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• A leaking underground storage tank case (former Los Angeles County Fire Station 
#24) located 1.7 miles to the east that was closed in 1997. 

3.9.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Operation of the Project site as a parking lot and 
movie theater would not result in the use, transportation or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  However, diesel fuel would be brought on-site using a maintenance truck 
to fuel on-site construction equipment.  No storage of diesel fuel would occur on-site.  
Therefore, significant hazards to the public or environment related to hazardous 
materials would not occur. 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Fueling of on-site construction equipment could result 
in inadvertent spillage of diesel fuel into storm drains and potentially into surface 
waters.  However, fueling would be conducted in areas removed from storm drains.  
Therefore, significant hazards to the public or environment related to fuel spillage 
would not occur. 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

No Impact.  The nearest schools are Highland High School and The IDEA Academy 
located approximately 0.6 miles south of the Project site.  Therefore, the Project would 
not involve the use of hazardous materials, hazardous waste or result in hazardous 
emissions within one-quarter mile of a school. 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

No Impact.  No hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 are located in the Project area.  The Project would not affect any of 
these sites or result in a related hazard to the public or the environment. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

No Impact.  The Project site is located approximately 3.0 miles west of the Palmdale 
Regional Airport.  The Project site is not subject to an Airport Land Use Plan, nor is it 
located within two miles of a public use airport.  No safety or noise hazards resulting 
from airport proximity are expected. 
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f. 
Im

pair im
plem

entation of or physically interfere w
ith an adopted em

ergency response 
plan or em

ergency evacuation plan? 

N
o Im

pact.  Project im
plem

entation w
ould include im

provem
ents to 25th Street W

est 
w

hich im
prove local access.  The Project w

ould not adversely affect public access, 
em

ergency response or em
ergency evacuation.     

g. 
E

xpose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
w

ildland fires? 

N
o Im

pact.  The Project site is not located w
ithin Very H

igh Fire H
azard Severity Zone 

designated by the C
alifornia D

epartm
ent of Forestry and Fire Protection.  The Project 

(parking lot and m
ovie screen) w

ould be constructed of non-flam
m

able m
aterials 

(asphalt, concrete, steel, rock), and w
ould not involve any habitable structures or 

increase the risk of loss, injury or death from
 w

ildland fires. 
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□ □ □ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ □ ~ 
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Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

    

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

    

3.10.1 Setting 

Regulatory and Public Policy Framework.  Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 and 1987, collectively known as the 
Clean Water Act (33 United States Code [USC] §§1251 et seq.), establish the principal Federal 
statutes for water quality protection.  The Clean Water Act (CWA)’s intent is “to restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s water, to achieve a level of 
water quality which provides for recreation in and on the water, and for the propagation of fish 
and wildlife.”  

CWA Section 303(d) requires States, territories, and tribes to develop lists of impaired 
waters within their jurisdictions every two years.  Impaired waters are those that do not meet water 
quality standards.  States, territories, and tribes are also required to establish priority rankings for 
waters on their respective lists.  Water bodies in a given State or territory are prioritized by 
comparing their existing degrees of pollution, and the sensitivity and importance of beneficial uses 
that are being threatened.  The water bodies that are deemed most important are designated as 
“high priority”.   

Section 303(d) also requires States, territories, and tribes to develop Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs) for all water bodies on their respective lists of impaired waters.  In essence, 
TMDLs are plans by which impaired water bodies would be restored such that they consistently 
meet the established water quality standard(s) that are currently being violated.  TMDLs specify 
the maximum amount of pollutants that a water body can receive and still meet water quality 
standards, and allocates pollutant loads among point and non-point sources in the subject 
watershed.  The intent of CWA is for the TMDL program to work hand in hand with the impaired 
waters lists; impaired waters are identified, and then restored to meet water quality standards.     

The nearest water body to the Project site is Amargosa Creek, which has not been 
designated as impaired under Section 303(d).   

California Porter-Cologne Act.  The Porter-Cologne Act (California Water Code Section 
13000) is the principal law governing water quality regulation in California.  It establishes a 
comprehensive program to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water.  The Porter-
Cologne Act applies to surface waters, wetlands, and groundwater, and to both point and non-
point sources of pollution.  Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, it is the policy of the State:  

• The quality of all the waters of the State shall be protected. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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• All activities and factors affecting the quality of water shall be regulated to attain 
the highest water quality within reason. 

• The State must be prepared to exercise its full power and jurisdiction to protect the 
quality of water in the State from degradation. 

• The State shall undertake all possible steps to encourage development of water 
recycling facilities to help meet the growing water requirements of the State. 

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, the responsibility for protection of water quality in 
California rests with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The SWRCB 
administers Federal and State water quality regulations for California’s ocean waters, and also 
oversees and funds the State’s nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).  The 
RWQCBs prepare water quality control plans, establish water quality objectives, and carry out 
Federal and State water quality regulations and permitting duties for inland water bodies, 
enclosed bays, and estuaries within their respective regions.  The Porter-Cologne Act gives the 
SWRCB and RWQCBs broad powers to protect water quality by regulating waste dischargers to 
water and land, and requiring cleanup of hazardous wastes.   

Water Quality Protection.  Per the requirements of the CWA and the California Porter-
Cologne Act, the Lahontan RWQCB has prepared a Water Quality Control Plan for the 
watersheds under its jurisdiction.  The Water Quality Control Plans from all nine of the RWQCBs 
and the California Ocean Plan (prepared and implemented by SWRCB) collectively constitute the 
State Water Quality Control Plan.  Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region has been 
designed to support the intentions of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act by: (1) characterizing 
watersheds within the Region; (2) identifying beneficial uses that exist or have the potential to 
exist in each water body; (3) establishing water quality objectives for each water body to protect 
beneficial uses or allow their restoration, and; (4) providing an implementation program that 
achieves water quality objectives.  Implementation program measures include monitoring, 
permitting, and enforcement activities.  Per the requirements of CWA Section 303(c), the Water 
Quality Control Plan is reviewed every three years and revised as necessary to address problems 
with the plan, and meet new legislative requirements.   

Beneficial uses designated by Lahontan RWQCB in the Water Quality Control Plan for 
Amargosa Creek are municipal water supply, agricultural water supply, groundwater recharge, 
freshwater replenishment, water-contact recreation, non-water contact recreation, commercial 
and sport fishing, warm freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitat and wildlife habitat. 

Surface Water Characteristics.  The Project site is located approximately 1.0 miles 
northwest of Amargosa Creek.  Amargosa Creek originates at Elizabeth Lake at about 3,300 feet 
elevation and extends a total of about 21 miles through the Leona Valley and Anaverde Valley to 
the southeast, then turns north and terminates in the Antelope Valley at an elevation of about 
2,500 feet. 
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Groundwater Environment.  The Project site is located within the Antelope Valley 
Groundwater Basin which covers a surface area of 1,580 square miles, and underlies an 
extensive alluvial valley.  Primary water-bearing materials are Pleistocene and Holocene-aged 
unconsolidated alluvial and lacustrine deposits of gravel, sand, silt and clay.  Current groundwater 
production from the Basin is approximately 164,720 acre-feet per year. 

The 2014 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act requires the formation of 
groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) in high- and medium-priority groundwater basins and 
sub-basins by June 30, 2017 to meet California Water Code requirements.  The Antelope Valley 
Groundwater Basin is a very low priority basin and formation of a GSA is not required to manage 
groundwater in this basin.   

Potable Water Supply.  The Palmdale Water District serves the City and areas adjacent 
to the Project site.  The Palmdale Water District has three sources of potable water: the California 
Aqueduct (State Water Project), Littlerock Dam Reservoir (natural run-off) and local groundwater.  
The District supplied approximately 20,511 acre-feet of water to its customers in 2020, with about 
35 percent provided by groundwater pumping (Kennedy/Jenks, 2021). 

Based on the Palmdale Water District’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, the District 
has adequate supplies during normal rainfall years to meet its demands through 2045.  However, 
during a consecutive five-year drought, additional supplies or a reduction in demand would be 
required.  The District is currently developing the Palmdale Regional Water Augmentation Project 
which is anticipated to provide 5,325 acre-feet per year of recycled water from the Palmdale Water 
Reclamation Plant which would be used for irrigation purposes and offset potable water use. 

Floodplain and Flooding.  The Project site is not located with a floodplain.  The nearest 
managed floodplain is Amargosa Creek (Zone AE, 1 percent annual chance flood, Flood 
Insurance Rate Map 06037C0658F), located approximately 1.2 miles to the south.   

3.10.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Construction.  Stormwater run-off from the Project 
site during parking lot construction may degrade surface water quality.  The Project 
would require coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Construction Stormwater General Permit Order 2022-0057-DWQ (adopted September 
8, 2022).   As required by the conditions of the General Permit, a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared, which would include best management 
practices to be implemented and a monitoring program.  The intent of the SWPPP 
would be to prevent project-related pollutants from contacting surface water and 
prevent products of erosion from moving off site into receiving waters.  Implementation 
of the SWPPP and monitoring required under the General Permit would prevent 
significant impacts to surface water quality. 
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Operation.  Stormwater would be detained on-site except following major rainfall 
events greater than a 25-year recurrence interval.   Therefore, any pollutants leaked 
by vehicles using the parking lot (such as oil, fuel, coolant, brake fluid) would mostly 
be retained on-site.  Any pollutants discharged off-site by large rainfall events would 
be greatly diluted and would not result in violations of any water quality standards.  
Therefore, water quality impacts are considered less than significant. 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of 
the basin? 

No Impact.  The Project would use small amounts of potable water (or recycled water 
when available) for irrigation of landscaping (about one acre).  Additional water would 
be used during construction for soil compaction, dust control and concrete.   This water 
would be provided by the Palmdale Water District, from mostly non-groundwater 
sources.  The amount of water used would be relatively small (up to a few thousand 
gallons a day during construction) and a few hundred gallons per day during operation.  
Water use for landscape irrigation would be about 0.1 acre-feet per year which would 
not adversely affect groundwater supplies. 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

1. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? No Impact 

2. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface run-off in a manner that would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? No Impact 

3. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? Less than Significant Impact 

4. Impede or redirect flood flows? No Impact 

The Project would result in an increase of approximately 16.3 acres of impervious 
surfaces associated with the proposed paved parking lot.  However, the Project 
includes a stormwater infiltration basin which would avoid discharge or substantially 
reduce the flow rate of stormwater discharges, such that it would not alter existing 
drainage patterns, alter the course of a stream or river, result in erosion or siltation, 
flooding, discharge substantially polluted run-off or impede or redirect flood flows. 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

No Impact.  The Project site is not located in a flood hazard zone, tsunami inundation 
hazard zone or seiche hazard area.  No Project-related increase in public exposure to 
flood, tsunami, seiche or water pollutant hazards would occur. 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 











Ci ty  o f  Pa lmdale  
Mar ie  Ke r r  Park  Park -n -Ride Lot  Pro jec t   In i t ia l  S tudy  

Page 50 
10/12/23 

• Operational noise (stationary noise sources): exterior residential standard of 65 
dBA CNEL (Palmdale 2045 General Plan Policy N-3.2). 

Table 7.  Noise Measurement Data 

Measurement Location 
Measurement 

Period 
Primary Noise 

Source 
Measured Noise 
Level (dBA Leq) 

General Baseline: May 25, 2022 

South of Rancho Vista Boulevard, 70 
feet from the roadway centerline 7:51 to 8:11 a.m. Traffic on Rancho 

Vista Boulevard 74.0 

South of Avenue O-12, 40 feet from 
the roadway centerline 8:17 to 8:37 a.m. Traffic on Rancho 

Vista Boulevard 47.0 

Early Commute Baseline: November 18, 2022 

South of Rancho Vista Boulevard, 70 
feet from the roadway centerline 6:18 to 6:38 a.m. Traffic on Rancho 

Vista Boulevard 70.9 

South of Avenue O-12, 40 feet from 
the roadway centerline 6:41 to 7:01 a.m. Traffic on Rancho 

Vista Boulevard 55.8 

Evening Baseline: November 21, 2022 

South of Rancho Vista Boulevard, 70 
feet from the roadway centerline 7:59 to 8:19 p.m. Traffic on Rancho 

Vista Boulevard 69.6 

South of Avenue O-12, 40 feet from 
the roadway centerline 8:25 to 8:45 p.m. Traffic on Rancho 

Vista Boulevard 50.8 

    

Los Angeles County.  The County has adopted the following standards which are used as 
thresholds of significance: 

• Construction noise (mobile equipment at single-family residential structures): 
construction-related noise exceeding 75 dBA Leq (except Sundays and legal 
holidays) from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. and 60 dBA Leq from 8 p.m. to 7 a.m. including 
Sundays and legal holidays (Los Angeles County Code Section 12.08.440). 

• Construction noise (stationary equipment at single-family residential structures): 
construction-related noise exceeding 60 dBA Leq (except Sundays and legal 
holidays) from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. and 50 dBA Leq from 8 p.m. to 7 a.m. including 
Sundays and legal holidays (Los Angeles County Code Section 12.08.440). 

• Operational noise: exterior residential standard of 50 dBA Leq from 7 a.m. to 10 
p.m. and 45 dBA Leq from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. (Los Angeles County Code Section 
12.08.390). 
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3.13.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Construction.  Noise would be generated by heavy 
equipment and heavy-duty trucks associated with parking lot construction.  Noise 
levels at the nearest residences (City of Palmdale to the south and Los Angeles 
County to the north) were estimated using the Roadway Construction Noise Model 
developed by the Federal Highway Administration.  The estimated peak noise level at 
the nearest residences is presented in Table 8.  Note that construction work on 
Sundays, or before 6:30 a.m. or after 8 p.m. is not proposed.  Overall, Project-related 
construction noise would not violate noise standards and is considered a less than 
significant impact. 

Table 8.  Construction Noise Estimates 

Noise Receptor Jurisdiction Noise Standard 

Existing Ambient 
Daytime Noise 

Level (dBA Leq) 

Estimated 
Construction Noise 

Level (dBA Leq) 

Residence on 
Sandstone Court 

City of 
Palmdale 

No work on Sundays, 
before 6:30 a.m. or 

after 8 p.m. 
74.0 69.3 

Residence just north 
of Avenue O-12 

Los Angeles 
County 75 dBA Leq 47.0 69.2 

     

Parking Lot Operation.  Noise would be generated by use of the parking lot by vehicles.  
It should be noted that the Project site is currently used periodically as a parking lot, 
such that much of parking lot noise is existing.  For the purposes of 24-hour noise 
estimates (CNEL), it was assumed the parking lot would operate from 6 a.m. to 10 
p.m. to accommodate commuters and to be consistent with the hours of operation of 
Marie Kerr Park.  A reference value of 58 dBA Leq for parking lot operation was 
obtained from measurements provided by Mőhler and Partner (2007).  This value was 
used with ambient noise measurements and parking lot operating hours to estimate 
the 24-hour noise level at the nearest residence in the City of Palmdale.  The 58 dBA 
Leq value was also used to estimate the noise level at the nearest residence in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County.  The resulting operational noise estimates are 
presented in Table 9.  Overall, Project-related operational noise at the nearest 
residences would be less than existing ambient noise levels, would not violate noise 
standards and is considered a less than significant impact.   
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Table 9.  Parking Lot Operation Noise Estimates 

Noise Receptor Jurisdiction Noise Standard 
Existing Ambient 

Noise Level 

Post-Project 
Estimated Noise 

Level 

Residence on 
Sandstone Court 

City of 
Palmdale 65 dBA CNEL 67 dBA CNEL 67 dBA CNEL** 

Residence just north 
of Avenue O-12 

Los Angeles 
County 50 dBA Leq 55.8 dBA Leq* 42 dBA Leq** 

*Early commute baseline from Table 7. 
**Parking lot noise would be less than ambient noise levels, mostly associated with traffic on Rancho 
Vista Blvd 

Drive-In Movie Theater Operation.  Noise generated by a drive-in movie theater may 
include vehicles (arriving and leaving), the movie soundtrack and movie patron voices 
in and around the parked vehicles.  A noise assessment was conducted at an existing 
drive-in movie theater (Mission Tiki Drive-In in Montclair) while in operation, including 
four screens showing movies.   Attendance was very light with only about 10 vehicles 
present at the screen monitored.  The measured noise level at the fence line 
surrounding the theater was 56.5 dBA Leq between 8:30 and 8:45 p.m. while a movie 
was playing.  However, this noise was entirely generated by traffic on Mission 
Boulevard, as the movie soundtrack was not audible, and voices of movie patrons 
were infrequent and hushed.  Similar to the Mission Tiki Drive-In, the noise 
environment of the proposed drive-in theater is dominated by traffic noise on Rancho 
Vista Boulevard (see Table 7).  Therefore, the use of the proposed parking lot as a 
drive-in movie theater (ending by 10 p.m., using short-range in-vehicle FM radio for 
the movie soundtrack) is not anticipated to increase existing ambient noise levels at 
nearby residences or violate City or County noise standards. 

b. Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Project construction (primarily earthwork) would 
generate ground-borne noise and vibration detectable at adjacent residences.  
Construction-related vibration was estimated using methodology provided by the 
California Department of Transportation (2020), which indicates construction-related 
vibration (based on use of a large dozer) at the nearest occupied structure (150 feet 
away) would generate a peak particle velocity of 0.0087 inches/second, which would 
not be perceptible to humans (<0.01 inches/second).  Therefore, ground-borne noise 
and vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

c. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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No Impact.  The Project is not located in an area addressed in an airport land use 
plan, nor is it within two miles of any public airport or public use airport.  Therefore, no 
impacts are expected. 

3.13.3 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No significant noise impacts would result from the Project.  Therefore, mitigation is not 
required. 

3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    

3.14.1 Setting 

The proposed improvements would occur within the City of Palmdale.  The current housing 
inventory in the City is 46,462 units (City of Palmdale, 2021). 

3.14.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact.  The proposed parking lot and movie theater would serve the existing 
population and would not provide any new residential land uses or long-term 
employment opportunities.  Therefore, the Project would have no effect on population 
growth.   

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project would not displace any people or housing such that 
construction of replacement housing would not be necessary. 

3.14.3 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No significant impacts to population or housing would result from the Project, therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

3.15.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for fire protection, police protection, 
schools, parks or other public facilities? 

No Impact.  The Project area is served by Station 24 of the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department located at 1050 W. Rancho Vista Boulevard in Palmdale, 1.4 miles east 
of the Project site.  The proposed Project does not include any new facilities requiring 
fire protection.   

The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department provides law enforcement services to 
the City of Palmdale, from an office located at 750 E. Avenue Q, 3.4 miles to the east-
southeast.  The proposed Project does not include any new facilities requiring police 
protection. 

The Project would not provide housing or increase the local population.  Therefore, no 
impacts to schools, parks and other public facilities or increased demand for such 
facilities would occur.   

3.15.2 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No impacts to public services would result from the Project.  Therefore, no mitigation is 
necessary. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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3.16 RECREATION 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

    

b. Does the project include recreational facilities 
or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

3.16.1 Setting 

Facilities.  Recreational facilities in the Project area include: 

• Marie Kerr Park (softball fields, tennis courts, volleyball courts, basketball courts, 
soccer fields, skate park, three picnic areas, two playgrounds, a public pool, 
amphitheater): located immediately west of the Project site. 

• Antelope Valley Country Club (golf, tennis): located 1.8 miles to the east of the 
Project site. 

• Rancho Vista Golf Course (golf): located 1.2 miles to the northwest of the Project 
site. 

Significance Thresholds.  Significance thresholds for recreation impacts are taken from 
the 2023 State CEQA Guidelines, which indicate a project may have a significant impact with 
respect to recreation if it results in any of the following: 

• Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration would occur or be accelerated. 

• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment. 

In addition, Project-related activities that would substantially modify or restrict public use 
of a recreational facility is considered a significant impact. 

3.16.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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N
o Im

pact.  The Project w
ould not result in population grow

th and w
ould not increase 

the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks, or any other recreational facilities.  
The Project w

ould provide im
proved parking facilities for M

arie Kerr Park, w
hich w

ould 
occasionally be used as a drive-in m

ovie theater (about 12 days per year on average).  
These new

/m
odified uses w

ould not result in any additional use of park facilities 
(including the Palm

dale Am
phitheater, softball fields and other facilities) that could 

result in deterioration.      

b. 
D

oes the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of 

recreational 
facilities 

that 
m

ight 
have 

an 
adverse 

physical 
effect 

on 
the 

environm
ent? 

N
o Im

pact.  The Project w
ould not result in any population grow

th that could generate 
dem

and for new
 recreational facilities and w

ould not involve the construction or 
expansion of any recreational facilities.  Thus, the Project w

ould not have any im
pacts 

on the physical environm
ent associated w

ith the construction or use of recreational 
facilities.   

3.16.3 M
itigation M

easures and R
esidual Im

pacts 

N
o im

pacts to recreational facilities w
ould result from

 the Project.  Therefore, m
itigation is 

not  necessary. 
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pact 
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a. 
C
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 plan, ordinance or 
policy 

addressing 
the 
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including 

transit, 
roadw

ays, 
bicycle 

and 
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b. 
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ould 
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w
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or 
be 
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EQ
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15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

 
 

 
 

c. 
Substantially 

increase 
hazards 

due 
to 

a 
geom

etric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incom

patible 
uses (e.g., farm

 equipm
ent)? 

 
 

 
 

d. 
R

esult in inadequate em
ergency access? 

 
 

 
 

3.17.1 Setting 

The P roject site is accessed from
 R

ancho Vista Boulevard, a six-lane arterial roadw
ay.  

Available traffic data (April 2014) indicates the average daily traffic volum
e is 24,457. 

3.17.2 Im
pact A

nalysis 

a. 
C

o nflict w
ith a program

 plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system
, 

including transit, roadw
ays, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

~ ~ □ ~ 
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No Impact.  The Project does not include any land uses that may create demand for 
transportation facilities and would not conflict with the Southern California Association 
of Governments 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. 

b. Would the project conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Parking Lot Construction and Operation.  The Project 
would generate construction-related vehicle trips.  However, the Project would serve 
existing land uses and would not generate any new long-term trips.  Construction-
related vehicle trips would be about 28 on a peak day and would not exceed the 
screening threshold of 110 trips per day provided in the Technical Advisory for 
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.   Therefore, the Project is consistent with 
Section 15064.3 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Drive-In Movie Theater Operation.  Use of the proposed parking lot as a drive-in movie 
theater would generate up to 1,000 one-way vehicle trips per day (500 vehicles 
attending), which exceeds the screening threshold of 110 trips per day provided in the 
Technical Advisory for Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.  Therefore, a 
transportation impact analysis was conducted according to the Los Angeles County 
Public Works Guidelines (dated July 23, 2020).  These Guidelines indicate that a 
potentially significant vehicles miles travelled (VMT) impact would occur if the total 
VMT per service population of the Project is not at least 16.8 percent below the existing 
baseline VMT per service population (43.1 for north Los Angeles County).  Peak day 
VMT of the proposed Project is estimated as 7,500, based on 1,000 one-way trips and 
7.5 miles per trip (home-other trip length in the CalEEMod model for the AVAQMD 
jurisdiction).  Since the drive-in theater would serve the entire City, the Project’s 
service population would be the entire population of the City of Palmdale (estimated 
as 167,398 on January 1, 2022 by the California Department of Finance).  Therefore, 
the VMT per service population for the Project is 0.04 (7,500/167,398).  Since this 
value is much less than the baseline VMT (43.1), VMT-related impacts are considered 
less than significant. 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Impact.  Project-related improvements to 25th Street West and proposed new 
driveways into the parking lot would be designed and constructed consistent with City 
requirements.  Therefore, Project-related increases in traffic hazards are not 
anticipated. 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact.  The Project would not require emergency services or create conditions 
that would impede emergency access for adjacent land uses. 
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3.17.3 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No significant impacts associated with transportation would result from the Project; 
therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 

3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, scared place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe that is: 

    

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historic Resources, 
or in the local register of historic 
resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 5020.1(k), or 

    

2. A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to subdivision c. of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1  In 
applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision c. of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource 
to a California Native American tribe. 

    

3.18.1 Setting 

See Section 3.5.1.   

3.18.2  Impact Analysis 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, scared place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historic Resources, or in the local register of historic resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or a resource determined by the lead agency, in 
its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
subdivision c. of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? 

  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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No Impact.  The cultural resources record search conducted for the Project (see 
Section 3.5.1) did not identify any historic, archeological or tribal cultural resources in 
proximity to the Project site.  The City of Palmdale sent requests for tribal consultation 
on May 10, 2022 to three tribes that have requested to be notified under Public 
Resources Code Section 21080.3.1: 

• Fernandeno Tatavium Band of Mission Indians 

• San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

• San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

The City received an email on June 15, 2022 from Mr. Jairo Avila of the Fernandeno 
Tatavium Band of Mission Indians requesting additional Project information including 
a cultural resources report.  Padre Associates Senior Archaeologist Rachael Letter 
prepared a cultural resources memo on July 12, 2022 following receipt of the results 
of the cultural resources record search.  This memo was emailed to Mr. Jairo on July 
13, 2022.  Since Mr. Jairo’s consultation request was not received within 30 days of 
receipt of the City’s May 10, 2022 notification, the City is not obligated to continue 
consultation.  However, the City will continue to provide Project information to tribal 
contacts as appropriate. 

3.18.3 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No significant impacts associated with tribal cultural resources would result from the 
Project; therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 

3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Require or result in the construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
development during normal, dry and multiple 
dry years? 

    

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste?     

3.19.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Require or result in the construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project includes required connections to off-site storm 
drains and would require the extension of electrical lines and water lines by service 
providers to serve the site (lighting and landscape irrigation).  These extensions would 
be minor (a few hundred feet) and not result in significant environmental effects. 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

No Impact.  Small amounts of potable water would be used during construction, and 
for landscape irrigation.  However, this consumption would not affect the Palmdale 
Water District’s ability to meet the demand for existing and reasonably foreseeable 
development. 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

No Impact.  The Project would not generate wastewater and would not affect the 
capacity of any wastewater treatment provider.   

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

No Impact.  A small amount of solid waste would be generated by Project 
construction, primarily recycled asphalt surfacing materials.  These materials would be 
recycled to the extent feasible and would not affect the capacity of local landfills or 
impair attainment of State-mandated solid waste reduction goals. 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impact.  The City complies with all federal, state and local statutes relating to solid 
waste, and would continue to do so during the construction and operation of Project 
improvements.  As such, no impacts of this type are expected to result. 

□ □ □ [SI 

□ □ □ [SI 
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3.19.2 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No significant impacts related to utilities and service systems would result from the Project; 
therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 

3.20 WILDFIRE 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

If located in or near State responsibility areas or 
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project? 

    

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

3.20.1 Setting 

The Project site is not located within or adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.  The Project site is 
surfaced with compacted crushed asphalt and supports only scattered herbaceous vegetation.   
Potentially flammable vegetation is located on vacant land east of the Project site. 

3.20.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project would not affect emergency response to other land 
uses or impair implementation of any emergency response or evacuation plan. 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

No Impact.  The Project would not involve any habitable structures and would not 
have any occupants.  Proposed improvements would be constructed of non-flammable 
materials (asphalt, concrete, steel, rock) and would not increase the potential for 
uncontrolled wildfire spread or increase the risk of loss, injury or death from wildland 
fires. 

3.20.3 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

No significant impacts related to wildfire would result from the Project; therefore, no 
mitigation is necessary. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects which, when considered 

together are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  Under 
Section 15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency (City) must identify cumulative 
impacts, determine their significance and determine if the effects of a project are cumulatively 
considerable. 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

The following projects that may result in a substantial physical change to the environment 
are under review or recently approved by the City Planning Department. 

1. CUP 15-034: assisted living facility located at the southwest corner of Rancho 
Vista Boulevard/Avenida Vista Verde intersection. 

2. SPR 18-006: residential project consisting of 48 single-family residences, 60 triplex 
units and 320 apartment units located at the 20th Street West/Rancho Vista 
Boulevard intersection. 

3. SPR 22-009: fast food restaurant located at the 10th Street West/Rancho Vista 
Boulevard intersection (Antelope Valley Mall). 

4. SPR 19-330/PD 19-001/TTM 82636/ZC 19-001: mixed use project consisting of 
308 apartment units, 36 townhouse units and 47,000 square feet of 
retail/commercial located at the northwest corner of the 15th Street West/Rancho 
Vista Boulevard intersection. 

4.2 DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

4.2.1 Aesthetics 

The minor degradation of visual quality and lighting associated with the proposed Project 
may incrementally contribute to aesthetics impacts of the cumulative projects, because the 
proposed movie screen and SPR 18-006 may be visible from the same public viewing location.  
However, the proposed movie screen would be a distant minor feature with the Amphitheater in 
the background and would not dominate public views.  In any case, SPR 18-006 would be 
designed according to City standards for architecture, landscaping and aesthetic treatments.   
Overall, cumulative aesthetic impacts are considered less than significant. 

4.2.2 Air Quality 

Construction-related and operational (drive-in movie theater operation) air pollutant 
emissions associated with the Project would incrementally contribute to air pollutant emissions of 
the cumulative projects.  However, standard dust control measures required by the AVAQMD 
would be implemented such that the Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative air quality 
impacts would not be considerable. 
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4.2.3 Biological Resources 

The proposed Project does not involve any wildlife habitat loss or impacts to special-status 
species.  Therefore, the Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts to biological 
resources would not be considerable. 

4.2.4 Cultural Resources 

The cumulative projects identified in Section 4.1 may adversely impact cultural resources, 
and the Project has the potential to incrementally contribute to cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources.  However, mitigation measures have been provided such that the 
Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative cultural resources impacts would not be 
considerable. 

4.2.5 Geology and Soils 

The cumulative projects identified in Section 4.1 may result in significant seismic-related 
hazards, landslides, soil erosion, loss of topsoil, lateral spreading, expansive soil damage and 
have significant septic system limitations.  However, these other projects would not affect the 
Project site such that impacts would not be additive.  The Project contribution would be minor and 
limited to the Project site.  The Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative geology and soils 
impacts would not be considerable. 

4.2.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

By their nature and potential global effects, GHG emissions are a cumulative issue.  The 
Project would generate GHG emissions during construction and operation (drive-in movie 
theater), which would incrementally contribute to cumulative impacts.  However, Project 
emissions would be much less than any threshold and are considered less than significant on a 
cumulative basis. 

4.2.7 Water Resources 

Potential construction-related surface water quality degradation associated with the 
Project may incrementally contribute to water quality impacts of cumulative projects that drain to 
Amargosa Creek.  The Project contribution would be minimized through implementation of a 
SWPPP such that the incremental contribution to cumulative water quality impacts would not be 
considerable. 

4.2.8 Noise 

Construction-related noise associated with the cumulative projects would not be additive, 
because they would not affect the same noise receptors and unlikely to occur at the same time.  
Project-related noise would not be perceptible at nearby land uses.  Therefore, the incremental 
contribution to cumulative noise impacts would not be considerable. 
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4.2.9 Transportation 

Vehicle trips and miles travelled generated by construction and operation of the proposed 
Project would be minor, consistent with local transportation planning and not exceed impact 
criteria in the Los Angeles County Public Works Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.  
Therefore, the Project’s incremental contribution to transportation impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable.     
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5.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

    

b. Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects)? 

    

c. Does the project have environmental effects 
that will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

 

a. The Project may adversely affect unreported buried archeological resources.  
However, measures have been incorporated into the Project to prevent significant 
impacts to these resources.     

b. The incremental cumulative impacts of the Project (as mitigated) would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

c. The Project may result in adverse impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, hazardous materials, geology, water quality and noise.  However, impacts 
would be less than significant, or measures have been incorporated into the Project to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts. 

 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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6.0 DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 
 
On the basis of this evaluation: 
 

[  ] I find the Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

 
[X] I find that although the Project could have a significant impact on the environment, there 

will not be a significant effect with the implementation of mitigation measures described in 
this Initial Study.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

 
[  ] I find the Project, individually and/or cumulatively, MAY have a significant effect on the 

environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
 
 
 
 
         

Signature of Person Responsible for Administering the Project Date 
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Appendix A: Vascular Plant Flora Observed at the Marie Kerr Park Park-n-Ride Site, Palmdale, California

Scientific Name Common Name Habit Family
Wetland 
Status

Invasiveness 
Rating

Amaranthus albus* Tumble-weed AH Amaranthaceae FACU  
Ambrosia acanthicarpa Annual bursage AH Asteraceae *
Bromus rubens* Red brome AG Poaceae UPL High
Chenopodium album* Lamb's quarters AH Chenopodiaceae FACU
Emmenanthe penduliflora Whispering bells AH Hydrophyllaceae *
Ericameria nauseosa var. hololeuca White rabbit-brush S Asteraceae *
Erigeron bonariensis* Flax-leaved horse-weed AH Asteraceae FACU  
Erodium cicutarium* Redstem filaree AH Geraniaceae * Limited
Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph weed PH Asteraceae *
Hirschfeldia incana* Summer mustard BH Brassicaceae * Moderate
Hordeum murinum* Barley AG Poaceae FACU Moderate
Lepidium didymum* Lesser swine cress AH Brassicaceae *
Matricaria discoidea* Pineapple weed AH Asteraceae FACU
Mentzelia veatchiana Veatch's blazing star AH Loasaceae *
Pectocarya linearis ssp. ferocula Sagebrush combseed AH Boraginaceae *
Phacelia distans Common wild-heliotrope AH Boraginaceae *
Polygonum aviculare* Knot-weed AH Polygonaceae FAC
Portulaca oleracea* Puslane AH Portulacaceae FAC
Salsola tragus* Russian thistle AH Chenopodiaceae FACU Limited
Schismus barbatus* Mediterranean grass AG Poaceae * Limited
Sisymbrium altissimum* Tumble mustard AH Brassicaceae FACU
Sonchus oleraceus* Common sow thistle AH Asteraceae UPL
Tribulus terrestris* Puncture vine AH Zygophyllaceae * Limited
Notes:  
Scientific nomenclature follows The Jepson Manual Second Edition (Baldwin et al., 2012), including supplements (old names in brackets).
An "*" indicates non-native species which have become naturalized or persist without cultivation.
An "**" indicates species which have been planted and may not persist without cultivation.

Habit Definitions: Invasiveness Rating from the online database of the California Invasive Plant Council
      AF = annual fern or fern ally.
      AG = annual grass. Wetland Status from Arid West 2020 Regional Wetland Plant List
      AH = annual herb. OBL - Obligate wetland: almost always occurs in wetlands (>99% probability)
      BH = biennial herb. FACW - Facultative-Wetland: usually occurs in wetlands (67-99% probability)
      PF = perennial fern or fern ally. FAC - Facultative: equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (34-66% probability)
      PG = perennial grass. FACU - Facultative-Upland: usually occurs in non-wetlands (1-33% probability)
      PH = perennial herb. UPL - Upland: almost always occurs in non-wetlands (>99% probability)
      PV = perennial vine. *: not addressed in the wetland plant list, non-wetland species
        S = shrub.
        T = tree.

Marie Kerr parking lot_Plant List_May22.xlsx 12/7/2022 Page 1 
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Appendix B 
Vertebrate Animal Species Observed at the Marie Kerr Park Park-n-Ride Site 

Palmdale, California 
FAMILY          Habitat   
  Common Name   Scientific Name    Use(1) Status(2)   

May 2022   Page 1 

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES 
Teiidae 
  Great Basin whiptail lizard  Aspidoscelis tigris tigris   B/F -- 
 
BIRDS 
Phasanidae 
  California quail    Callipepla californicus   F -- 
 
Columbidae 
  Mourning dove    Zenaida macroura   F -- 
 
Tyrannidae 
  Black phoebe    Sayornis nigricans   F -- 
 
Corvidae 
  American raven    Corvus corax    F -- 
 
Fringillidae 
  House finch    Carpodacus mexicanus   F -- 
 
Passeridae 
  House sparrow    Passer domesticus   F -- 
 
Gallidae 
  Domestic chicken   Gallus gallus domesticus  F -- 
 
MAMMALS 
Canidae 
  Coyote    Canis latrans    F -- 
  Dog     Canis familiaris    F -- 
 
Cervidae 
  Mule deer    Odocoileus hemionus   F -- 
 
Equidae 
  Domestic horse   Equus caballus    F -- 
 
 

(1) Habitat Use  (2) Status 
B= Breeding CP= Protected under California Fish & Game Code 
F= Foraging CSC= CDFW Species of Special Concern 

   SA= CDFW Special Animal 
   SE= State Endangered 
 FE= Federal Endangered 
 WL= CDFW Watch List 
 BCC=2021 Birds of Conservation Concern (breeding) 

 
Amphibian and reptile nomenclature based upon Thomson (2016) 

 Bird nomenclature based upon American Ornithologists Union (2021) 
 Mammal nomenclature from American Society of Mammalogists (2021)    
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MEMORANDUM 
PADRE ASSOCIATES, INC. 
369 Pacific Street                 Tel: 805/786-2650 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401  Fax: 805/786-2651  

 

To: Matt Ingamells Date: July 12, 2022 
From: Rachael J. Letter, M.S., RPA Project No: 2202-1831 
Subject: Cultural Resource Constraints Analysis, Marie-Kerr Park Park-N-Ride Lot 

Project, City of Palmdale, Los Angeles County 

At the request of the MNS Engineers, Inc. (MNS), Padre Associates, Inc. (Padre) 
completed a cultural resource constraints analysis in support of the Marie-Kerr Park Park-N-Ride 
Lot Project (Project) located at the intersection of Avenue P and 25th Street in the City of Palmdale, 
Los Angeles County, California (Project site).   

The Project site is comprised of an 18.4-acre lot directly east of Marie Kerr Park.  
Specifically, the Project is in the E ½ of the SE ¼ of the SW ¼ of Section 17, Township 6 North, 
Range 12 West as shown on the Ritter Ridge USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (Figure 
1). The approximate elevation is 2,700 feet above mean sea level, and the Amargosa Creek is 
located approximately 1.2 miles to the south. The Project site is currently a parking lot that was 
installed around 2008. This constraints analysis examined the Project site and a 0.25-mile search 
radius. 

On May 4, 2022, Padre ordered an archaeological records search from the South Central 
Coast Information Center (SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton.  The center is 
an affiliate of the State of California Office of Historic Preservation and the official state repository 
of archaeological records and reports for Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Orange 
counties.  Padre received the results on July 6, 2022.  Additionally, Padre emailed a request for 
a Sacred Lands File search to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on May 5, 2022 
to request information about sacred or traditional cultural properties that may be located within 
the Project site.  This memo provides a cultural context for the Project site, summarizes the 
records search results and Sacred Lands File search, and provides recommendations.   

Archaeological Context 

The prehistoric occupation of southern California by various hunter-gatherer groups dates 
to at least 12,000 years before present (B.P.) (Moratto, 1984). Specifically, the Antelope Valley 
foothill region has been identified as an axis between coastal and desert populations, as well as 
northern populations of the Eastern Sierra and northern California (Loftus and Turner, 2008). 
Prehistoric human subsistence is believed to have involved the seasonal exploitation of natural 
resources by small groups, a strategy that was successfully employed until approximately 2,000 
B.P. Specific changes that have been identified include a shift toward a more sedentary 
settlement pattern with the appearance of semi-permanent villages and an increase in small 
campsites associated with these larger villages (Loftus and Turner, 2008). 

Archaeologists have identified a generally accepted chronology for dating the various 
cultural phases of the prehistoric populations that occupied the Mojave Desert and the Great 
Basin area, which can likewise be applied to the Antelope Valley (PlaceWorks, 2014). This 
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chronology proposes six specific cultural phases: Paleo-Indian Period (ca. 10,000 B.C.–8,000 
B.C.), Lake Mojave Period (8,000 B.C.–5,000 B.C.), Pinto Period (5,000 B.C.–2,000 B.C.), 
Gypsum Period (2,000 B.C.–A.D. 500), Rose Spring Period (A.D. 500–1,000), and the Late 
Prehistoric Period (A.D. 1,000 to contact).  

The Paleo-Indian Period is the period associated with Big Game Hunting Traditions that 
utilized fluted points for hunting late Pleistocene megafauna. A few of these Paleo-Indian fluted 
points have been found in the Mojave Desert. Examples of Paleo-Indian fluted projectile points 
include the Clovis and Dalton point types (Moratto, 1984).  

During the Lake Mojave Period, a diversification of artifact and ecofact assemblages 
occurs, suggesting the adoption of broader adaptation strategies by prehistoric populations. 
Artifacts associated with this period include the long-stemmed Lake Mojave and shorter-stemmed 
Silver Lake projectile points, finds which are often associated with terminal Pleistocene lake shore 
locations. Relatively few milling stone artifacts have been found in Lake Mojave Period contexts, 
suggesting a subsistence pattern that emphasized hunting (Loftus and Turner, 2008). 

The following Pinto Period is characterized by generalized hunter-gatherer populations 
that occupied seasonal camps in small numbers. Artifacts of this period are exemplified by the 
Pinto projectile point type, probable evidence of atlatl use, and the appearance of settlement sites 
near to ephemeral lakes and now-dry springs or creeks. There is a noticeable lack of groundstone 
or milling stone artifacts at Pinto Period archaeological sites (Loftus and Turner, 2008).  

Cultural adaptations occurred during the Gypsum Period to more arid desert conditions, 
adaptations that resulted in an increased emphasis on socioeconomic ties through trade, the 
development of new technologies, and more complex ritual activities. Artifacts commonly 
associated with the Pinto Period include a wide variety of projectile point types, including but not 
limited to, the Humboldt Concave base, Gypsum cave, and Elko Eared or Elko Corner-notched, 
as well as the first appearance of trade artifacts made of shell (PlaceWorks, 2014).  

A continuation of these artifacts extends into the Rose Spring Period, as does an 
increased social complexity due to larger populations and extensive, long-distance trade contacts. 
Specific projectile point types associated with this period are the Rose Spring and Eastgate; 
research attests to the existence of several semi-permanent villages that made use of multiple 
ecological zones, as well as the establishment of extensive trade routes throughout Southern 
California (Loftus and Turner, 2008). 

Key indicators associated with the Late Prehistoric Period include a broad diffusion of 
pottery west from the Colorado River area, an abundance of coastal shell beads, and two 
particular projectile points (Desert Side-notched and the Cottonwood). With the presence of well-
established trade, complex socioeconomic and sociopolitical organization developed, and by 
approximately 1,000 to 500 years before the present, social complexity had likely reached the 
chiefdom level. An increase in population resulted in the gradual intensification of much broader 
environments and food resources (PlaceWorks, 2014). By the mid-17th century, occupation levels 
decreased in the Antelope Valley, effectively marginalizing the area as one of limited socio-
cultural complexity. Most researchers consider the Late Prehistoric Period an extension of the 
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ethnographic present, a claim that is supported by both recorded oral traditions as well as the 
archaeological record (Loftus and Turner, 2008). 

Ethnographic Context 

The Project site is located within the ethnographic territory of the Tataviam or Alliklik, 
hunter-gatherers that subsisted upon the seasonal gathering of yucca, acorns, sage seeds, and 
juniper berries and hunting rabbit, rodents, deer, and antelope (LACDRP, 2007). They spoke a 
variant of the indigenous Takic language, and are believed to have migrated into southern 
California from the Great Basin between 1,000 and 3,000 years ago (King and Blackburn, 1976). 
Most of what is known about the Tataviam comes from raw field notes taken by anthropologists 
John P. Harrington and Alfred L. Kroeber, records from Mission San Fernando, and diaries of 
early Spanish explorers.  

Culturally speaking, the Tataviam had a social and political organization similar to their 
Fernandeño neighbors to the south and Chumash neighbors to the west (King and Blackburn, 
1976). Based on this comparison, it can be suggested that the Tataviam were organized into a 
series of tribelets (Kroeber, 1925), which represented an autonomous land-holding unit, minimally 
controlled by a head-chief or big-man. They usually included one large village sometimes 
occupied year-round and a series of smaller, seasonally inhabited hamlets. It is unknown if the 
Tataviam had exogamous clans and moieties, like the Cahuilla and Serrano to the east (W&S 
Consultants, 2010).   A number of Tataviam villages have been identified through historic registers 
at Mission San Fernando, including tsawayung at the original Newhall Ranch site near Castaic 
Junction (approximately 20 miles southwest of the Project site) (LACDRP, 2007).   

The protohistoric culture of the Tataviam, defined as the time when intermittent trade and 
contact was experienced between indigenous populations and Spanish trading vessels, was 
disrupted by the arrival of the Spanish expedition led by Gaspar de Portolá in 1769.  The 
establishment of the Mission San Fernando (located approximately 28 miles southwest of the 
Project site) further disrupted Tataviam culture in Los Angeles County (W&S Consultants, 2010).  
Archaeological evidence verifies not only that the native population was rapidly decimated by 
missionization, but also the culture itself was absorbed into other groups through intermarriage 
(Chartkoff and Chartkoff, 1984). 

Historic Context 

The Spanish were the first known Europeans to explore and colonize the land area of what 
is known today as California. The first documented Europeans in the Antelope Valley were the 
Spanish explorers Captain Pedro Fages in 1772 and Father Francisco Garcés in the late 1770s. 
The founding of the San Fernando Mission in 1797 instituted a direct impact on the region’s native 
inhabitants. Within a few generations, most of the knowledge regarding the language and culture 
of these local groups had vanished (PlaceWorks, 2014).  

The Mexican Period is marked as beginning in 1821 and is synonymous with Mexico’s 
independence from Spain. Mexico became California’s new ruling government and at first, little 
changed. The Franciscan missions continued to enjoy the free unpaid labor the natives provided, 
despite the Mexican Republic’s 1824 Constitution that declared the natives to be Mexican citizens. 
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This led to an uprising of the Indian population against the Mexican government and the eventual 
secularization and collapse of the mission system by 1834. After the fall of the missions, return of 
the land to the California Indians was mandated by the government, though little land was 
(PlaceWorks, 2014). 

In 1846, armed conflict erupted between Mexican and American forces, resulting in the 
increased presence of American military forces within California. Rapidly, Mexican resistance 
deteriorated, and the United States occupied Mexico City in 1848, marking the beginning of the 
American Period. California became a U.S. holding with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo in February 1848, thereby ending the Mexican American War, and ceding much of the 
southwest territories to the United States. Just prior to the signing of the treaty, gold was 
discovered along the American River near Sacramento, sparking the major influx of American 
adventurers into California. In 1850, California was formally admitted into the Union as the 31st 
state (Loftus and Turner, 2008).  

At the beginning of the American Period, little notice was paid to colonizing the Antelope 
Valley. In fact, most of the late 19th century can be described as a time when people were mostly 
passing through to other destinations. However, sparsely dispersed ranches were established in 
the Antelope Valley during the 1860s. The Homestead Act of 1862 and the Desert Land Act of 
1877 greatly contributed to the settlement of the Antelope Valley. The Homestead Act opened up 
public lands to citizens for settlement, based on very minimal requirements. The Desert Land Act 
was intended to encourage and promote the economic development of arid and semi-arid public 
lands of the western United States (PlaceWorks, 2014).  

Agriculture, gas, and mining contributed to the increased population of the Antelope Valley 
during the later stages of the 1800s. It was also during the late 1800s that established 
transportation routes were formed between the City of Los Angeles and the Antelope Valley, 
including the Butterfield Stage Overland Mail route (1858), the Los Angeles & Independence 
Railroad, Southern Pacific Railroad (1876), Antelope Valley Line, Union Pacific Lone Pine Branch, 
the Santa Fe Railroad Branch, among many others. The early 1900s was a period of innovation, 
which included mechanical irrigation and electricity (PlaceWorks, 2014). 

Palmdale was founded by a group of Swiss and German settlers in 1886 as “Palmenthal”. 
In 1899, and the name was officially changed to “Palmdale” in 1899, and the new community was 
founded along the railroad right-of-way. The city remained a small cluster of commercial buildings 
until the Los Angeles Aqueduct was completed in 1914. The reliable water source allowed 
communities in the Antelope Valley to expand their agricultural base to pears, almonds, and alfalfa 
during the 1920s (URS, 1995).  

The Great Depression caused agricultural prices to drop, and many people left the city; 
however, conditions quickly improved when World War II increased the demand for produce. 
World War II also saw the establishment of Muroc Dry Lake (now Edwards Air Force Base) and 
War Eagle Field (now Mira Loma) for military training activities. The aircraft industry continued to 
boost the economy until the end of the 1950s. In 1962, Palmdale was the first incorporated city in 
the Antelope Valley. The construction of the California Aqueduct and the Antelope Valley Freeway 
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in the 1970s brought additional water and accessibility to the region, making it a desirable place 
to locate industrial development and homes for commuters from Los Angeles (URS, 1995).  

Records Search Results 

The records search included a review of all recorded historic-era and prehistoric 
archaeological sites within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project site as well as a review of known 
cultural resource surveys and technical reports.  The State Historic Property Data Files, National 
Register of Historic Places, National Register of Determined Eligible Properties, California Points 
of Historic Interest, and the California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility also were analyzed.  

The records search did not identify any cultural resources within the Project site; or within 
the 0.25-mile search radius.  Additionally, no previous cultural resource studies have been 
completed within the Project Site; however, three previous studies have been completed within 
the 0.25-mile search radius. Two of these studies (Campbell, 1992; Romani and Schmidt, 2010) 
were completed on parcels adjacent to the Project site and both were negative for cultural 
resources. 

A review of historic aerial photographs and topographic maps revealed that the Project 
site was empty or used for agriculture until about 2008 when it was converted into a surface 
parking lot. 

A search of the Sacred Lands file housed at the NAHC did not indicate the presence of 
Native American cultural resources within the Project site.  On June 7, 2022 the NAHC provided 
a list of local groups and individuals to contact for further information regarding local knowledge 
of sacred lands.  Padre has included this response as an attachment to assist with the City’s 
Native American consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21080.3.1. 

Results and Recommendations 

The Project site has been previously disturbed from grading and construction of the 
existing surface parking lot. Padre does not recommend a pedestrian survey of the Project site 
because the potential to encounter intact cultural resources is low.  A change in scope (i.e., 
increased area of disturbance), will require additional study and a possible archaeological survey.  

The proposed Project will not impact cultural resources and can proceed as planned.  In 
the event cultural resources are encountered during the proposed Project, Padre recommends 
stopping all activity within a 100-foot radius of the find and contacting a qualified archaeologist.  
One copy of this report and attachments will be submitted to the SCCIC at California State 
University, Fullerton. 
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June 7, 2022  

 

Rachael Letter 

Padre Associates, Inc. 

 

Via Email to: rletter@padreinc.com  

 

Re: Marie-Kerr Park Park-N-Ride Lot, Palmdale Project, Los Angeles County 

 

Dear Ms. Letter: 

  

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 

was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project.  The 

results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not 

indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural 

resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.   

 

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources 

in the project area.  This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential 

adverse impact within the proposed project area.  I suggest you contact all of those indicated; 

if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge.  By 

contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to 

consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of 

notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to 

ensure that the project information has been received.   

 

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify 

me.  With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.  

 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email 

address: Pricilla.Torres-Fuentes@nahc.ca.gov.    

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Pricilla Torres-Fuentes 

Cultural Resources Analyst 
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Fernandeno Tataviam Band of 
Mission Indians
Jairo Avila, Tribal Historic and 
Cultural Preservation Officer
1019 Second Street, Suite 1 
San Fernando, CA, 91340
Phone: (818) 837 - 0794
Fax: (818) 837-0796
jairo.avila@tataviam-nsn.us

Tataviam

Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians
Robert Martin, Chairperson
12700 Pumarra Road 
Banning, CA, 92220
Phone: (951) 755 - 5110
Fax: (951) 755-5177
abrierty@morongo-nsn.gov

Cahuilla
Serrano

Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians
Ann Brierty, THPO
12700 Pumarra Road 
Banning, CA, 92220
Phone: (951) 755 - 5259
Fax: (951) 572-6004
abrierty@morongo-nsn.gov

Cahuilla
Serrano

Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma 
Reservation
Manfred Scott, Acting Chairman 
Kw'ts'an Cultural Committee
P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, AZ, 85366
Phone: (928) 750 - 2516
scottmanfred@yahoo.com

Quechan

Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma 
Reservation
Jill McCormick, Historic 
Preservation Officer
P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, AZ, 85366
Phone: (760) 572 - 2423
historicpreservation@quechantrib
e.com

Quechan

San Fernando Band of Mission 
Indians
Donna Yocum, Chairperson
P.O. Box 221838 
Newhall, CA, 91322
Phone: (503) 539 - 0933
Fax: (503) 574-3308
ddyocum@comcast.net

Kitanemuk
Vanyume
Tataviam

San Manuel Band of Mission 
Indians
Jessica Mauck, Director of 
Cultural Resources
26569 Community Center Drive 
Highland, CA, 92346
Phone: (909) 864 - 8933
Jessica.Mauck@sanmanuel-
nsn.gov

Serrano

Serrano Nation of Mission 
Indians
Wayne Walker, Co-Chairperson
P. O. Box 343 
Patton, CA, 92369
Phone: (253) 370 - 0167
serranonation1@gmail.com

Serrano

Serrano Nation of Mission 
Indians
Mark Cochrane, Co-Chairperson
P. O. Box 343 
Patton, CA, 92369
Phone: (909) 528 - 9032
serranonation1@gmail.com

Serrano

1 of 1

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of 
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
 
This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Marie-Kerr Park Park-N-Ride Lot, 
Palmdale Project, Los Angeles County.
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