federal

ations. pohcxes or procedures that
ay affect the agency's compliance with
the Act, USDA can advise the agency of

" the probable effects of the changes on

the protection of farmland. To request
this assistance. officials of federal
agencies should correspond with the
Chief, Soil Conservation Service. P.O.
Box 2620, Washington. D.C. 20013.

Dated: Juse 28, 1984.
joba B. Crowell. Jr.
Assistant Secretory for Naturc! Resources
and Environment
{FR Doc. $4-17804¢ Mlied 7-3-44: 43 am)
BRLING CODE 3490~ 1di




STEPS IN THE PROCESSIN:™ * 4E FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM e .

1 Step ] = Federal agencies involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Proteztisn
llicy Act (FPPA) to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts [ and II] of the form.

p 2 ~ Originator will send copies A, B and C, together with maps indicating locations of site(s), to the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) local field office and retain copy D for their files. (Note: SCS has a field office in most counties in the U.S. The
"d office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from the SCS State ‘Conservationst

each state).

Step 3 = SCS will, within 45 calendar days after receipt of 'form. make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the pro-
!ed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland.

p 4 = In cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, SCS field offices will com-
plete Parts I, IV and V of the form.

! § — SCS will return copy A and B of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project, (Copy C will be retamed for
S records).

!p 6 = The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will compiete Parts Vland V
ep 7 = The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determina » whether

the proposed conver-
sion is consistent with the FPPA and the agency’s internal polices. .

tI: In completing the “County And State” questions li h: lfgovemments that are responsible
local land use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated .

it IIl: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Convert

Acres not being directly converted but that wod
jn, because the conversion would restrict access f

ijment criterion as shown in §658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of
werline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply

‘I;gn the maximum points for eagh si.t.
terion #8 will be weighted a maximum of 25 points, and criterion

idor-type projects such as tra
and will be weighted zero, how
"‘ll a maximum of 25 points

ividual Federal agencies st e national level, may assign relative weights among the 13 site assessment
iteria other than those showtkin the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjust-
ts must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160.

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the
its established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the
hest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. .

VI: In computing the “Total Site Assessment Points™, where a State or local site assessment is used
the total maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base of 160.
Xxample: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points: and alternative Site “A" is rated 180 points:
tal points assizned Site A = 180 x 160 = 144 points for Site “A.”

imum points possibie 200
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}l . U.S. Department of Agriculturs « .

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

th' completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Lang Evarusnion Requen
Of Project Federai Agsncy invoived

County And State

ll_ta be completed by Federal Agency) . T

TR Acres To Be Converted Directly .

Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
| Acres In Site

AVEG se. completed by SCS§ Land Evduanon lnfvrmmon

=T nf Acres Prime Ard Unique Farmiand =
TR} Actes Statewide And Local !mpartanz Famland
- P@Bantage Of Farmiand la County Qr Locat Govt. Unit To Re Convected .
CPeccantagr Cf Barmiand 1a Govt. Jurisdiction With Seme O Higher Bunn v:tuo
: 0: ﬁo complfred oy SCSI Lnnd ivﬂumon Criterion.::

Alternitive S.te Rating
Site B Site C Site D

V1 _(To be completed by Federal Agency)

t Zriteria [These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b)
AMR . Nonurban Use
Perimeter In Nonurban Use
P@Rent Of Site Being Farmed
PAlBection Provided By State And Local Government
Distance From Urban Buiitup Ares
Dgence To Urban Support Services
SigR Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Avera g
Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand .
Awgilability Of Farm Support Services
OfFarm Investments

160

atiglValue Of Farmiand (From P:r‘?w ' 100 .
‘l'l“ eugmltsseisment {From Part VI above o or 2 local 160
OINTS (Total of above 2 lines) ' 260

Was A Local Site Agessment Used?
ected: Date Of Selection . Yes O No O

FlBetection:

PR— - - - - N - T e S— e —oman - e mn = e - .
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 220 COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (SAC)
MARCH AIR FORCE BASE, CA 92518

RECEIVED

NOV 2, 98 a4
PRC-P& D

PRC Engineering

ATIN: Michael ‘A. Benner
972 Town & Country Road
P. 0. Box 5367

Orange CA 92667

Dear Mr Benner

The information you requested in your 13 Nov 84 Je : eJVan Nuys Air
National Guard follows: .

1983
Jan 5,879
fFeb 6,808
Mar 7,000
Apr 7,000
May 7,000
Jun 6,429
Jul 5,987
Aug 6,208
Sep 6,290
Oct 5,976
Nov 5,666
Dec
Total

These figures inbound, outbound, touch and go, and approaches

during calep:

Sincerel

WA, AN

MARY 1. SI
Chief, Documentation Branch
Base Adninistration




Comments Received
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CITY OF CAMARILLO

@0t CARNEN DRIVE

P.0 BOX 848

CAMARILLD. CALIPORNIA SO0I0O
(6DB) 488 -0081

OFF7ICE OF TEE MATOR

August "10, 1984

‘Mr. Eugene Grigsby

The Planning Group

1728 Silverlake Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Dear Mr. Grigsby:
The following is a 1list of issues ani ns of the City of
Camarillo relating to the relocation he 146th Tactical
Airlift Wing from Van Nuys with Poin gu NAS as one of the
alternates. The City Council fcéls.that a thorough examination
of these issues would assist ghe. cumﬁhnlty and decisionmakers
in understanding the impact ' ted with such a proposal.

1. Noise Impacts

ion over Camarillo?

v imit on flying hours as well as maintenance run
ups 7% _How ‘much approach, touch and go training will
occur at Point Mugu versus present activity?

b. Would flight paths be over residences, schools or
large crowd areas?

¢. What will be the normal flight patterns?




Mr. Eugene Grigsby
August 10, 1984
Page 2

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.

d. What is the number and mix of fli%ht operations now?
What will be the number and mix of flight operations
after transfer? )

e. Will there be an increase in transient military air-
*craft due to unit's relocation and maintenance support
- capability? :

Will an EIS be required if unit converts to,ﬂ; .B F-16, or
other aircraft? _

Any low level training, missed approach,

~ local area
training requirements that would be over '

What is the possibility of an increas unbers of aircraft
assigned to the 146 TAW?
Compatibility/conflict of airspace

Is there a need to update air
Camarillo Airport? at Oxnag

Are utilities adequate
Will Mugu Lagoon be
What effect will t

Any danger from ki
transportation?

*&35ion missions be continued and Point Mugu
of~operation?

What impugts are expected on schools, both enrollment and
Tnoise on sthool sites?

Will land be removed from agriculture and if so what is the
significance?

What are the on-base construction and facility requirements?

What are the benefits of the relocation?




| 19.. Who will_be the hearing body?

Mr. Eugene Grigsby
August 10, 1984
Page 3

18. What are the cost comparisons of relocation to each of the
proposed sites?

20. What aééncy will make the decision on relocatich’

21. What is the schedule for EIR preparation,
and decision?

We appreciate your invitation to participate {
desire to be kept informed of future hearig;

ge and:r

Sincerely,

256
Lo y

F. B. Esty

Mayor

FBE:s




PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
13 August, 1984

146th Tactical Airlift wing Proposed Relocation to Pt. Mugu

WOULD YOU PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS?

1) Who is the 'lead agency' responsible for preparation of this document?
Are they sufficiently detached from this proposal to provide cbjective
qnidmce to the EIS contractor?

2) Who will make the relocation decision? Are they suffa.ciently detached
from the proposal to make an objective decision?

3) Why was PRC selected as the contractor to prepare the &
by whom were they selected?

4) Do they have a demonstnted expertise in sociocecon® '

fiotus, air safety
and real estate valuation impact assessment? If

t is it?

S) How will PRC assess noise impacts?

6) How will PRC assess air safety impacts? Wi
functions be developed based on past vers

7) How will PRC assess property value
8) The number of takeoffs/landings, or

not particularly relevant to ﬂ}
precise number of flights, type!

9)

10)

€th proposing to move? Maintenance problems at Van Nuys?
fety? Threat of deactivation when new, larger transports
".1303 and Van Nuys facilities are inadequate to accomodate

11) why is

12) What are the other Air National Guard units in the LA area and where
are they located? What services are provided by the 146th that
are not, or cannot be provided by other Guard units? Will this be

discussed in the EI5?
Submitted by g ( /é«-«.«—

Eugene R. Mancini
- Camarillo, California

. . .. B .




PUBLIC SC_DPING MEETING
13 August, 1984
Camarillo, California

== On the PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE 146th TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING !‘ROM
VAN NUYS TO PT. MUGU, CAMARILLO, CALIFORNIA-~ . *

Comments submitted by:
Eugene R. Mancini
Camarillo, California

The following comments on the proposed Pt. Mugu relocationd
are submitted pursuant to the requirements of both the NEPA and
fully assess all impacts potentially affecting the quality of
environment. These comments will focus on impacts associa
Mugu glide path and all associated flight activity over
areas of eastern Camarillo. Issues presented here reflect
1- incremental increases in military air traffic over eas'
2~ increased risk of collisions between military and#
aircraft over eastern Camarillo, 3- noise impacts a
air traffic, and 4- the effects of these various.
property values.

INCREMENTAL INCREASES IN MILITARY AIR 'I’RAFFI

' The Environmental Impact Statement (EY -' _ identify the
incremental increase in the numbers and types £

l aircraft (e.g., jets, helicopter, cargo, .
associated with the Pt. Mugu reloca t¥ical consideration for

these analyses is establishment of i . d representative baseline

conditions for comparative purpout Thi matically increased flight

l frequency smce approximately May, 1984 tes use of 1984 summary data

Documentation of genuinely

we flight frequency and type data
must be the first priorit

n inﬁni Sisessment and should be subjected to
eview b re any other analyses are performed.

AMditionally, the ni isidents/households potentially affected

should be determined

are not the number
Tesidences projem
“"affected populit
based upon corfi
General Plan.

J would also se that the flight path “corridor of impact” be
defined as all propertiu within at least 1/4 mile of the center

of the flight path when approach elevations are projected to be 6000 £t
or less.

res in 1984, but, rather, the mumber of
the year(s) of the relocation. Such

& should be easily projected and documented

ion applicat;ons, permits, and/or the Camarillo

As military air traffic has increased over the Mission Oaks area
during the past several months, 8o too has civilian/commercial air
traffic increased. The prevailing flight path of the private aircraft




is directly across the glide path for Pt. Mugu air traffic. The extent

to which this condition constitutes a threat of mid-air collisions, and the
potential increase in risk associated with increased military air traffic
(including "training™ flights) must be assessed thoroughly, accurately and
quantitatively.

WOISE IMPACYS

Attached to these comments is & copy of a letter dated 2 July, 1984
which is addressed to Camarillo Mayor Esty. The letter documents noise
levels associated with military air traffic measured on my property in
Mission Oaks. For the purposes of this scoping meeting I will bglefly
review the data which I submitted to the Mayor.

I, and my wife, recorded peak sound levels associated
overflights over a 5-day period from 19-23 June, 1984. Measi
recorded with a claibrated noise dosimeter according to
Camarillo Ordinance Section 10.34.070.

Ambient noise levels in my back yard during the day
48-52 aBA which is consistent with Camarillo's Exteg
standard of 55 dBA for residential property. Average;
for military aircraft were recorded as follows:

9nnd levels

JETS 92.6 dBA
HELICOPTERS 90.3 dBA
TRANSPORTS 68.4 ABA (corrected fix July letter)

.yzed the recorded data using
ere is no statistically
_ * aircraft noise (P< 0.01).

&re "relatively quiet" should
tigism, at least when applied to

Subsequent to my letter to the Mayor I hi
a one-way analysis of variance and $bungd
significant difference between the
Clearly, any suggestion that cargd
be viewed with a certain degree of ska
realistic exposure condition

Noise impacts associate
clearly indicated and assgise
effects (e.g., speech .

ith the relocation proposal must be
gditional data regarding noise level
etc.) are attached to the 2 July letter.

PROPERTY VALUE IMPACZE

In light of
the Pt. Mugu re

erns for noise and safety impacts associated with
roposal it is both logical and pertinent to ask what

in gight have on affected property values. The city

i¥es the preparation and distribution of "Residential

1l Code Section 10.52) to prospective home buyers. A section

“ﬂiae") requires the disclosure of information regarding

sources of noise uf!ecting the property (e.g., existing and potential

sources of noise as well as a "noise element classification”).

Detailed, quantitative analyses of the potential effects of the
relocation on property values should be conducted. Once again, it should
be stressed that the "affected population”™ not only includes property/residences
in existence in 1984, but also includes all residences projected to be
built before and during the year(s) of relocation.




[

-3-

In summary, NEPA and CEQA require a thorough, quantitative assess-
ment of impacts associated with the Pt. Mugu relocation proposal. In order
for affected individuals to accept the impacts associated with such a plan,
the EIS must clearly demonstrate that the relocation is necessary,
cost-effective, and that all attendant impacts on noise, safety, and
property values are less signiticant and extensive than impacts at other
alternative locations.

. ) Respectfully submitted,




$439 Summerfield st.
Camarillo, California 9}010

14 August, 1984 ‘

Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius . . AN trised
PRC Engineering

972 Town & Country Road C Rl Y&
P.0. Box 5467 ‘

Orange, California 92667

- -

Dear Ms. Salenius;

I appreciated the PRC/ANG presentation and the effort
required to conduct the 13 August Scoping Meeting in Cmgﬁllo rega:dlng
the 146th TAC proposed Pt. Mugu relocation plan.

-

I submitted some detailed comments to you and other- rep;e-
sentatives regarding important issues to be considefed -
of the IEIS. On the second page of my submittal I ¢

insignificant difference between average peak sgund

is clearly incorrect. In my rush to typcA gopy the document I incorrectly
cited both the probability level and sign. The worrected citation is
attached and highlighted in green (P?O 0%).

; hsis to be reproduced for
verification I am providing the raw Ignnd level data (dBA) which were
used in the analysis:

CARGO/TRANSPORT HELICOPTER
B2.8 117.5
93.8 78.3
83.8 82.5
93.1 75.8
93.1 82.3
83.5 94.5

85.5
105.9

I apologize for any inconvenience or misunderstanding which may have
zesulted from my error. Please call if there are any questions regarding
these data (B05-987-7652).

Singerely,

Rugene R. Mancini

cc: M. Sargeant Riley Black, 146th TAC
City of Camarillo

—
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
13 August, 1984 .
Camarillo, California

== On the PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE 146th TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING FROM
VAN RUYS TO PT. MUGU, CAMARILLO, CALIFORNIA--

Comments submitted bs':
Bugene R. Mancini
Camarillo, California

The following compents on the proposed Pt. Mugu relocatio
are submitted pursuant to the requirements of both the NEPA _
fully assess all impacts potentially affecting the quality & “human
environment. These comments will focus on impacts associ

lternative

1- incremental increases in military air traffic cu”u_} Cmanllo,
2- increased risk of collisions between military ' rcial
aircraft over eastern Camarillo, 3- noise impacts tikd with increased

air traffic, and 4- the effects of these varioys: : on residential
property values. :

INCREMENTAL INCREASES IN MILITARY AIR TRAFF

The Environmental Impact Statement:. o,
incremental increase in the numbers an Bf flights, types of
aircraft (e.g., Jets, helicopter, and precise flight paths
associated with the Pt. Mugu relogition ritical consideration for
these analyses is establishment &f d representative baseline
conditions for comparative purpos dramatically increased flight
frequency since approximatel my,

Documentation of genuine
sust be the first prior
the most rigorous ctit '
Additionally, thw
should be determingd bi

under existing g

are not the n ' residences in 1984, but, rather, the number of

residences p lcﬂfd . the year(s) of the relocation. $uch

“affected julation” & ta should be easily projected and documented

based upon corgruction applications, permits, and/~r the Camarillo

General Plan. ;
I would also ropou that tne flight path "corridoer of impact” be

defined as all properties within at least 1/4 mile of the center

of the flight path when approach elevations are projected to be 6000 £t

or less.

AIR SAYETY

As military air trxaffic has increased over the Mission Oaks area
during the past several months, 80 too has civilian/commercial air
traffic increased. The prevailing flight path of the private aircraft




&

Subsequent to my letter to the Mayor I-

i{s directly across the glide path for Pt. Mugu air traffic. The extent

to vhich this condition constitutes & threat of mid-air collisions, and the
potential increase in risk associsted with increased military air wraffic
(including “"training” flights) must be assessed thoroughly, accurately and
Quantitatively.

WOISE IMPACTS

Attached to these comments is a copy ©f a letter dated 2 July, 1984
which is addressed to Camarillo Mayor Esty. The letter documents noise
levels associated with military air traffic measured on my property in
Mission Oaks. For the purposes of this scoping meeting I will Priefly .
reviev the data which I submitted to the Mayor.
I, and my wife, recorded peak sound levels associated=wrd
overflights cver a S-day period from 19-23 June, 1984. Mgus:
recorded with a claibrated noise desimeter according
Camarillo Ordinance Section 10.34.070. '
Ambient noise levels in my back yard during the daytime ranged from
48-52 dBA which is consistent with Camarillo’s Exdirlor Noisg level
-=tound levels

for military ajircraft were recorded as follow

JETS 92.6 dBA
HELICOPTERS 90.3 4BA
TRANSPORTS 88.4 4ABA (corrected

14t there is no statistically 0Bt T
s - 6
of aircraft noise (P> 0.05)% Y

planes are "relatively quiet” should
| ..,pt:.cum, at least when applied to

i*qht hm on affected property values. The city
qufru the preparation and distribution of "Residential
al Code Section 10.52) to prospective home buyers. A section
of that report 5ise”) requires the disclosure of information regarding
sources of noise a fecting the property (e.g., existing and potential
sources of noise as well as a "noise element classification").

Reports (Munici:

Detailed, quantitative analyses of the potential effects of the
gelocation on property values should be conducted. Once again, it should
be stressed that the "affected population” not only includes property/residences
in existence in 1984, but also includes all residences projected to be
built before and during the year(s) of relocation.




-3

In summary, MEPA and CEQA require a thorough, quantitative assess-
msent of impacts associated with the Pt. Mugu relocation proposal. In order
for affected individuals to accept the impacts associated with such a plan,
the EIS must clearly demonstrate that the relocation is necessary,
cost-effective, and that all attendant impacts on noise, safety, and
property values are less signiticant and extensive than impacts at other
alternative locations.

Respectfully submitted,




2 July, 1984

Mayor F. B. Esty

City of Camarillo

601 Carmen Drive

P.0. Box 248

Camarillo, California 93010 s

Dear Mr. Mayor: ‘

I appreciate your timely and thorough response to my lettsr regarding
the noise associated with Pt. Mugu air traffic. I understand that Pt. Mugu
operations are in no way regulated by Camarillo ordinances. Nevertheless,

I would assume that Pt. Mugu command would be willing to -mm:. the
-noise impacts associated with their activities in the intereiét of fostering
good community relations.

The 1 July Camarillo Dally News article regarding
relocation of an Air National Guard unit to Pt. Mugu

+ 0f this letter particularly relevant. I indicated in
that I intended to measure sound levels associate
in my back yard according to sampling specificat
ordinance Section 10.34.070. I, and my wife, reco

msasurements for approximately 30 Pt. Mugu rflights over a
d in dBA with a

METROSONICS db 307 noise dosimeter (Class {ibrated according

to the manufacturer's specifications.

For purposes of these measureme . _ sumed that all military
aircraft on a Pt. Mugu glide path we < fatt, aircraft associated with

wvere not recorded. For discussign
conveniently grouped as jets, trigis
A data summary is presented below

m_ﬁf‘.t.hc various aircraft have been
ts (cargo planes), or helicopters.
ular form.

Aircraft type 8 Peak Sound Levels (dBA)

Range Mean _
JETS 76.0-117.9 92.6
HELICOP 75.8-117.8% 90.3
TRANSPORTS 82.8-93.8 86.5
(cargo)
';

The considerable variation in the range of jet and helicopter peak sound
levels reflects the greater flight path variability which we noted during
our measurements. What {s important to note, however, is the similarity
between average peak lound levels, nnging from 86.5 to 92.6 for the three
types of aircraft.




In order to put these sound levels in perspective I have attached two
Tables and two Figures demonstrating sound level effects with the range
and average peak sound levels from our measurements indicated in color.

While this data base is not extensive or overly sophisticated, it is
sufficient to indicate the significant increase in noise associated with
Pt. Mugu traffic when compared to average daytime ambient levels of 48-52
dBA; 55 dBA is specified as an Exterior Noise Ievel standard for residential

. property in Camarillo.

. The permanent relocation of an Air National Guard unit to Pt. Mugu
would be expected to increase air traffic and concomitant noiie levels.
The noise impacts which Mission Oaks residents have experiencw! | in the last
few months may be good indicators of impacts which we wilk rience in
the future if the Air National Gurad unit is relocated gu.
I would be happy to assist you, the City Council, and

Before Camarillo residents accept the impacts:sssoc
relocation proposal, it should be clearly dmon: (7.

that noise impacts
in Camarillo will be less cxtencivc and less % t than noise impacts

at other alternative sites.

I look forward to working with you: her city authorities on this
important issue. Please feel free to this letter and attachments
as appropriate.

jugéne R. Mancini

5439 Surmerfield St.
Camarillo, California 93010
(B05)987-7652

(213) 486-7290

cc: Lt. Ondr.
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$06 ENVIRONMENTAL SMPACT DATA BOOK

- Table B-1. Typical Noise Level, 88A @OD. 19735)

— Chein Saw
= 190 Chinook Melicogter

=440 Hand Grenade (75 1)
130 Skil Hommer

- Bench Grinder
L 100

Air Compressor
T-” Diesel Truek (25 1)
e Printing Plont

_”MM

B 2 Sawing Machine

" Vesuum Closner _ _ _ _
— @0 Conversstion

- Window Air Conditionar

Washing Machine
K g S

“Mﬁpmu

L Whisper
30 Crickets in Wilderness

— 20 Rusting Lesves




$10 ENVIRONMENTAL DMPACT DATA BOOK

Tabls 84. Effocs of Noise on Maa

!gg‘ gm vocal effort

Pain threshold

Limit amptified speech
Very painful

Potential hesring lom high
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: August 15, 1984
File: 109.43

M/sgt. Riley Black

Public Affairs Office

. 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
- 8030 Balboa Boulevard

Van Nuys, €A 91409

Dear Sgt. Black:

This letter is a follow-up to our comments ma
public scoping meeting held at the San Gorgon
Bernardino, California.

> use in the environ-

We appreciated the opportunity to provid iﬂ :
ocation of your Air

mental assessment associated with the
National Guard facility.

ppattment of Transportation/Flood
deration should be provided for
c“circulatfon/access items. In

' Base site, it should be noted that
fic signals at the Third Street-Victoria
2d into the design for a future southerly
ase. If access 1s proposed at this

As mentioned at the meeting, the Cui
Control/Airports feels that adequatd
both potential flood hazards shd t
your evaluation of the Nort
provisions for expansion of t
Avenue: intersection wer-zincorpo

Since this channe
adequately size

rpose of this letter is to provide information which
urréntly avare of, and is not intended to cover all aspects
od hazards and circulation; however, we will be happy to

review the éfic/circulation and draft environmental reports when available.
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August 15, 1984

I M/Sgt. Riley Black
l Page Two

Please feel free to refer any questions and/or transmittals directly
to Michael G. Walker, Director, attention of the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

w [

ACK W. KRUSE, Chief
Planning Division §&

2

JWK:LCG:gs

cc: C. L. Laird
Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius /~
(PRC Engineering)




Tt M A pan.

240 Talud Terrace
Casmarillo, Calif, 93010
August 15, 1984

FRC Engineering,

972 Tovn and CQuntf Road
Orange, Calif, 9266

Ref: Safety & airspace considerations

Dear Ms, Salenius:

1 attended the "Scoping" meeting at the
port last Monday night, and would like to add
negative factor regarding the possible regﬁi
National Guard at Point Mugu, To my knodledge :
mentioned a study of weather conditions, t affects fly-
ing, at the three locations under consi
1 have spent as an airline meteorolog
on this factor,

additional
on 6f the Air

1 feel a comparative study of
hours per day of cellings and vis
(or some other designated mini
your E,l.R, study, VFR mini
3 miles visibility, and probabl
cent years, Most private p :
airport are supposed to. 1

I live about 1000

should be included in
to be 1000 feet and
't changed much in re-
ying out of Camarillo

the Camarillo High School,

1 approach pattern for the Point
as to be experienced to really
e noise factor is already in-

Mugu air strip.
be appreciated;
cluded in your s

- final approach are frequently above
visible) as they pass over my house,.

y problem for them with the instrument

ms yse, However, at some point on their final
y will break out into the clear and, at this

Bt become visible to private aircraft from the
Arport,

Military
the cloud bas,
Of course, ghits
landing sy«
approach
point,
Camari}

Thes ivate aircraft, often flying at right angles to
the Point Miagu final approach, create a hazard, particularly
on days and nights with reduced ceilings and visibilities.,
Additional flights of the Air National Guard could only in-
erease this hazard,

There is another item pertaining to weather vhich really
doesn't qualify as a factor in your E.l.R. study; hovever,
I feel I should mention it.




-2-

From the standpoint of the number of days of good flying
weather, Point Mugu can't compare with your other two
alternative locations, Not xnowing the intent of the Air
National Guard's training exercises, I can only guess that
the more training time available, the better,

Very truly yours,




August 16, 1984
21405 Chatsworth- St.
Chatsworth, Ca. 91311

RESEDA WOMZEN'S CLUB
7901 Lindley Avenue
Reseda, California

Dear ladies and Guests:

This meeting is the first of many regarding
tion of the California Air National Guard from
location at the Van Nuys Airport.

My first reaction upon hearing of thisipro ~was that
this was but another protest by some select
my behalf, Jjust like the group who faile 0
Fernando Valley by rejecting vast materisl .

1984 Olympic's Committee. But that ig case at all.

In our twenty three years of
my family and I merely accepted
sence of the Air National Guarad.
ané marveled at the hugh ugly

=in the Valley,
r granted the pre-
ed their air shows
.30 fransports.

oné else for that matter
The basie fact of
.into the arena. If there
retaining the Air Guard at

Protests by homeovmers_.an
are far dovmn on the list of pr
life is that progress has:
was even a remote possibilit
it's present facility I would
that: : .

The G-~ has gervei nof only the people of the San Fer-
nando Valley, bdbut ‘State of California since 1948.

£l-gerve us In the community by their assist-
chool for crippled children anc transporting

material t regrowth operations.

And »"local businesses this may come &s news. The annual
militarg Ea":ll is 6.4 million dollars and the civilian payroll
totals 8.4 miXlion dollers:

Add that to the air shows, tours ané band parade color
guards, they surely will be missed.

The real fight is yet to come. I progose that the land
and facilities not be abandoned to our politicians whose eye-
sight is not 20-20 but $-$ and leave the location intact, re-
taining a stancby base for emergency use.

% ik

Arthur J B®rez
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Ns. 8ylvia N. Salenius
PRC Engineering

972 Town & Country Road
P.0. Box S467

Orlq;o. California 92667

Dear ¥Ns. Salenius:

ing to Polnt Mugu is
rillg, The current
umerous complsints.

and would bave &

Ibhe prouposed relucetion of the 146th Tactical Airlifts
total unacceptsble to those of us residing in ocltornﬁm
air traffic using the base is already bhigh and ;onorato
40y incresse to the current traffic would be inma
serious impact on this expanding residentisl ares.

As residents of Mission Oaks, we object to th
spproaching Point Mugu. The planes fly extre “over our homes, schools
end community. We were told by the fligh fficar ‘at Point Nugu that the
planes needed to fly et less than 3000 fedt Deceuse LAX controls the air space
sbove this. It §s epparent that the antrolt .:¥ugu are not wery stringent
however as the planes often fly over at ¥ititudes conaidornbly below this.

ttern used by planes

confl ct bat is being set up between the
Mugu base approsch and the uncoiitrolled -spprosches to Camarillo snd Oxznard
sirports. We believe that any st ghould include consideration of the
flight psths originsting st these a ?aortt Nore importantly, we feel that
consideration has to be givin : high level of recrestional flying that
crosses over our community. rfaffic is especislly heavy in the evenings
and on weekends.

We are also very concerned sbout

Camarillo is s grow lng Semmu ’ty. end Ventura county is expected te grow
consideradly in the ing %ocldo There are four new housing projects being
developed by differ n: .tvclopcrs on the esst side of Camarillo, and the level
of frustrastion apd plointl will be very grest and continue to grow should
the 146th be moy#d .

On Vednesday t34[ "nd the 146th performed their training runs ianto Mugu. The
result was very aicturbin; Planes passed overhead st about 2500 feet every S
sinutes for an hour und a belf. This, end the Ving hasn't even been relocsted.

The alternstive sites that are under considerstion such as Palmdsle don‘t
present these same limitations. We would hope that the findings of your
peport will point out that the slternstive site at Palmdale §s sudject to far
fower limitations tban Nugu and should be recommended as the 146th's mew home.

lhurth.Q— ,Md'&v

Bark end Nary Rose

ec: Nayor Esty
W\"O w L“lﬂlcl




R. Chalmers Graham, FPS.A.
3Zﬂﬁ‘ﬂh8c37
Camarillo, Califoraia 93010

August 29, 1984

Xsst. Public Affairs Officer
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard

8030 Balboa Blvd.

Los Angeles, Ca. 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

I am voicing another protest against the.relo

attend the August 13th meeting in Cagm:
the same as those brought up at th&
reported in the newspaper artical
I hope these protests will be gzy”

and consideration.

"hy protest is

D ] that were
IQW1ng morning.

t deal of thought

Sincerely
e RE.

Mrs R. C. Graham




NORTH COUNTY ALLIANCE of COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS

P. O. Box 3580
Quortz Hill, CA 93534

1300 squere méss encompessing over 40 commumnias
ond/or estabiished nesghborhood orgenitetons
WCACA WENS Wo. 8, Vol. e oo PLEASE SARE - = - d Awgust 30, 1984

AlR nuom. QUARD Public Mearing « Special Report

*on fug. 15, the 146th Tactical Mrl"t Uing of the Air Netfensl Suard (Von Nuys) beld on wumuml aeeting and
aublic hearing in Antelope Yalley [AV) regarding » possible site adjacent to WSAF Plant 42 [Paladale Atrport ares).
The other 2 sites being considered are ot Point Mugu end Nortom AFD. The mveting begen late duwe u 8 wiz-wp of the
.‘m {no fault of the 146th] and ended W in Patudale.

The 146N hod @ 'oodvnsnnuu. They ond their civiiion research representstive (Sylvia
eering, Orange Div.) were the most informed people 1've encéuntered so far re AY statistics!
Col. Jeffries chaired the mreting: Capt. Crumwine wos the mefn 166¢h speaker; Wy Little or_the Lancaster
Council; Ms Foote asked several questions on behalf of Rike Antenovich's office, and
of USAF Plant 42. (Ve were rather surprised that the Paladale City rep. Veft Mh! ;

bearing portion of the mexting began.] 3 locai renidents (including the LCNO/NCACA
Reps. were 2lso present from tmm D, the Av Press ond the USAF Mgstern Regt
Sen Francisco.

h“'fl‘! public
lo q_!nd concerns,

Informtions? gortion

*tly to park their ¥ C-130°s

Bessons for moving: VThe Ven Nuys (VN) base s on €3 acres § they really need
- Hirport (n the US. Secwrity is

when they're atl on use). W {3 the 4th Gusiet

Operations: They would conduct spprox. 35 flights s day (Vimit
terns; “touch b 9o°s®; fastrument training, etc. -ﬁ!

relief (food, medicines, etc. - 1.e. made 600 f1ights to l@ faed "
‘sesrch § rescue; civit protection (evacvations, ete.); ﬂn Y
tn gix seconds!), etc.

Factlities: Tiere would be approx. 330,000 sq.ft. 4
crafg operations (f.e. training & ops. t, engine test stand, jet fuel storage, sewege
treatmnt plant, etec.).

Site: The possidle Palmdale site would be 2Mhe W side of

of Sterrs Mwy). They want to remein
sonnel currently live in San Fernando uﬂly).
Press article hinted at Point Mugy

fleld" (sbout 178 mile S. of Ave. W 3 §-3/4 mile E.
od downtown L.A. (543 of their reguiar § swpport per.
fer to be on or adjacent to an existing AFS. ([Later AV

-. dome sccording to the Nat') Eavirenmental Poticy Act (and the
torresponding State: vered are: Wofse, Siologicel Resources, Agricuiture, Geology,

mdnhgy. Traffic/Circulation;

on Ave, M {as they've
Sefety - in over 130,000 “opefbtions“dhuring 30+ years, there's only been ome -jor accident! The tmpect of bohm
to local wtilities woibl Tozfc waste - they produce about 24,000 gals. contaminsted Viauid amnually,
which is removed by & toe lqﬂ site, & sbout ¢ rum of solid material 1s taken to Pt. Mugu for disposal.

LIk Time Schedule: draft EIR should be ready by Tate Mov/84; pwdlic hearings in Jen/BS, § probadly
file EIR in Ner/85. 1f » "mo significant tepact® 13 *found® (after Draft i3 relessed)
. 1t could be filed earlier. Final decision s made by "The Department {n Washingten®,
Persomnel: The 146th, Sasically a reserve enit, 15 the Torgest TAW sn pny ome Dase with 300 fyll-time personne) §
. W to 1400 on “sction® weetends (one wind & month). Though most of the 186th's persennel Vive “down
Selon" now, some would relocate to AV (s few already Vive wp here b commte). GNone would live on base. The V46th
“supports® siailar growps in Alasts § Wyoming, te backwp 3500 persemnel.

- Gwurds: Goth n 1967 § 1981 the 166th received the USAT Outstonding Bnit Averd (ome of the fou growps to
receive 1t more then encel!). .
Sen'l Info.: About 90T of 411 defense fiights are floun by reverves.

Clvic Activities: Civic grovps ore weicome to wse TAW foctilities. The 186th sponsers Buy Scout grewps. tt.: pro-
vides color guard for vorious events; prevides facilities § daciground personnel, otc. for amvies

(t.0. Entebbe, Firefor, Catl to Glory, otc.) They alse ssststed in plonting over 60,000 seedting trees In the Sen

Sernarding Hat®) Forest. They held on Avistion Foir § Alr Show gvery J years; 00,000 attended the 190) event

Procecds from these Shows ore donated to loca) cheritable organizations!
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NORTH COUNTY ALLIANCE of COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS
P. O. Box 3580
Quorts Hill, CA 93534

2300 squers miles encompassing over 40 communires
and/or astadiished neghborhood orgenizawons  *

Sogust 30, 1984

L J
?

* AJR BATIONAL GUARD Hearing fieport contimwed . e

Public Meard rtion

Sesidents: 2 local residents voiced concerns quer existing moise § potent
8 eccasionsl straying from reguiar flight patterns. One s2id,

12} accident probless with Tow everflights
even dble-insvlated windows didn‘t belp.

they were concerned
by the some “inver-

Loncaster: Mayor Little sald the Cownc!l wowld welcome this type of eperation (n AV, but
he personnel would -

with "degradation® of atr quality. The smog in our Nigh Desert basin is
gslon® characteristics LA has. Other concerns were noise § outo traffic petterns §
e welcone however. The Counctl will “watch® the final €Ik statements.

County: " Foote asked several questions, estadlishing that: the 146th has balp

n sccordance with their Genera) Plan land-vse requirements. At %o ot
then approx. 300 cars would be added daily to teaffic on Ave. W; 146th
Susper® traffic twice dally there now, (This prodlem i3 being worked on
County.] &s s personal cosment, Ms Foote satd she would feel safer fn 2 b
there's no entity in AV now capable of the rescwe ops. the 146th ha

Pelsdale § i3 working”
would live on base,
wmre swire of the “sumper-to-
Detweeh Kanc/Pladle/USAF Feds /b LA -

Palmdate: fep. shsent.

Plant 42: Wgj. Crosby sald the USAF {3 very provd of the 46
eperations they are alresdy conducting. MWe said

ond obey noise limitations, flight patterns, etc. A

Safety: When Plant 82 came In, n the 'W0's,

structures, or crowded housing sdjscent

tn the '70°s. Plant 42 has always cooperated with Li

Woise: Unfortunately, molse can be magnif!
flights would mot be incressed Wuch §

od_Tand and/or “avigation rights® to Yend {mo Wigh
@i of the rumsays, WMost housing meardy came in

& £loud cover {8 high hamidity). The frequency of
190 Wercules 1s a “quiet® craft. There are mo flights
Tlies once » week.) (Tower {5 mot manned on weetends.)

Aty Quality: Plant 42 3 gf86 very Cougee

fepact woulll be frim increased avto traffic.
sliey Act covses fends to be wied on Interstate § other essential Migh-
i responsible for the AV Freewsy being completed at all. Mej. Crotdy

stn to help costs of faproving Ave. M. (Nopefully to & Vanes from

dlon 338 15 vestions § comments. Re future T1ight conflicts with proposed Paladale Inter-
aatigell Atrphit - oo nebufous to sey; may mever be duilt®. [ast wind blows sore often than is some-
times recognized. jdeirls are very concerned over environmenta! issues. Speaking persomally, she seid previovs

contacts with the usk¥. ad 211 been very plessant § they'd been very cooperative tn helping stop the coal-burning,
electric plant (provosed s faw years ago for W AY), B the sore recent suggested Prison site. She thought the ueth
persomne! would de welcomed here by local residents, Sut that sccampanying fapacts (1.0, Increased traffic, etc.)

@ight pese o prodiem,

LCMD/NCACA:  fiep.

Comclusion: The areting was well-worth attending; teo bad so fou there. MNMowever, those whe were there Yearmed o
great deal ond ssde some hev friends, which 13 always nice.




Board of Bupervisors
@ounty of Los Angeles

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
SUPERVISOR FIFTH DISTRICY

August 30, 1984

MSGT Riley Black

146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Alr National Guard, Van Nuys
8030 Balboa Boulevard

Van Nuys, California 91409

Deaxr MSGT Black:

It is my understanding that the Air Natio d 146th Tactical

National Guard is considering, u, Norton Air Force
Base, and Air Force Plant 42.

I am requesting that Air F
eration for your operationk
Guard could be an asset to

be given every consid-
tion, as I feel the Air National
tizens of the Antelope Valley.

almdale International Airport
y: I hope you have taken into
y of both operations with reference

As you are aware, the
could very soon becqie
consideration the ;
to air space use,

If you should . mmnents or questions regarding this
letter, pleas tagt my deputy in the Antelope Valley, Sherry
Foote, at ( 1

upervisor, Fifth District

MDA :mh
RECEIVED

SEP 13884
PRC-P&D
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N'M 869, HALL OF ADMINISTRATION, 800 WEST TEMPLE STREET. LOS ANGELES. CA 90012 TELEPHONE t213) §74-55355
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Jani C. Bales September 7,71984
seiie g
Ao | Baa e TR e
Tracy R. Bibb Rt R N
OhGan AR
wm. J. “Pete” Knight e 2)
COUNGILMAN MSGT Riley ‘Black ”
Eart F. Sherbum 146th Tactical Airlife Wing

Air National Guard, Van Nuys
8030 Balboa Blvd. ‘.-
Van Nuys, Calif. 91409°

W, TR Yt ey

Dear MSGT Black:

It has comé'ig'my attention t e Air National
Guard 146th Airlift Wing &

be moving its operation

g beneficial if Plant 42
were chosen a ome of the 146th Airlift
VWing. Palmda
a great place t ;

Guard could certaifi]ly be a benefit to the people of

this area

to discuss this subject or if you
ue;tions, please don't hesitate to contact
styff at City Hall, (805) 273-3162.

1f yo
have

i
1
i
i
I
i
g "
i
i
i
i
I
l

'am.s C. Bales Mayor
City of Palmdale

REA CODE 805/273-2162 ° 708 E. PALMDALE BLVD., PALMDALE, CALIF, 93550
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SEP 14 B84

September 12, 1984 PRC-P&D

Lt.

Col. Walter Clabuesch

146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard

8030 Balboa Blvd.
‘Van Nuys, CA 91409

Dear Colonel Clabuesch:

action was unanimous. We 1
staff in any way we can thrn
EIR and EIS, and finall
NAS Pt. Mugu We belie¢
have a very beneficial e
out undo Vmpacts up,

information and background that enabled™
favoring the proposed relocation of %
Wing to Pt. Mugu Naval Air Station.§

v?Public Hearings on the
itating your relocation to

Release that has been distributed to
lease feel free to use it to your best -

Enclosure

cc:

|
\_ T

MSGT Riley Black
Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius
Mr. Jack Stewart

_/

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE / P.0. BOX 867 / OXNARD. CALIFORNIA 93032 / (805) 487-8305
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Chamber of Commerce

228 5. "R" ST, oxnard, Calif. For more information phone: (B05) 487.6305

September 11, 1984
CHAMBER ENDORSES AIR GUARD MOVE TO PT. MUGU

Station near Oxnard.

The action wés taken following ion by Lt. Col. Walter Clabuesch

and Capt. Boyd Crumrine of tfie / tional Guard unit.

housing but would prevent undo hardship on the personnel -

that would bé& required by either personnel relocation or long commuting
distances should an alternate location be selected. In fact, both Clabuesch

and Crumrine are residents of Ventura County.

The pending expiration of the current Air National Guard lease at Van Nuys
in 1985, codp1ed with high volume of light general aviation traffic and

the inability of physically separating the Air National Guard operations
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NEWS RELEASE
September 11, 1984

from the rest of that airport has resulted in the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing,
which currently flys C-130 turbo-prop transport aircraft, seriously con-
gidering a relocation to either Pt. Mugu, Air Force Plant #42 in Paimdale

of Norton Air Force Base in San Bernadino.

Environmental Quality Act (CSQA) and an Environmentals]

required by the National Environmental Policy Ac

being made, Col. Clabuesch said.




REGEIVED
Homeowners  sg17m
of Encino PPC.PLD

*Serving the homeowners of Encino” GERALD A. SILVER
- ! v, President
- * P.O. Box 453
W. )‘red Clabuesch, Lt. Colonel, CA Ang Encino, CA 91426
Ai.r National Guard Phone (213) 990-2757

Headquarters 146th Tactical Axrlzft Wing
Van' Nuys, Ca. 91409 . ‘
RS RE: RELOCATION OF ANG and
Dear Col. Clabuesch: SCOPING MELTINGS

o
L]

Our organization would like to take an active role in
pagticipating in Scoping meetings regarding the ANG. Our
position is that we would like to see the guard relocate
from its present Van Nuys airport location. Your present
fleet of aircraft generates noise and we believe safety
problems.

We would not, however want to see the LADOA replace your
operation with other fixed base operators who would also
generate noise. Our recommendation is that the space be
converted to a golf course, tennis courts, or a public
park. Since the Van Nuys Airport will be out of compliance
with the 1985 -~ 65 CNEL contour, the removal of the guard,
and the substitution of non-aircraft related usage of the
facilities, such as a park, etc. would be in the public’s
best interest.

Ve are also dismayed to discover that you held a Scoping meeting
on Aug. 16, 1984, where we and other homeowners organizations
were not invited, not given adeguate notice. Be advised that
FAA Order 1050.1C concerning Environment Impacts states that
“"Citizen involvement,where appropriate, should be initiated
at the earliest practical time and continue throughout the
devglopment of the proposed project in order to obtain mean-
ingfnl input.” 1In our opinion, your Scoping meeting was inade-
quately noticed. -

R
We must therefore ask that another Scoping meeting be held on
this matter and that adequate notice be given to homeowners

" groups. The absence of persons at your last meeting effectively

invalidates the previous Scoping gession. You may wish to con-
tact Jim Norville, airport manager, for a list of concerned
community organizations.

Coxrdially yours, gz :

Gerald A. Silver

CC: LADOA




DESCRIPTION OF THE SCOPING PROCESS

FAA Order 1050.1C "Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental
{mpacts” states that "Citizen ihvolvement, where appropriate, s&aﬁ Be initiated
at nﬂi earliest practical time and continved throughout the development of the

> It also provides that A

proposed project in order to obtain meaningful input
summary of citizen involvement and the environmental issues raised shall be
documented where practicable in the EIS.”

the {allawing information is provided:

In compliance wi*h these requirements,

-eovsw

> —

i 25, 5o NTNS OF ENCING
- P O Box453 .
£ncino. CA91426

oo

W. FRED CLABUESCH, LT. COL. CA ANG

Air National Guard
Headqg. 146th Tactical Airlift

- “~

Van Nuys, Ca. 91409

e OBy

’;l
<

3 2




PO BOX #3:84
@ Ban AllpO!t NOISG @ Van Wuys, Ca. 91407

Dear Mir .Black: L

As an organization concerned with the reduction and control of airport
related noise we were disturbed when an article that appeared in the
valley section of the LA Times dated August 19th stated that the Air
National Guard based at Van Nuys Airport was seeking public input regarding
the proposed move from that aiport to alternate sites. One of these sites
Point Mugu Naval Base near Camarillo brought protests ?pn the ciy of
Camarillo at a hearing held at that city. The article aiso stated that »
hearing would de held in the Van Nuys Airport area. r the proposed
meeting had already held in Reseda on August 16th fepting was attended
according to a reliable source, by only two privas zers ( part of & group
from Camarillo) and a member of the press, :
This meeting was considered important enough to
personnel from out of state. In a call to youf
of the National Guard a Colonel Clevesch sta
were run in the local newspapers ( one forg
and that the notice of the Reseda hearing
meeting, Also it was verified that only.
attended. Theses “scoping” hearings wer
Guard spokesman and considered one ’
Our problem with these events ar
1. No notices were run in the loca
coverage was given,
2. Although considered importa
area citizens were given scant™
were given advance notice.
In our opinion this matter Must
The valley residents who
many years should be th
with advance nhotice gi
of the Guard so as to
impacted., Although i/
agencys were notif,®
BAN strongly sudyg
direct approach g
additional mee
response.
The removal o e 146th Tactical Airlift Wing from Van Nuys airport
would be a blessifig to the area residents as well as a means for the Dept-~
nent of Airports to be compliant with the future requirements of CEQA.
We further suggest that the vacated property be vtilized for quieter
enterprizes such as light industrial or commercial excluding those that
would add more hangars or aircraft,

nflitary

three announcements
' the proposed sites)

d 7 days prior to the
irs of the lay public
sidered a formality by the
tice adequate.

;;épapers and no TV or radio

o fly in military personnel, the
d no homeowner “s groups

diven wider publicity.

formed through open public hearings
rea horeowners groups of the intent

fe opinion of those who are most directly

......

ﬁi t the National Guard make & more positioe and
B citizens in the area of the airport and hold
a?ﬁg time and place that would insure a representive

Respectfully,
cc: Anthony C. Beilenson
Howard Berman Michael L. Mack
Bobbie Fiedler . jM
Alan Robbins ’
Tom Eane Vice Pres. Ran Airport Noise
Ernani BernarJi
Joy Picus




. 12. Sepulveda Hom

l 1. Ban Airport Noise

10. Van Nuys Homeown

Studio City, Califo

o - List of Van Nuys Airport aresa Homeowner’s Associations.

P.0. Box J184
Van Nuys, California, 91407

Homeouner’s of encino
P.0. Box 2008
Encino, California, 91426

Encino Property Owner‘’s Association
P.O. Box 425
Encino, California ,91316

Sherman Oaks,ﬁoneounert
P.0. Box 5223

Sherman Oaks, California ,91413

Sun Valley Hoemouner’s
P.0. Box 1303
Sun Valley, California,?1352

Canyon and HIllside Federation
16611 Park Lane Circle
Los Angeles, California, 90049

North Hollywood Homeouwner'’s
P.0. Box 4052

North Hollywood, California,9160%

Tarzana Property Ouwners
P.0. Box 112
Tarzana, California,?13%6

Studio City Residents
P.O0O. Box 1374

P.0. Box 3528
Van Nuys, Cal

Reseda, Cia“;_brnia,91355

ner’s Association
P.0. Box 2008

Sepulveda, California, 91343
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RECZIVED
Gene C. Kjellberg
Vi8¢ 169 Appletree Avenue
hOV1 5 84 Camarillo, California 93010
FRC-P &D November 13, 1984

Mr. Ray Lucasey”

Public Affasirs Office

Pacific Missile Test Center, Naval Air Station Pt. Mugu
Code 0050

Pt. Mugu, California 93042

Dear Mr. Lucasey:

AIRLIFT WING

'clee describing the
ical Afrlift Wing
Although this relocation,

for opposing the relocation proposal.

I am a resident of the City of Camari
borhood located near the Ventura Fg ,
rently our neighborhood is signif
noise originating from Pt. Mugu
of some potential aircraft noise
information was outlined {
Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) study and in the City of Camarillo's

real estate disclosure stit :
number of flights, the
disregard for followi
ltitudes during ap
d

ase prior to ou
uard unit a maj

as nothing tgfda

ant Valley Road interchange. Cur-
ted by jet and propeller aircraft
‘our recent home purchase, I was awere
g this portion of the County. This

‘ SUBJECT: POTENTIAL RELOCATION OF THE AIR NATIONAL GU.

jet fighter noise, nor your pilots apparent
flight paths and respecting minimum prescribed
were noted in the AICUZ study. In additiom,
change in the level of operations at your air

X se. I consider the addition of the Air National
lafion i{n flight operations and based on my understanding,
5 Pt. Mugu carrying out {te primary mission (1.e., support
berg Air Force Base and Pacific Missile Test Center).

am a profess land use planner with the County of Ventura and my primary
responsibilities ¥mclude the preparation of major updates to the County‘'s General

an (including the Land Use Element and the Noise Element). During the last
‘irteen years, I have had sufficient experience in planning for and thus attempt-

g to minimize land use conflicts between incompatible land uses (e.g., military
air bases with their attendant noise and safety problems and noise sensitive
to such as residential neighborhood). I raise this point not because my

nions necessarily reflect the County of Ventura's official position on this
fssue but because my concerns with this relocation goes beyond that of a concerned

c'artllo resident.

|
1 ) | —




" plain. I am ct se gtowth figures because I feel it {s important for

‘e

Page two

During a six year tenure with the County of Orange Planning Department, I worked
on numerous general plan amendments involving the El1 Toro Marine Corp Air Station
(ETMAS) and {ts relationship to the urbanizing South Orange County area. I see
many similarities involving land use/environmental conflicts experienced by El
Toro and problems associated with your air base and its flight operations. At
numerous public hearings before the Orange County Board of Supervisors involving
existing and potential land use/noise conflicts, the ETMAS personnel argued that
thefr facility was in existence before the south Orange County urbanization and
that a prohibition of residential and other noise sensitive uses under their
flight paths was necessary in order to minimize future problems and litigation.
The Board of Supervisors eventually amended the County's Land Use Element and
Noise Element which mandated that all new residential conotrugtion be excluded

ting from the ETMAS, Orange County Airport, freeways, etcs
decieion alleviated some problems between E1l Toro's operat:
growth in south Orange County, it by no means eliminat
dential land use conflicts. Although ETMAS personnel
the following position, I am convinced that it is only
the E1 Toro air base is forced to relocate to a mof

Pendleton). I base my opinion on the increasing c
ing on El1 Toro and the resultant political pre
the relocation,

I brought up the situation in Orange Coun
problems of a large military air installatio ated in a rapidly urbanizing
county. It should be noted that El1 To pee/noise/safety problems became
more acute even though their level of
and their pilots generally followed:the
seems to me that Pt. Mugu, while ¢ t
section of Southern California,
pressures. Ventura County's 1982 po
expected to increase by 260,000 pers
persons, by the year 2000. 1gn1f£: nt portion of the County's growth vill
il #phic areas (i.e., their existing 1982 pop-
ectively) is projected to grow to approximately
(respectively) by the year 2000). Although

to equally significant urbanization
ion was 552,000 persons which is

87,000 persons and 193
much of this growth w
(i.e., those areas

decision make partment of Defense and the California Air National
Guard to rea&i e t Vehtura County, while still dependent on an agricultural
economic base, rapidly urbanizing County and will continue to experience
these growth pred@ires into the next century. Inevitably these growth trends
will increasingly {impact upon your air base's operations and the resultant poli-
tical pressures may eventually force a relocation of Pt. Mugu to a more remote
location. I believe this scenario i{s inevitable even though I personally and
professionally would prefer to see agricultural operations in the Oxnard plain

remain as an economically viable and permanent use of the land.
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Given these facts, I find {t difficult to understand why the Department of Defense
would even consider expanding flight operations with the relocation of the

Air National Guard unit., It seems to me that you already have a public relations
problem with adjoining cities and communities such as Camarillo. This problem
involves resident complaints concerning noise f{mpacts and safety cons{derations
related to your base's current level of operations and is further amplified by
your pilots ignorance of or disregard for following prescribed flight paths and
maintaining accepted minimum altitude during their approach to the Pt. Mugu
facility. Why compound your public relations problems and add fuel to detractor's
arguments that Pt. Mugu should move to another location due to increasing land
use/noise/safety conflicts in this urbanizing area?

tion of the l46th
1d seriously
acility in the
would adversely
Gpunty.- I request
this letter. . 1

For the reasons cited above, I urge you to reconsider the rglo&
Tactical Airlift Wing to Pt. Mugu., In my opinion, such a
erode the public's fmage of Pt. Mugu as a necessary mili
south coast region and the additional noise and safety,
affect existing and future residents of south central Vant
that you provide a written response to the points raised'f

"than those noted in the
mpact statement being pre-

3) why do your pilots frequently fly at lower g
AICUZ study, and 4) when will the draft enviro

Sifcerely,
Qé
Gene C. Kjellberg

cc: Captain Michael Ritz, P,

Supervisor Ed Jon
Supervisor Maggi

v;harillo
a ty of Camarillo
m Oglealy, City of Camarillo

City Manager !
: Nc., Attn: Sylvia Salinas

PRC Engin
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146¢TR TAU RELOCATION SURVEY
1. Intreduction

The Alr National Guard is currently conducting an Environsental
Impact Assesament of the potential relocation of the 1d4éth TAU
froa Van Nuys to one of three possidble locations: NAS Point Nugu,
Alr Force Plant §42 at Paladale, or Norton Alr Force Base. As o
part of that effort, this questionnaire is belng adainistered to
assiest the Alr Guard in deteramining vhat effect such a msove sight
have on current personnel located at the Van Nuys bdase. The
survey eshould take approxisately five minutes to gbsplete. All
responses will be held in atrict confidence. TYour operation ls
appreciated.

Please circle the appropriate response.

11.Background Information
1. Current Rank

Col.
Lt. Col.
Major
Capt.
Lt.

2nd Lt.
CH Sgt.
8M Sgt.
N Sgt.
T Sgt.
8 Sgt.
Sat.
Sr Amn.

55 or sore L
4. Are you?

|ale 1

female F




5. Hov long have you served with the 146th TAU?

1 year or less 1

1-3 years 2
4-6 years 3
7-10 years 4
11-15 years )
16-20 6
21 years or sore_?

6. How many children under the age of elighteen are currently
living in your household?

none 1
one 2
two 3
three S
four 6

7

five or more
7. Do you currently own your own ho

Yes 1
No 2

If yes, ansver Qquestion & aver Question 9.

s Yyour sonthly wmsortgage

payment?
$100-200

nt‘ érv best describes your monthly rent or lease?

300-200 1
$200-300 2
$300-400 3
$400-500 4
$500-600 5
$600-700 6
$700-800 7
$800-900
$900-1000 9

81000 or more__ 10




10. Bov sany bedrooms are in your current home?

one 1
two 2
three 3
four 4
five or more S

11. Do you patronize the Base Exchange (BX)?

Yes 1
ﬂo 2

1f yes, ansver question 12 also. If no,
queation 13.

12. On the average, hovw much do you spe

13. Other than the BX, do you curcen

p, buy meals, or
purchase any goods or services. in

an Nuys area?

yes 1
(ANSUER QUESTIONS 14 AND

no 2
(GO TO QUESTION 16)

14. Uhich of the fo
soney on in Van

™ do you regularly spend
le all that apply)

seals
groceries :
entertainment
recreati

do you spend on the folloving
vhile in Van Nuys? Please
the appropriate space.

meals [
groceries 8
entertainment §
recreation 8
hotela/motels 8
gas/auto ]
clothing ]
drug/sundries §
other(specify)

w

each month?




16.

7.

18.

1€ the 1486th TAU relocated tO WAS Point Nuay, and Yyou
vere eligible for SOBe form of gelocation paneflts,
vhich of the folloving vould you sost likely do?

a. coanute grom existing resldence 1
p. relocate__ 3
c. retire__ 3
4. quit___ A4
e. Beek & transfer 8

1f the t146th TAV relocated to Alr Force flant $42 at
Palmdale, and You vere eligidle for GORe gorm of
celocation penefitcse, vhich of the follouing vould You
most 1ikely do?

a. commute ¢rom existing resldence

. relocate
c. vetire
d. quit
e. Seek 8 transfer__

1£ the 146th TAW relocated %0 - rce Base,
and Yyou wverse eligitle for- B ors of celocation
benefits, vhich of the igll uld you sost 1ikelY
do?

a. copmute from : 1
b. relocate __ )
c. retire
4. quit
e. Seek 8 transfel

alnutes
ainutes

bast descridbes your bouuohold'c cotal
taxes)? :

-l‘ll'.lﬂ»!-'

M

TEANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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ABSTRACT

Archaeological reconnaissances were conducted on two of three proposed land
additions for military bases in consideration for the relocation of the Van

Nuys Air National Guard Base. The third military air base, Norton Air Force
Base, required only a literature search. The archaeological records searches
“and on-foot surveys of croposed additions to the Naval Air Station Point Mugu
and Palmdale Air force Plant #42 showed that there are no'
on these properties. The records search for the parcel:

ultural resources
rton Air Force

adjacent to the subject property. A review of thé hisforic.maps for the
project locations reveals that there are no h tures located with-
in the property boundaries. However, the his lustrate that for
the Norton Air Force Base property and the Station Point Mugu prop-
erty historic structures existed adja& iroperty boundaries. These
structures are not indicated on the go maps.




INTRODUCTION

The following report is submitted at the request of Sylvia Salenfus of

PRC Engineering. The scope of work included an archaeological records search
and historical overview for three parcels of land being considered as sites
for the proposed relocation of the Air National Guard unit currently located
-at Van Nuys, California. The three parcels of land are in or adjacent to
Naval Air Station, Point Mugu; Norton Air Force Base; andiAir Force Plant #42,

Paimdale. A1l of these sites are located in Southerné%
to the records search and historic overview, a field

at the Point Mugu and Palmdale properties. The Ng

was not surveyed since it has been extensively devé

federal funds are involved, the records, lit u
carried out in order to identify sites or prop
the National Register of Historic P)acg;.

PROJECT LOCATIONS AND DESCRIPT.ONS

PALMDALE AIR FORCE PLANT #42

This proposed addition of 280"
the Palmdale Air Force Pl

nia. In addition
carried out
Force Base property
and paved over. Since
7' field surveys were
tentially eligible for

s located adjacent to the west side of

The subject property 4% tively flat, reaching an elevation of 2500 feet

Tea (Ephedra sg§3§= i
Red Brome (Brgius #i

unity is Joshua Tree Woodland with Mormon

Eremocarpu

NAVAL AIfFEIATION POINT MUGU

This proposed iddition of approximately 240 acres is located south of Hueneme
Road, north of the Pacific Missile Range, and west of Highway 1 in Ventura
County (Figures 3 and 4). The project area is nearly flat as a result of crop
harvesting. The entire subject property has been disturbed as a result of
crop cultivation and swamp drafnage. While no native vegetation exists, there

are cultivated fields of 1ima beans and tomatoes.
area averages ten feet above sea level.

The elevation of the project
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Figure 1.

General Locatfon of Project Area, Near Palmdale Afr Force Plant #42.
From USGS Los Angeles (1975) and San Bernardino (1969) Quads.

Scale 1:250,000




Figure 2. Specific Location of Project Area, Near Paimdale Afr Force Plant €42.
From USGS Paimdale (1974), Ritter Ridge (1974), Lancaster West

(1974) Quads.
Scale 1:24,000
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Figure 3. General Location of Project Area, Near NAS Point Mugu. From
USGS Los Angeles (1975) Quad.
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- concrete aprons for the aircraft taxi ways.

NORTON AIR FORCE BASE

This subject property approximates 160 acres and is located morth of the
Norton Air Force Base runway and taxi ways and south of City Creek in San
Bernardino County (Figures 5 and 6). The average elevation §s 1140 feet
above sea level. The entire area is impacted with structures, roads, and

SURVEY METHODS

PALMDALE AIR FORCE PLANT #42

onducted an archaeo-
ot transects were spaced
t because of the sparse

On July 11, 1984, Thomas J. Banks and Jackie
logical reconnaissance of the subject property:
30 meters apart. The ground visibility w
vegetation.

NAVAL AIR STATION POINT MUGU

logical reconnaissance of th
area is under cultivati
lyptus and cyprus.
not under cultivat
= One strip of the subject property, near Hueneme

dirt.

1as obscured among the tomatoes and more mature lima bean
er, this amounted to a strip that is only 30 to 40 cm wide.

spaced 30 to 40 meters apart. There were, however, areas where trees, pipes,
and ifrrigation ditches obstructed survey.

SURVEY RESULTS

No cultural resources were found as 2 result of the archaeological survey of
both properties considered as alternatives for the relocation of the Van Nuys
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Figure 4. Specific Locatfon of Project Area, Near NAS Point Mugu. From
USGS Camarillo (1967), Oxnard (1967) , and Point Mugu (1967).

Scale 1:24,000
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National Guard Base. However, a large modern trash scatter that covers a
small portion of the proposed addition for the Paimdale Air Force Plant #42.
The trash is dated between 1940 and 1950 and consists mostly of tin cans,
glass, 50 gallon drums, roofing tar, and bed springs.

RECORD SEARCHES

Archaeological record searches were requested and received from the Institute

of Archaeology, University of California at Los Ange) d the San Bernardino
County Museum Association. The record searches for g pct properties and

the area within a mile of the Palmdale Air Force P
Force Base were negative. Although there are
Jocated in close proximity to the Naval Air St
are none within the property boundaries.

chaeological sites
{ Mugu property, there
s are described below:

located approximately

1. Ven-11: This site consists of a
; rty. The site was recorded

three miles southeast of the
by B. Frost in 1954.

shell midden with associated burials,
cated approximately two miles southeast of
te was recorded by McKusick in 1959.

2. Ven-110: This site consts
bowls, and pestles. )
the subject prope

3. Ven-187: congists of & cemetery and habitation area. The

4. Ven-256: This site consists of a cemetery and associated artifacts.
1t §s located approximately one mile south of the subject property.
The site was recorded by Barber in 1971.
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HISTORICAL RESEARCH

INTRODUCTION

Historical research was conducted in the libraries of the cities of Palmdale
and San Bernardino for the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42 and the Norton Air
.Force Base, respectively. Neither the Palmdale nor the San Bernardino histor-
“ical societies have documents available to the public at this time. Historical
research for the Naval Air Station Point Mugu was conduct at the Oxnard City
1ibrary and the Ventura County Historical Society.

Nineteenth century and turn of the twentieth centie
evidence of historic structures located withigg
relocation of the Van Nuys National Guard Base:
toric structures within the subject propert
#42 (Figure 7), the Naval Air Station Pei
Air Force Base (Figure 9). However,a
adjacent to what is now the northw
Similarly, a 1904 map illustrat
400 feet of the proposed 1an¢
Another structure is 1nd1catedi.
boundary. The historic tructurg
however, there may be ' :
trash dumps).

ere inspected for
ies proposed for the
s no evidence of his-
Palmdale Air Force Plant
igure 8), and the Norton

oes show two structures

y of the Norton Air Force Base.
istoric structures are within

o the Naval Air Station Point Mugu.
mately 1000 feet east of the northernmost
ar both of these air bases no longer exist;
svidence of historic occupation (such as

PALMDALE
As early vButterfield stage coach carrying passengers, bullion,
and frei San Bernardino to Bakersfield, stopped in Palmdale (Antelope
Valley n.d.} fet, 1t was when the railroad was built through the Antelope
Valley, in 1876, that people decided to settle in the area to become known

as Palmdale (Progress Association n.d.).

Palmdale was settled by German Lutheran colonists sometime between 1884 and
1886 (Cunningham 1964). The mistaken fdentity of the Joshua trees for palms
prompted the settlers to name their new town Palmenthal, later changed to
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Location of Project Area on Historic Map.
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fFigure 8. Project Area Plotted on an Historic Map. From USGS Pt. Hueneme
(1904, 1911) Quad. Scale 1:62,500
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Palmdale (Palmdale Chamber of Commerce 1979). The name of Palmenthal became
official when the post office was established on June 17, 1888, in the
general store owned by 8 Mr. Munz. The name was changed to Palmdale in 1890

(valley Life n.d.).

The German colonists, after surveying the land, constructed the first canal
. from Littlerock Creek to the "village," using wooden flumes and ditches.
Large cisterns were also used to store water. For domestic use of water,
wells were dug and windmills were constructed (Valley Lifﬁyn.d.)

Because of a drought in 1893, a problem with wate age resulted (Palmdale
Chamber of Commerce 1979). Consequently, many ofithe:%eff?ers Jeft Palmdale,
while the few who remained moved their homes.ﬂifece,b .aaece, to the present
location of Palmdale, which is approximateiy twg t *three miles west of what

is now called 01d Palmdale. A1l that rematgs of ﬁ}d Palmdale is the cemetery,

with German inscriptions on the headsténes Vg}{g'?Life n.d.).

By 1911 and 1912 Palmdale, along with Lancaster. was active1y pursuing gra1n
farming.

Palmdale airpo
location of

United Si%iggfgovernment for $1.00 per year for the training of <adets
(Antelope Va?ﬁcy n.d.). In 1947 the airport was purchased by the county for
$30,000 and an additional four acres were added sometime later. The federal
government finally bought the county airport in 1951, at which time aircraft
companies sucn as Lockheed and Northrop located at Plant #42 (Progress Asso-
cfation n.d.).
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VENTURA

The name Mugu is the modified word for the Ventureno Chumash village of

Muwu, lTocated approximately three to four miles southeast of the Naval Air

Station Point Mugu. In fact, many of the names for the cifties in Ventura.
County are taken from the original Chumash village appellations (Grant 1978a).

Chumash aboriginal territory extended from San Luis Obispgéin the north to

Malibu Canyon on the coast and in the interior to the Sa
In addition, the islands of San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Seiita
were occupied by the Chumash (Grant 1978b; Kroeber 4

aquin valley.
uz, and Anacapa

The Point Mugu environs along with Point Huen
until the Spaniards established the Mission Sa ‘
the present city of Ventura, in 1771 (Gra 97§E Spanish colonization of
the Chumash promulgated disease among :  ‘neophytes, so that by the

time mission secularization occurred: rly four-fifths of the popu-
lation had died. -

ava) Air Station Point Mugu was located
within the Rancho E1 Rio de Sanf a o La Colonia. The rancho was granted
in 1837, by Governor Ju#n B. Alvs 0, to efight men and their families. In

Y "these original grantees (Robinson 1956).

Historically, the proposed ad

; 'an Buenaventura was often accomplished by men on
horseback ang:-ule “the most common mode of travel was by sea. In 1868,

ach supplanted the sailing vessels and steamers (Robinson

however, Lhe:
1956). 4 2% intil 1913 that the state highway was constructed over the
old route*-‘heridan 1926).

When the first postal service was established in San Buenaventura in 1861,
delivery of the mail was free. The first postmaster for the city of San
Buenaventura used to place the mail {n his hat and "begin a round of friendly
calls upon those for whom he had letters"” (Hobson and Francis 1912:7).
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Until 1873, San Buenaventura was included within the boundaries of Santa
Barbara County. In celebration of the separation from Santa Barbara, San
Buenaventura held “the last great bull fight and dance...a remnant of an
ancient custom inherited from Spain" (Hobson and Francis 1912:7).

Commensurate with the founding of Ventura County came the construction of
-8 courthouse, comp1etion of the first wharf, a bank and pub11c library,

fence the name was shortened to Ventura. When the Post Office.
the abbreviated form, the county soon became know tura (Murphy 1979).

Probably the most remembered citizen of Ventu
his fifty year (1865-1915) residency in the. co
of the old rancho lands (including La Colon¥
many of the businesses in the county
was remembered as & generous man who.
1960:7).

a5 Bard who during
sed a major portion
2 financially supported
:State Senator. Thomas Bard
foreclosed 2 mortgage" (Fairbanks

u as one of the larger Bard holdings
there were minor problems with sguatters. Although records indicate that

Between 1914 an §everal petroleum companies attempted to drill for oi)
and gas, bu E bits were successively ruined by the gas pressure.
’ d 0i1 Company succeeded in recovering approximately
er day, thus establishing that oil and gas could be obtained
8ri1l bit and use of hematite and birite with mud fluid

2,000 barre’d
with the rota
(Sheridan 1926).

Perhaps the greatest contribution to the growth and economy of Ventura was

the U.S. Naval Construction Battalion, located at the harbor, and the U.S.

Naval Afr Missile Test Center, established at Point Mugu fn 1946 (Robinson
1956; Sheridan 1926).




18

SAN BERNARDINO

Prehistorically, portions of the San Bernardino area were inhabited by the
Serrano Indians who spoke a Takic language that belonged to the greater
Uto-Aztecan family'(Bean and Smith 1978). Gerald Smith of the San Bernardino
County Museum Association said that Jesusa Manuel, a Serrano, was interviewed
.in the 1930s, and she related that many of her relatives moved to Harlem
Springs (located one mile north of the Norton Air Force nge).during the mid-
7 upation of San
haeological site,

nineteenth century. The move was prompted by the Mormon &
Bernardino which occurred in 1851. There is no reco
however, in the Harlem Springs area.

Similarly, Victory Village, established duri
the north entrance to the Norton Air Force Ba
archaeological site because surface handste
during the 1940s (personal communica

War:-11 and located near
?," ported to have been an
millingstones were observed
Smith). This site, however,

Gabriel Mission was construc dfands in 1819 (Bean and Smith 1978).
The site for the asistencia 'selected in 1910 by the Franciscan mis-
sionary, Father Dumetz.in his time that San Bernardino received its

abandoned in 1834 ;
1886-1890 Vol. .'ﬂ

up of Indians raided the asistencia (Bancroft

sion’s asistencia was part of the Agua Caliente Rancho,
nioctugo and his sons in 1842 (Bancroft 1886-1890 Vol. IV).
rings area was included in the Agua Caliente Rancho, so named
because of th& many hot springs within the rancho's boundaries. Nine years
after the Lugo family was granted the Rancho they sold it to Mormon settlers
(Bancroft 1886-1890 Vol. IV).

In 1851, and upon the suggestion of Brigham Young, a colony of Mormons from
Utah came to the Cajon Cahon, now known as City Creek, for the purposes of
cultivating San Bernardino's rich soil and establishing a satellite settlement
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(Ingersoll 1904). By 1853, the townsite for the future city of San Bernardino
was laid out in “Babylonian style--a miniature of Salt Lake City" (Ingersoll
1904:142). The town was one square mile with eight acre blocks, and streets
that ran at right angles, each bordered by an irrigation ditch. All of the
streets were given Mormon appellations (Ingersoll 1904).

_By April 13, 1854, a special act was passed by the legislature incorporating
the city of San Bernardino. Shortly after the city's incorporation another
act was passed authorizing appropriation of the water of Twin Creeks

for the city's municipal and domestic use. Several yef ter, the Twin
Creeks irrigation ditches were abandoned because theﬁ. e inefficient
(Ingersoll 1904).

The Mormons' control over the city of San Bern
Conflict between the U.S. Military and Mormg
Young to recall all of the settlers to.dita

were on their way to Salt Lake City
a few of the colonists remained 1
of the population absent, the finané§
was soon disincorporated (E)
porated, however, in 1868, an
n.d.). Following the Mofm
known as a drinking an
ment followed" (Sto#

sted only four years.
ation in Utah forced Brigham
"9 had heard that U.S. troops
11 1904; Stoebe 1974). Even though
y founded city, with the majority
en was too great; and the city
oebe 1974). San Bernardino reincor-
-harter was approved in 1804 (Anonymous

sted the population of the town of Belleville in Holcomb
0. Because of the competition from Belleville, the city of
San Bernardinb.marrowly won the County Seat--a one vote decision (Stoebe 1974).

In 1875, the Southern Pacific Railroad was established in Colton, approximately
six miles southwest of San Bernardino, and ten years later the Santa Fe Rail-
road 1ine arrived in San Bernardino (El1iott 1965; Ingersoll 1904; Stoebe 1974).
Consequently, between 1885 and 1890 the city's growth was especially notice-
able because of what Charles Lummis called the Puliman Conquest (Ingersoll 1904).




The firstlhttempt at developing electricity came in 1888,
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Since one of the major reasons for establishing the railroad line through

San Bernardino was the orange crop industry, the Southern Pacific and the

Santa Fe lines vied for the business. Hence, rates were drastically lowered.
Many of the people who took advantage of the lowered fares came to San Bernardino
and decided to stay, for they viewed California as the land of opportunity
(Ingersoll 1904).

hut failed because

n Bernardino

§74). Along with
t had a Ladies Only

the power was insufficient. By the late 1890s, howeve
maintained a working electrical plant (E1liott 1965; 4
electricity, San Bernardino supported a 400 room hg
entrance and an elevator, a8 stone courthouse,
located in the tower of the courthouse (Stoebe
now striking the hours at the entrance to

n the late 1890s, it remained
nd ask questions later" (Stoebe

1974:48). The city also experience
to the old timers the red light d{
of California (Stoebe 1974).*

light district, the United States Army selected
San Bernardino on for maintenance and supply depots. Hence, two

i (Hixson 1982). The San Bernardino Air Depot was changed
ir Force Base in honor of 2 San Bernardino youth, Leland Francis
Norton, who was killed in the war (Stoebe 1974).

Today, San Bernardino has become a major commercial center, partly because of
the establishment of the San Bernardino Air Depot which created many new jobs
(Hixson 1982).
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RESOURCES ELIGIBLE FOR THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

There are no known archaeological and historical resources within the subject
properties of Palmdale Air Force Plant #42, Naval Air Station Point Mugu, and
Norton Air Force Base. No resources were located which would be eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places.

»

MITIGATION. MEASURES I

Since no cultural remains are known to be located with
of the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42, the Naval Air S
Norton Air Force Base (Figures 2, 4, and 6), no ar
excavation is required at this time. However & B
tures once located in close proximity to th ¢
the Norton Air Force Base, and the extent
Air Force Plant #42 area, an archaeolog
fng in the event that an historic trd
materials are located.

bject properties
.Point Mugu, and the
ogital testing or

the historic struc-
tation Point Mugu and
¥ic activity in the Palmdale
be required to monitor grad-
r other associated historic

wbsurface prehistoric cultural remains
roperty because of the extent of Chumash
ence, an archaeologist should monitor
historic resources.

Furthermore, there is a potent
at the Naval Ajr Station Point
activity in the surroundin




22

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Anonymous
n.d. Short History of San Bernardino. San Bernardino City Library,
Vertical File: History of San Bernardino.

Antelope Valley
n.d. History of Palmdale. Palmdale Library, Vertical File:
Local History.

Bancroft, H. H.
1886-1890 The History of California (7 Vols.).
Company, San Francisco.

Bean, L. J. and Charles Smith =
1978 Serrano. In Handbook of North Amerlcan I
Edited by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 570-
Washington, D.C. )

Cunningham, 6. (ed.)

Elliott, W. W.
1965 Reproduction of Wallace
and San Diego Counties, Cal)

"¢ History of San Bernardino
verside Museum Press, Riverside.

Fairbanks, F. L. :
1960 Thomas R. Bard. (Vol.
Society, pp. 2-8.

). Ventura County Historical

Grant, C.
1978a Eastern C
Indians (Vol.
Smithsonian ]

1978b Chumadh:

. In Handbook of Northern American
| "by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 509-519.
" Washington, D.C.

duction. In Handbook of North American
d1ted by Robert F. He1zer pp. 500-504.

1982 SS “Bernardino and the San Bernardino Air Depot. City
of San Bernardino Historical Society, pp. 1-28.

Hobson, E. H. and M, S. Francis
1912 The History and Reminiscences of San Buenaventura. (No
publisher listed.)

Ingersoll, L. A.
1904 Ingersoll's Century Annals of San Bernardino County 1769-1904,

Los Angeles.




Kroeber, A. L.

1925 Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American

Ethnology, Bulletin 78.

Murphy, A. (ed.)
1979 A Comprehensive Story of Ventura County, California.
M & N Printing, Oxnard, California.

Palmdale Chamber of Commerce
1979 Palmdale, California. Windsor Publications, Ij
Woodland Hills. -

n.d. Palmdale, Its Disappearing Roots.
Valley Life (newspaper).

Progress Association

n.d. Antelope Valley Board of Trade. P
vertical file, Local History.

Robinson, W. W.

1956 The Story of Ventura County. ; rance and Trust
Company. s

al

Sheridan, S. N.

Stoebe, M. G. ]
1974 San Bernardino Gounty Museim Commemorative Edition.
Allen-Greendale PybTighers, edlands, Calitornia.

23




OF CALFORNIA=—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

ICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

\RTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

OFFICE BOX 2390

AMENTO, CALIPORNIA 95911

') 445-8006 REPLY TO:

&

[ Nancy A. Whitney-Desautels, President
Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc.
$232 Bolsa Avenue, Suite 5
Huntington Beach, CA 92647

|

Dear Ms. Whitney-Desautels:

On September 20 we received your letter and r
the results of cultural resources surveys coff@i
with the van Nuys Air National Guard Base relod

We have reviewed the material submitted a

findings and conclusions.

If you have any questions, please cali
speak to Hans Kreutzberg of our s

Sincerely,
AT R i
Marion Mitchell-Wilson

Deputy State Historic Preserv¥
Officer

GEOAGE DEUKMEJIAN, Govsrnar

RO 5
\ <Y/

September 28, 1094

ncerning
n connection
on project.

in your

45-8006 and ask to
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

VAN NUYS AR NATIONAL GUARD, PROPOSED MELOCATION

Oue o physical ond operations] camstraints at the Vea Nuys Atrpert,
Tactical Atri1ft Witag, Atr Kational Guard, 17 presesing o relecats 1t8
ties and operstions to ene of tAree sitarmative sites. Sites under
1nciude Navel Atr Stattien. Petat Nugu (Yenturs County), Berten At
(Sen Bernsrding) end Atr Ferce Plaat d! (Palndale).

As part of this relocation
prapared. This docusent w1
mental Poltcy Act {NEPA)
The Atr Nationat Guard &
ressining st .therr present !

ndental [msact Stateaent will de
previsions of the Nationa! Envirens
$5 Environnents! Quality Act (CEQA),

ar the de-nsthing altarnative of
ip Van Nuys Atrpere

: N
CONCERNS YO BE ADDRESSED IN TNE DRAFT
1ng Meatings will ve held at the fellowing

ALL TNTERESTED CITIZENS
THE STUDY TEAN IX IDERTIFYIN
ENVIRONMENTAL uoc ENT. Publ

PALNDALE -LUNICASTER AREA
j WEDRESDAY, AUBUST 1S, 19B4
7:00 TO 9:00 PN,
Cafoterts Enights of Columbus Hal)
T29 4. Avenwe N

Lancaster, CA.
VAN WUYS AREA
16, 1984

THURSDAY, AUGUST
7100 TO 9:00 PN,
7 A P Receatiiy s 7901 Linal "‘&
$£. [ Ling
Baragrdine, u. Rosede. u."

" nere ufonnun contact:Master Sergeant Riley Slack, Assistant Public
irs Officer, um Tectical Atelify W Atr Hatiene) Guary, 3030 Salbee

3 (ot Angeles, CA. 91404, Phonee (818) 7815900, estamsion &,
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

VAN NUYS AIR NATIONAL GUARD, PROPOSED RELOCATION ©

Ouwe te phystcal end eperational constratnts at the Vaa Nuys Atrpert, thé We
Tectical ATr1ife Ntng, Atr Nettens) Guard, 13 presosing to relscate 1ts 11
ties and eperstions to one of three alternative sitesn, Sites under 1de
taclude Revel Afr Stattien, Petnt Nugu (Venturs County), Nortes A
(Sen Bernardine) and Atr Ferce Plant 42 (Paledale)

onfiental [epact Statement will be
sravigions of the National Enviren=
4*ass Envirgnementa) Qualtty Act (CEQA),
nsider the ¢o=nothing altarnstive of
She Van fluya Atrpert,

ATTEND AND PROVIDE PUBLIC IWPUT TO ASSIST
AU LRP--OBNECRUS TO-BE ~VUNETITY TW THET PRAY 1)
1% Scoping Meetings .m e held st the fonuug

As part of this relecatte
prepsred. This decyment
aental Policy Act (NEPA)YS
The Atr Mattons! Guard iy
ressining At thair present |

VEDWESDAY, 1!. 1994

7:00 TO mo (&5

lnum of &lm lhll
Avenue N

l.t!luf. CA,
VAN WUYS AREA
THURSOAY, AUGUST 18, 1004
. 7:00 TO 9:00 PN,
Gargonte Nigh Scheol, Mm [-$ Reseda demen’s Club
$9. €. Pacific Strest © 7901 Linsley Avenve
San Bernerdine, CA. fesess, CA.

v sere information centact:Naster Seryeant R1ley Glack, Assistant mue
1ry Off1icer, u‘u Tactical Atrlifg '“k Aty Nationa! Guerd, 8030 Saldes
Wint. Loz Angeles, CA 91404, Phoner (810) 1-5980. extensien
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

VAN NUYS AR NATIONAL GUARD, PROPOSED RIELOCATION

Oue to physicel ond eparotiona! censtraints ot the Van Suys Atrport, the 186th
Toctical Atritft Wing, Atr Nottons! Guard 18 presasing to relecate i1ts fogtlt-
ties ond sperations ta one of three aitarnetive sftes. Sites uwnder considerifion
I1nclude RHoval Atr Station, Potnt Muge (Yentyre County), Rerten Ate Force e
(San Bernarding) and &ir Ferce Plent 42 (Peladale) ;

..

As sert of this relecotion study onfaviresssiisl [opoct Statement w1l be
{or®Rerrd. ™his decunent o111 vemply with-thy Hons of the National Eaviren-ni
mental Policy Act (NEPA) and ¢l Calt 10 Cavironsental Qualtty Act (CEOA),

The Atr Natiens) Guard muaf 4149 -gontider the da-nething altarnative of

rensining ot their present | St Yea Wuys Atrpert

ALL TNTERESTED CITITEWS ARt g ] TTIIDH PROVIDE N.ﬂ.lt 1WUT YO ASSIST
THE STUDY TEAR 1IN [DERTIFYLNG CONCEARS TO O ADORESSED Im THE GRAFY
%lvllﬂlltlﬂl. OOCURERT. Publtc aiping Meotings w11t be held at the follewing
ecationy:

PAUDALE-LANCASTER AREA
YTOWESOAY, AUBUST 18, 198
7100 T0 9:00 PN,
Cnights of Colembus Nall
729 \. Avenye N

. Lamcaster, CA,

VAN NUYS ASEA

S0AY, ", TMURSDAY. AUCUST 16, 1984
1D 9:00 0.0, Senool, B §-8 2” T0 9:00 ..:i
“Govganie Nigh Scheel, - sede VYemen's Club
€. Pictfic Straet 0! Lindley Avenve
Bersordine, CA. fasede, CA,

sery Wfuruation contactiNaster Sergeant Riley Blact, Auststant Public
re OFficer, 186¢A Toctical Afriefy W9 Atr Hational Guard, G030 Balbee

APy
Sivd.. Los Angales, CA 91804, Phone: (818) 781-5980. eatemsion 366,
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

VAN NUYS AR NATIONAL GUARD, FROPOSED RIL.OCATION

Ous %o physical ond eperstiona] esmstratnts ot the Ves Nuys Atrpert, thy 16th
Toctisa) Atrlift Uing, Ate Notionel Guard 15 presesing % Pelecete 188 M!l—.
L1es ongd eperations ts ene of thres altarmetive sites. S1tes wnder cunsflgvotias
incTuge Naval Atr Statien, Petnt Nugu (Yentyre County), Serten Atr
(San Sernaruing) and Atr Forse Plaat & (Pslesalel

enta’ [mpect Statement will de
prsions of the Xatiens! Enviren-
wrrronsentsl Qua 1ty Act (CEQA)
r the de-rothing alternative of
R Nuys: Atepore,

AND PROVIDE MBLIC INPUT YO ASSIST
%S TO B€ ADORESIED IN THE ORAFT
Mootings n111 be neld at the fellewing

As osart of 2his relecotion study
precsred. This decument will opm

sental Peltcy Act (NEPA) ond i
The Ate National Guard sest
reSeININg ot therr present Tesat!

ALL INTERCSTED CITIZENS. ARE 'WVITED 0 AT
THE STUDY TEAM 1N LBENTIFYING COMC
ENVIRONNENTAL DOCUMENTY. Pug!se

PALMDALE -LMICASTER AREA
WDNESDAY, AURIST 15, 194
7:00 TO 9:00 P.M,

Caights of Columpus Wall
T29 . Avenve N

Lansester, CA,

VAN NUYS AREA
THURSOAY. AUGUST 14, 1904

7:00 TO 9:00 P:N,
fesots domon's Club
7907 Lindley Avanve
fasode. CA,

e 1nforsation centact:Naster Sergeant Riley Black. Assistast MH:
'omw um Tectical Atritfr 4t Ate Sattone! Guard, 800 Galbee
Angeisa, CA 91404, Phanet (818) 781-5380, estamsion 6.
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Wedeesdsy, Avg. 13, 1904

7:00 to 9:00

Enights of Colombws Hall

August 1, 1984
W Ave. 0
+ iamcaster, CA

Ang. 15, 1908

9:00p.m.

H.S. Cateterly

Toll ‘am you saw R In the DESERT MAILER
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
VAN ADYS AIR RATIONAL GEARD, PROPOSTD RELOCATION
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%~ SFORTS Wedneeday, August 8, 1984/DALLY NEWS

Dvue t0 physical and operationdl CONSramnts at the Van Nuys Awport. the:18eth Tr
Auriift Wing, Air Nationat Guar. is proposing to relocate ns faciities

one of three aiternative sites. Sites under CONsideration msude Naval A SLacgh,
“:UOU ventura Countyl, Norton Air Force Rase {San mm g Ay F
(Pawnaalet

& af SLan? a2
® *ormtans

N VAN UYS
: AIRPORT
. '

.NAS
2 'oont MGl

As Part of tris retOgRIoN Study an ErnTonmentai Impact Statement wi oe
prepared. Ths docmm will comgity with the provisions of the National
'Ecn;gonmrcma Poucy ALt INEP AL iRd the Caiforrua Ervironmentat Quaiity Act
1 Al. The A

PALMDALE-LANCASTER AREA
WEDNESDAY. AUG. 18, 19s ..
700t0900P M
Krugnts of Columpus =ail
729 W Ave M, Lancaster
VAN NUYS AREA
THURSDAY, AUG. 16. 1904
. 700w0900P M
m Gorgomo, = 3., Rm. E-S. | Reseda Women's Cud

E. Pacrhc St.. Sart BernarOmo 7901 Lmoiey Ave . Reseas
For more informanon contact Master Sergeant Riley Bilack. Assistant Pubic Anms
DMicer. 166t Tactial Airift Wing. Arr National Guard. 8030 Baooas Bive.. LOS -
Angetes. CA 91404 Prone (8181 7ll-§900 extension 366

EX Y T
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1 NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
VAN NUYS AIR NATIONAL GUARD, PROPOSED RELOCA'

INVITED TO ATTEND AND PROVIDE PUBLIC
W YEAM IN IDENTIFYING CONCERNS TO BE

T ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT. Pubiic Scoping
following locations:

PALMDALE-LANCASTER AREA
WEDNESDAY, AUG. 18, 1904

70010 900 P. M.

Krwghts of Columbus Mall

729 W. Ave. M, Lancaster

VAN NUYS AREA
THURSDAY. AUG. 16, 1994
o 7:00 to 9:00 P.M.
"'Goroonons. eSS - feseds Women's CAd
22”! Pacific S¢.. San Bernafling 7901 Lindiey Ave.. Reseca
of_more information coreact: Sergt Riley Black, Asustare Public Aftairs

O S g 4 e o i o B




Notice of Preparation

California State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

1.

2,

3.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADCGUARTERS 148TH TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING (ANG)
VAN NUYS, CALIFORNIA 81400

DPC (MSgt Black) 23 July 1984

Project Title

146th Tactical Airlift Wing, Air National Guard,

s, Base Relocation
EIR/EIS.

Summary

The Military Department at the State
will prepare a combined Environment
Impact Statement for the project descr
in compliance with both the Califorhia E
National Environmental Policy Ag¢

will be the lead Agency and
eport (EIR) and Environmental
. The EIR/EIS will be prepared
ental Quality Act (CEQAfand the

Please list applicable permit and™
agency and the scope an
germane to your agency
proposed project. :

hmental review requirements of your
he environmental information which is
responsibilities in connection with the

Description of the Pr

Nuys Airport.
consnderatxons

to one of three &lternative sites. These sites include, Naval Air Station, Point
Mugu (Ventura County), Norton Air Force Base (San Bernardino), and Air Force
Plant 42 (Palmdale). In addition, under environmental regulations, the Air
National Guard must also consider the do-nothing alternative of remaining at its
existing locaiton at the Van Nuys Airport.




Notice Of Preparation PAGE 2

“o

5'

20 July 1984

To relocate, the Air National Guard will require 200-250 acres of land. This
requirement must be met either within or directly adjacent to the alternative
sites identified above. On this acreage, the Air National Guard would construct
various maintenance, storage, training and other support facilities totaling
approximately 330,000 square feet, as well as construction of associated taxiways,
and aircraft parking aprons. The 146th Tactical Airlift Wing is currently assigned
sixteen (16) C-130E turbo-prop aircraft . These aircraft would be based at the
new site. No replacement aircraft are currently programmed for,
Airlift Wing. g

With respect to operations, the Air National Guard proje
base frequency of 74 daily aircraft operations (37 compl
the site locations under consideration for base relocatis ,
Palmdale, and the Naval Air Station at Point Mugu) the Tactical Airlift
Wing already conducts flight training activities, and bas&:relocation would not
significantly increased present flight operations. Jours of operation would be
from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Aside from a staff of
bulk of the 146 Tactical Airlift Wing personnel (app
would be active at the new site one weekend each

rcuits). At two of
) rce Plant #42,

Probable Enivironmental Effects

Environmental effects will vary with ea ve site focation. 'In general,

¢t may include the following:

flight patterns, impacts on adjag

proposed land use, impacts on @t
traffic impacts each month, im
agriculture (Air Force Plant #42, Pal
secondary affects of the Ai tional
in terms of the re-use
considered.

s, pre-emption of planned and

ral aviation aircraft, motor vehicle
biological resources, and impacts on
, and Point Mugu only). In addition the

Scoping Process

This Notice of
alternatives from
this notice is ,

§ to intiate the scoping process with cooperating federal
agencies. Sc

€tings to receive public comment are scheduled as follows:

Point Mugu
Monday, August 13,1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Frontier High Schoal
Pleasant Valley Road
Camarillo, California

Norton Air Force Base Area

Tuesday, August 14, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
San Gorgonio High School

2299 E. Pacific Street

San Bernardino, California




DISTRIBUTION LIST
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
STATE AGENCIES

Gary Agid

Chief, Air Resource Board
P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95814

California State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Rick Aguayo

Soil Conservation Service
805 West Avenue "J"
Lancaster, CA 93534

Robert P. Ghirelli
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control
107 South Broadway, #4027

Los Angeles, CA 90012-4596

Jerome S. Lukas, Ph.D
Coordinator, Noise Control Program
Department of Health Services
Berkejey, CA 94704

Mark Mispagel

Chief, Department of Tra
Division of Aeronautics
1120 "N" Street ,
Sacramento, CA 9584

Dave Nelson

Environmental
Department of Teg
Division of Aerona(%,
Sacramento, CA 958!

Bill Wasser

CALTRANS, District 7
120 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

South Coast Air Quality Management
District &

J.A. Stuart, Exectﬁive Officer

9150 Flair Drive
El Monte, CA:

‘South Victoria Avenue
ra, CA 93009

‘Bernardino County Flood Control
L. Ingram, Deputy Administrator of
Public Works

825 East Third Street

San Bernardino, CA 924]5-0835

Southern California Association of
Governments

Mark Arpers

600 S. Commonwealth Ave., Suite 1600

Los Angeles, CA 90005

State Department of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Health Department
1600 Ninth Street, Room 460
Sacramento, CA 95814

Director, CALTRANS, District 8
247 West Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92403

Attachment }
Page 2




THE BELOW LISTED FEDERAL AGENCIES RECEIVED
NOTICE OF INTENT
(Federal Register, Vol., 49, No. 14, page 2506)
Friday, January 20th, 1984

Naval Air Station at Point Mugu
Public Affairs Office

Mr. Lucasey

Point Mugu, CA 93402

Public Affairs Office
Jackie Bunn

63 MAW/PA,

Norton AFB, CA 92409

U.S. Air Force Plant #42 at Palmdale
Flight Operations Officer

Major James West

Palmdale, CA 93550

Herman Bliss

Manager, Airports Division
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region

P.O. Box 92007

Worldway Postal Center

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Rick Hoffman
Acting Chief, EIS Review_ S
U.S. Environmental Pr
215 Fremont Avenu
San Francisco, CA

Arnold Kohnheim
Chief, Environmental and:§nergy
Programs Division

Office of Economic Analysis
Civil Aeronautics Board,
Washington D.C.

U.S. Soil and Conservation Services
318 Cayuga Street, Suite 206
Salinas, CA 93901

Attachment 1
Page 1




Notice of Preparation PAGE 3
20 July 1984

Air Force Plan #42 (Palmdale) Area
Wednesday, August 15, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Knights of Columbus Hall

729 W. Avenue M.

Lancaster, California

Van Nuys Area

Thursday, August 16, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Reseda Women's Club

7901 Lindley Avenue

Reseda, California

To participate in the public scoping process, you may make #ér )
statements at the above-listed public scoping meetings, or ritten comments
to: )

MSGT Riley Black,
Public Affairs Office;

We will need the name and telephone numb propriate contact person in
your agency. .

Due to the time limit established

W, your response must be sent at the
earliest possible date, but not later th

ys after the receipt of this notice.

FOR THE COMMANDER

Atch
Major, CA ANG : Location Maps (4)

Environmental
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APPENDIX VI
CARPOOL EMISSIONS SAVINGS
ROC: Carpool

5 miles @ 35 mph = .61 gram/mile x 5 mi = 3.05 grams
11 miles @ 50 mph = .49 gram/mile x 5 mi = 5.39 grams
3.05 + 5.39 = R = 8.44 grams

Cold Start = 7.93 grams (morning) + 7.36 grams (evening)
Crankcase = 0.004 gram/mi x 16 ri = .064 grams

Soak = 2.523 grams

T = R + Cold + Soak + Crankcase

T (morning) = 8.4% +7.93 + .064 + 2,523 = 18.957 grams
T (evening) = 8.44 + 7,36 + ,064 + 2.523 = 18.387 grams 4
Total = 18.957 + 18.387 = 37.344 gr/day/carpool = 0.0823 15K

Driving Alone

& miles @ 35 mph = .61 gram/mi x 4 mi = 2.44 grig
11 miles @ 50 mph = .49 gram/mix 11 mi =35
2,44 + 5.39 =7.83 grams = R
Cold Start = 7.93 grams (morning) + 7.36 g
Crankcase = 0.004 gram/mile x 15 mi = @&
Soak = 2.523 grams
T (morning) = 7.83 +7.93 + 0.06 + 2 ams
T (evening) = 7.83 + 7.36 + 0.06 +
Total = 18.343 + 17.773 = 36,1164

= 0.0796 Ib/day/car alone

NOx: Carpool

5 miles @ 35 -at/mile x 5 mi = 7.75 grams

11 miles @ 3 .72 8ram/mile x 11 mi = 18,92 grams
R=7.75 +4%

Cold Staigs s (morning or evening)

g
28.79 = 57.58 grams = 0.12694 Ib/day/carpool
Driving Alone j

& miles @ 35 mph = 1.55 gram/mile x 4 mi = 6.20 grams

11 miles @ 50 mph = 1.72 gram/mile x 11 mi = 18.92 grams
Cold Start = 2.12 grams (morning or evening)

T = 2 (R+S) = 2 x 27.24 = 54.48 grams = 0.12011 1b/day/car alone

2.4 x 0.12011 - 0.12694 = 0.161324 Ib/day/carpool
0.161324 x 260 days/yr x 880 carpools/position +2000 #/ton = 18.46 tons/yr/position
funded




