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INTRODUCTION

Riverpark Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH# 2002091081

Response to Comments

In compliance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, this document serves as the Final EIR for the
proposed project: Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VITM) 53425, General Plan Amendment 02-002, Zone
Change 02-002, Conditional Use Permit 02-009, Hillside Development Application 02-003, including an
Innovative Application, Oak Tree Permit 02-025, and Adjustment No. 02-010.

As required, this document provides responses to written comments received on the Draft EIR and
response to public testimony received at public hearings before the City of Santa Clarita Planning
Commission on the following dates: March 2, 2004, April 20, 2004, April 29, 2004, May 13, 2004, May 18,
2004, June 15, 2004, June 29, 2004, July 20, 2004, August 31, 2004, December 21, 2004, January 25, 2005, and
March 22, 2005. The Draft EIR was circulated for review from March 3, 2004 to May 3, 2004. Due to
additional new information, Section 4.6 of the Riverpark Draft EIR was recirculated from March 24, 2004
to May 7, 2004. Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the Final EIR consist of the following

elements:

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.!

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.2
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

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

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

L All references to the Draft EIR are to the Draft EIR for the Riverpark project, SCH No. 2002091081, released for
public comment on March 3, 2004, and incorporated by reference into the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Sections
15132, 15150, and 15362). All references to Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, are to
Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, released for public comment on March 24, and
incorporated by reference into the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15132, 15150, and 15362).

2 1bid.

Impact Sciences, Inc. I-1 Riverpark FEIR
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The Final EIR is organized in the following manner:

Comment Letters
Topical Responses
Responses to Comment Letters
Hearing Transcripts
Responses to Hearing Transcripts
Revised Draft EIR Pages
Final Revisions
Project Revisions and Additional Information
Appendices to the Final EIR:
- APPENDIX A — Water Reports
- APPENDIX B - Air Quality Data/Reports

- APPENDIX C - Biological Data/Reports

- APPENDIX D - Revised Tentative Tract Maps

- APPENDIX E - Innovative Application Compliance Report

- APPENDIX F — Education Information

- APPENDIX G - Water Quality Data/Reports

- APPENDIX I - Staff Reports

- APPENDIX ] - Flood and Floodplain Modifications

- APPENDIX K - Project Revisions and Additional Information

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16
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Letter No. 1

/‘ California Regional Water Quality Control Board
\ , Los Angeles Region

Over 51 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties

Terry Tamminen
Y o Recipient of the 2001 Environmental Leadership Award from Keep California Beautiful

Secretary for Arnold Schwarzenegger
Envzranm.ental 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Governor
Protection Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 - Internet Address: http:/www.swrcb.ca.gov/irwachd
RECEIVED

March 16, 2004 : PLANNING DIVISION

Jeff Hogan, Associate Planner MAR 2 3 2008

City of Santa Clarita PLANNING

23920 Valencia Blvd, Suite 300 CITY OF SAr s SERVICES

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Jeff Hogan,

Re: CEQA Documentation for Project in the Santa Clara Watershed

Project Title : Riverpark (Panhandle)
Mater Case #02-175

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the CEQA documentation for the above-
mentioned project. For your information a list of permitting requirements and Regional Board
Contacts is provided in Attachment A hereto.

The project site lies in the Santa Clara watershed that was listed as being impaired pursuant to
Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act. Impairments listed in reaches downstream from the
proposed project include nutrients and their effects, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic
pesticides. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board will be developing Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the watershed, but the proposed project is expected to
proceed before applicable TMDLs are adopted. In the interim, the Regional Board must carefully
evaluate the potential impacts of new projects that may discharge to impaired waterbodies.

Our review of your documentation shows that it does not include information on how this project
will change the loading of these pollutants into the watershed. Please provide the following
additional information for both the construction and operational phases of the project.

©

¢ For each constituent listed above, please provide an estimate of the concentration (ppb)
and load (lbs/day) from non-point and point source discharges.

* Estimates of the amount of additional runoff generated by the project during wet and dry
seasons.

e Estimate of the amount of increased or decreased percolation due to the project.

|
()

California Environmental Protection Agency

[ 4%
e Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
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Page 2 of 2 ‘ -2- March 16, 2004

e Estimates of the net change in cubic feet per second of groundwater and surface water
contributions under historic drought conditions (as compiled by local water purveyors,
the Department of Water Resources, and others), and 10-year 50-year, and 100-year
flood conditions.

@)

If you have any questions please call me at (213) 576 6683.

Sincerely,

oS

Elizabeth Erickson
Associate Geologist, TMDL Unit
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

EE

Attachments (1)

cc:

State Clearinghouse
File

California Environmental Protection Agency

[ 0]
e Recycled Paper
Our mission is fo preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
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ATTACHMENT A

¥"  If the proposed project will resuit in a discharge of dredge or fill into a surface water (including a dry streambed),
and is subject to a federal license or permit, the project may require a Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or
waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:
Valerie Carillo, Nonpoint Source Unit at (213) 576-6759.

v Ifthe project involves inland disposal of nonhazardous contaminated soils and materlals, the proposed project
may be subject to Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:

Rodney Nelson, Landfilis Unit, at (213) 6206119

¥ Ifthe overall project érea is larger than five acres, the proposed project may be subject to the State Board's General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. For further information, please contact: ) ’

Tracy Woods, Statewide General Construction Activity Storm Wéter Pemits at (213) 620-2095.

v Ifthe project involves a facility that is proposing to disbharge storm water associated with industrial activity (e.g.,
manufacturing, recycling and transportation facilities, etc.), the facility may be subject to the State Board's General
Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit. For further information, please contact:

Kristie Chung, Statewide General Industrial Storm Water Permits at (213) 620-2283.

v Ifthe proposed project involves requirements for new development and construction pertaining to municipal storm
water programs, please contact:

Dan Radulescu, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Los Angeles County at (213) 620-2038;
Jeff Mack, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Ventura County at (213) 620-2121.

v The proposed project also shall comply with the local regulations -associated with the applicable Reglonal Board
stormwater permit: .

Los Angeles County and Co-permittees:
NPDES No. CAS614001

Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 96-054.

Long Beach County and Co-permittees:
NPDES CAS004003
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 99-060.

Ventura County and Co-permittees:
NPDES No. CAS004002
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 00-108.

v if the proposed project involves any construction and/or groundwater dewatering to be discharged to surface
waters, the project may be subject to NPDES/Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:

Augustine Anijielo, General Permiiting and Special Projects Unit at (213) 576-6657(All Region 4 Watersheds).

v’ If the proposed project involves any construction and/or groundwater dewatering to be discharged to land or
groundwater, the project may be subject to Waste Discharge Requirements. For further lnfonnatiqn. please contact:

Kwang-il Lee, Non-Chapter 15 Unit, at (213) 620-2269 (All Region 4 Watersheds).

Revised : March 11, 2004
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Letter No. 2

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Q Los Angeles Region

Over 51 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties
Recipient of the 2001 Environmental Leadership Award from Keep California Beautiful

Terry Tamminen

Secretary for Arnold Schwarzenegger

Environmental 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Governor
Protection Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 - Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.govirwqchd
March 22, 2004
RECE
Mr. Jeff Hogan P EilvEg
; A LAN D
Associate Planner NING DIVIsiGn
City of Santa Clarita MAR 2 3 72y
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 " cot
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196 ANNING AND Bu g
CITY OF SANTA CLaping 25

Dear Mr. Jeff Hogan,

Re: CEQA Documentaiion for Project in the Santa Clara Watershed

Riverpark Project
Master Case Nos. 02-175
SCH # 2002091081

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the CEQA documentation for the above-
mentioned project. For your information a list of permitting requirements and Regional Board
Contacts is provided in Attachment A hereto.

The project site lies in the Santa Clara watershed that was listed as being impaired pursuant to
Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act. Impairments listed in reaches downstream from the
proposed project include nutrients and their effects, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic
pesticides. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board will be developing Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs) for the watershed, but the proposed project is expected to
proceed before applicable TMDLs are adopted. In the interim, the Regional Board must carefully
evaluate the potential impacts of new projects that may discharge to impaired waterbodies.

Our review of your documentation shows that it does not include information on how this project
will change the loading of these pollutants into the watershed. Please provide the following
additional information for both the construction and operational phases of the project.

©

¢ For each constituent listed above, please provide an estimate of the concentration (ppb)
and load (Ibs/day) from non-point and point source discharges.

o Estimates of the amount of additional runoff generated by the project during wet and dry
seasons.

o Estimate of the amount of increased or decreased percolation due to the project.

California Environmental Protection Agency

£
e Recycled Paper
Qur mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and fiture gencrations.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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Page 2 of 2 -2- March 22, 2004

¢ Estimates of the net change in cubic feet per second of groundwater and surface water

contributions under historic drought conditions (as compiled by local water purveyors, \
the Department of Water Resources, and others), and 10-year 50-year, and 100-year

flood conditions.

We are specifically concemned about the lack of quantitative estimates concerning cumulative
impacts of this project with other projects planned for the immediate vicinity within the decade.

Please indicate your organizations plans to predict project impacts, mitigate those impacts, and @
document the effects of the project to prevent long term deterioration of the aquatic habitat and
water quality in the Santa Clara River. |

If you have any questions please call me at (213) 576 6683.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Erickson
Associate Geologist, TMDL Unit
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

EE
Attachments (1)
cc.
State Clearinghouse
File
California Environmental Protection Agency
(49
&2 Recyeled Paper
Our mission is 1o preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
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ATTACHMENT A

i the proposed project will result in a dlscharge of dredge or fill into a surface water (including a dry streambed),
and is subject to a federal license or permit, the project may require a Section 401 Water Quallty Certification, or
waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:

Valerie Carillo Nonpoint Source Unit at (213) 576-6759

i the project mvolves inland disposal of nonhazardous contaminated solls and materials, the proposed pro;ect
* may be subject to Waste Discharge Requiremeénts. For further information, please contact:

Rodney Nelson, Landfills Unit, at (213) 620-6119
h kv thaite
v" _If the overall project area is larger than five acres, the proposed project may be subject to the State Board's General
‘ Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. For further information, please contact:
Tracy Woods, Statewide General Construction Acﬁvtty Storm Water Permits at (213) 620-2095.

v If the project involves a faelhty that is proposing to dlscharge storm water associated with industrial activity (e.g.,
 manufacturing, recycling and transportation faciliies, etc.), the facility may be subject to the State Board’s General
Induslnal Activities Storm Water Permit. For further information, please contact:

Kristie Chung, Statewide General Industrial Storm Water Permits at (213) 620-2283.

N the proposed project involves requitements for new development and construction pertaining to municipal storm
. water programs, please contact:

Dan Radulescu, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Los Angeles County at (213) 620-2038;
Jeff Mack, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Ventura County at (213) 620-2121.

v The proposed project also shall oomply with the local regulations assoctated thh the applicable Reglonal Board

stormwater permit:
. Los Angeles County-an QC__Q_-m ittees:

"~ NPDES No. CAS614001
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 96-054

Long Beach County and nittees: :
. NPDES CASOO4003 ‘ ‘ -
‘Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 99-060. .

" Ventura County and Co-permittees:
NPDES No. CAS004002
: Waste Dlschatge Requirements Order No. 00-1 08

v I the proposed project involves any construction and/or groundwater dewatering to be dischargad to surface
waters, the project may be subject to NPDES/Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:

-Augustine Anijielo, General Permiiﬁng and Special Projects Unit at (213) 576-6657(All Region 4 Watersheds).

v if the proposed project involves any construction and/or groundwater dewatering to be discharged to land or
groundwater, the project may be subject to Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:

Kwang-ll Lee, Ndn-Chapter 15 Unit, at '(213) 620-2269 (All Region 4 Watersheds).

Revised : March 11, 2004

Riverpark FEIR
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Letter No. 3

State of Califomia—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL
28648 The Old Road

Valencia, CA 91355

(661)294-5540

(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)

(800) 735-2922 (Voice)

i vV ED
April 6, 2004 R PELAISI‘T‘\IHES DIVISION
File No.: 540.10868.9367 APR 1 & 2004

PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

Mr. Jeff Hogan

Associate Planner

Impact Analysis Department
23920 Valencia Blvd.

Santa Clarita, Ca 90012

Dear Mr. Hogan:

This is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a draft Environmental Impact Report, dated March 3,
2004 for the Riverpark Project (02-175).

The proposed project will be located within the City of Santa Clarita. However, until an agreement is
made between the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles, this area will be within the
jurisdiction of the California Highway Patrol. Therefore, traffic enforcement, emergency incident
management, public service, assistance and accident investigation will be the responsibility of our agency.

|
&)

In reviewing this project, State Clearinghouse Number 2002091081, our concern is what effect this
projects will have on traffic. The project will increase traffic volume on Newhall Ranch Road, San
Fernando Road, Bouquet Canyon, Valencia Blvd., Magic Mountain Parkway and Mc Bean Parkway, all
of which connect to I-5 and or SR-14. The increased traffic will ultimately cause delays in emergency
response times. Additionally, we have great concern for the purposed additional roadways which would
necessitate additional resources and officers to provide traffic enforcement, emergency incident
management, public service, assistance and accident investigation. —_—

()

Lieutenant M. Odle will be our Department’s contact person for the project. If you have any questions or
concerns, he may be reached at the above address or telephone number.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this project.
Sincerely,
x0
(
E. CONLEY, Captain

Commander
Newhall Area

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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STATE OF CALIFQRNIA~BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HQUSING AGENCY

Letter No. 4

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

IGR/CEQA BRANCH RECEIVED
120 SO. SPRING ST. PLANNING DIVISION
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
PHONE (213) 897-6536 8 2004
FAX  (213)897-1337 APR 28 20
E-Mail:Ner. jani ca.
iiNersesYerjanian@dot.ca gov PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES Flex your power!
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA Be energy efficient!

Mr. Jeff Hogan

Planning Department

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA. 91355

RE: IGR/CEQA# 040301NY

DEIR/Riverpark Developement
SCH#2002091081
LA/14/28.08

April 21, 2004

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Riverpark Project (1,183 du + 40,000SF
Retail/Commercial).

Please reference the Department’s Traffic Impact Study Guideline on the Internet at
http://www.dot.ca. gov/hq/traffops/develonserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

Apply the equitable share responsibility formula on page 2 of Appendix B
(Methodology for Calculating Equitable Mitigation Measures) and set aside a
portion of Transportation Impact Fees generated for the future State Highway
improvement projects. The City may need to recalculate or establish an additional
fee for this purpose.

Construction of the proposed project in or adjacent to the Santa Clara River ought
to be coordinated with the construction of the Cross Valley Connector in order to
minimize temporary impacts to the river.

)

The discussion of the cumulative impacts needs to also include whether or not the
impacts are cumulatively considerable. If they are considered cumulatively
considerable, a discussion as to the magnitude of the impact associated with this
project based on the resource that is being cumulatively impacted is necessary.
Also a discussion on if the mitigation measures suggested by this project that
would possibly make these

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



()

e cumulative impacts less than significant within the region.

¢ The proposed nature reserve area should include corridor tunnels under adjacent
roadways to ensure connectivity with habitat north and south.

®)

If you have any questions regarding this response, please call the Project Engineer/Coordinator
Mr. Yerjanian at (213) 897-6536 and refer to IGR/CEQA 040301NY.

Sincerely, @ '
Cheryl J. Powe

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Regional Transportation Planning

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR

112-16 December 2004



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street
12th Floor
Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

t (213) 236-1800
f (213) 236-1825

www.scag.ca.gov

Officers:  President: Counciimember Bev Perry,
Brea » First Vice President: Counciimember Ron
Roberts, Temecuta » Second Vice President:
Supervisor Hank Kuiper, imperial County = Past
President:  Councilmember Ronald Bates,
Los Alamitos

Imperial County: Hank Kuiper, imperial County »
{o Shields, Brawley

Los Angeles County: Yvonne Brathwaite Burke,
Los Angeles County = Zev Yarosiavsky, Los Angeles
County « Harry Baldwin, San Gabriel » Paul
Bowten, Cerritos » Tony Cardenas, Los Angeles «
Margaret Clark, Rosemead » Gene Daniels,
Paramount « Mike Dispenza, Palmdale » judy
Bunlap, Inglewood ¢ Eric Garcetti, Los Angeles ¢
Wendy Greuel, los Angeles « frank Gurulé,
Cudahy = James Hahn, Los Angeles » Janice Hahr,
Los Angeles « Isadore Hall, Complon * Sandra
latobs, £1 Segundo « Tem LaBonge, Los Angeles «
Sonnie Lowenthal, Long Beach « Martin Ludlow,
Los Angeles « Keith McCarthy, Downey * Lleweliyn
Miller, Ctaremont = Cindy Miscikowski, Los
Angeles = Paul Nowatka, Tortance = Pam
’Connor, Santa Monica « Alex Padilia, Los
Angeles » Bernard Parks, Los Angeles = [an Perry,
Los Angeles = Beatrice Proo, Pico Rivera » Ed
Reyes, Los Angeles » Greig Smith, Los Angeles
Dick Stanford, Azusa » Tom Sykes, Walnut - Paut
Talbot, Alhambra « Sidney Tyler, Pasadena » Tonia
Reyes Uranga, Long Beath « Antonio Villaraigosa,
Los Angeles = Dennis Washburn, Calabasas » Jack
Weiss, los Angeles » Bob Yousefian, Glendale »
Dennis Zine. Los Angeles

Orange County: Chris Norby, Orange County «
Ronald Bates, Los Alamitos * Lou Bone, Tustin +
Art Brown, Buend Park « Richard Chavez, Anaheim
Debbie Cook, Huntington Beach » Cathryn
DeYoung, Laguna Niguel = Richard Dixon, Lake
torest = Alta Duke, La Palma « Bev Perry, Brea »
Tod Ridgeway, Newport Beach

Riverside County: Marion Ashley, Riverside
County « Thomas Buckley, Lake Elsinore « Bonnie
flickinger, Morena Valley » Ron Loveridge,
Riverside + Greg Pettis, Cathedral City » Ron
Rooerts, Temecula

San Bernardino County: Paul Biane, San
Bernardino County = Bill Alexander, Rancho
Cucamonga » Edward Burgnon, Town of Apple
Valley « Lawrence Dale, Barstow » Lee Ann Garcia,
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Gary Qvitt, Untavio * Deborah Roberison, Rialto
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Orange County Transportation Authority:
Charles Smith, Orange County

Riverside County Transportation Commission;
Robin Lowe, Hemet

Ventura County Transportation Commission: 8ill
Davis, Simi Vultey

D ronted on Reuledt epur S 4i9in

Letter No. 5

April 26, 2004 REcE
)
PLANN'NG D’V\Ig’OEN D
Mr. Jeff Hogan APi
Associate Planner R 28 2004
City of Santa Clarita PLANNING anp 8

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300

UILDING
eIty gr SANTA SERVICES
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196 CLARITA

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the RiverPark Project -
SCAG No. | 20040121

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the RiverPark Project
to SCAG for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant
projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional
plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a regional planning organization
pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is
intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the
attainment of regional goals and policies.

It is recognized that the proposed Project considers a Tentative Tract Map, Zone Change
and General Plan Amendment, Conditional Use Permit, Review and Oak Tree Permit for the
development of approximately 1,183 dwelling units. The proposed Project will be developed
on approximately 695 acres, and is located east of Bouquet Canyon Road and north of
Soledad Canyon Road in the City of Santa Clarita.

SCAG staff has evaluated the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the RiverPark Project
for consistency with the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) and Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). The Draft EIR does not include an analysis of project consistency
with relevant and applicable policies of SCAG’s RCPG and RTP, which were outlined in our
November 17, 2003 letter on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Draft EIR. . It would be
heipful if the Final EIR would provide a discussion and address the manner in which the
proposed Project is consistent with or detracts from the achievement of RCPG and RTP
policies. SCAG’s November 17, 2003 letter is attached for your information.

We expect the Final EIR to specifically cite the appropriate SCAG policies and address the
manner in which the Project is consistent with applicable core policies or supportive of
applicable ancillary policies. Please use our policy numbers to refer to them in your Draft EIR.
Also, we would encourage you to use a side-by-side comparison of SCAG policies with a
discussion of the consistency or support of the policy with the proposed Project.

- Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR, we are unable to determine whether the

Project is consistent with SCAG policies. If you have any questions, please contact me at (213)
236-1867. Thank you.

Sincerely,

. ﬁ ITH, AICP
enior Regiond! Planner

Intergovernmental Review

Attachment: SCAG Letter, November 17, 2003 ~ SCAG No. | 20030603

OO

Riverpark FEIR
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GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street
12th Floor
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90017-3435

t (213) 236-1800
f(213) 2361825
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November 17, 2003

Mr. Jeff Hogan

Associate Planner

City of Santa Clarita

Department of Planning and Building Services
23920 Valencia Boulevard

Santa Clarita, CA 93155

RE: Comments on the Revised Notice of Preparation for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Riverpark (Panhandle) Project -
SCAG No.l 20030603

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Thank you for submitting the Revised Notice of Preparation for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Riverpark (Panhandle) Project to SCAG for
review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant projects,
SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional
plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a regional planning
organization pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance
provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors
to take actions that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

We have reviewed the Revised Notice of Preparation, and have determined that
the proposed Project is regionally significant per California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). The proposed Project considers
the construction of more than 500 dwelling units. CEQA requires that EIRs discuss
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and the applicable general plans
and regional plans (Section 15125 [d]). If there are inconsistencies, an explanation
and rationalization for such inconsistencies should be provided.

Policies of SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional
Transportation Plan, which may be applicable to your project, are outlined in the
aftachment. We expect the DEIR to specifically cite the appropriate SCAG
policies and address the manner in which the Project is consistent with
applicable core policies or supportive of applicable ancillary policies. Please
use our policy numbers to refer to them in your DEIR. Also, we would
encourage you to use a side-by-side comparison of SCAG policies with a
discussion of the consistency or support of the policy with the Proposed
Project.

Please provide a minimum of 45 days for SCAG to review the DEIR when this
document is available. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments,
please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Intergovernmental Review

Riverpark FEIR
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November 17, 2003
‘ Mr. Jeff Hogan
Page 2

COMMENTS ON THE REVISED PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
RIVERPARK (PANHANDLE) PROJECT
SCAG NO. 1 20020494

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers a Tentative Tract Map, Zone Change and General Plan
Amendment, Conditional Use Permit, Review and Oak Tree Permit for the development
of approximately 1,183 dwelling units. The proposed Project will be developed on
approximately 695 acres, and is located east of Bouquet Canyon Road and north of
Soledad Canyon Road in the City of Santa Clarita.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
. Guide (RCPG) contains the following policies that are particularly applicable and should
be addressed in the Draft EIR for the Riverpark (Panhandle) Project.

3.01 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG
in all phases of implementation and review.

Regional Growth Forecasts

The Draft EIR should reflect the most current SCAG forecasts which are the 2001 RTP
(April 2001) Population, Household and Employment forecasts for the North Los Angeles
County Council of Governments (NLACOG) subregion and the City of Santa Clarita.
These forecasts are as follows:

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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November 17, 2003
Mr. Jeff Hogan
Page 3

3.03 The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transportation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the region’s growth
policies.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL
STANDARD OF LIVING ’

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend
less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and
that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to
stimulate the regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the

. following policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals
and does not infer regional interference with local land use powers. :

3.05 Encourage pattems of urban development and land use, which reduce costs on
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities.

3.09 Support local jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public
service delivery, and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and
the provision of services.

3.10  Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting
process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL
QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining
the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the

. following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and
does not allude to regional mandates.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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November 17, 2003
. Mr. Jeff Hogan
Page 4

3.12 Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions' programs aimed at designing
land uses which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for
roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled,
and create opportunities for residents to walk and bike.

3.14 Support local plans to increase density of future development located at strategic
points along the regional commuter rail, transit systems, and activity centers.

3.17 Support and encourage settlement pattems, which contain a range of urban
densities

3.18 Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental
impact.

3.19 SCAG shall support policies and actions that preserve open space areas identified
in local, state and federal plans.

3.20 Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge
. areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered
plants and animals.

3.21 Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites.

3.22 Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in
areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards.

3.23 Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures
aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and to
develop emergency response and recovery plans.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, POLITICAL,
AND CULTURAL EQUITY

The Growth Management Goal to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social
polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. The evaluation of the
proposed project in relation to the policy stated below is intended guide direction for the
. accomplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional mandates and interference with
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local land use powers.

3.24 Encourage efforts of local jurisdictions in the implementation of programs that
increase the supply and quality of housing and provide affordable housing as
evaluated in the Regional Housing Needs Assessment,

3.27  Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop
sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society, accessible
and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social
services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has goals, objectives, policies and
actions pertinent to this proposed project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility
with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development pattems, and
encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic,
. geographic and commercial limitations. Among the relevant goals, objectives, policies and
actions of the RTP are the following:

Core Reqional Transportation Plan Policies

4.01 Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s adopted Regional
Performance Indicators:

Mobility - Transportation Systems should meet the public need for improved
access, and for safe, comfortable, convenient, faster and economical movements
of people and goods.

Average Work Trip Travel Time in Minutes — 25 minutes (Auto)

PM Peak Freeway Travel Speed — 45 minutes (Transit)

PM Peak Non-Freeway Travel Speed

Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (Fwy)

Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (Non-Fwy)

Accessibility - Transportation system should ensure the ease with which
opportunities are reached. Transportation and land use measures should be
employed to ensure minimal time and cost.

o Work Opportunities within 45 Minutes door to door travel time (Mode Neutral)

e Average transit access time

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

November 17, 2003
Mr. Jeff Hogan
Page 6

Environment - Transportation system should sustain development and

preservation of the existing system and the environment. (Al Trips)

e CO, ROG, NOx, PM10, PM2.5 — Meet the applicable SIP Emission Budget and
the Transportation Conformity requirements

Reliability — Transportation system should have reasonable and dependable levels
of service by mode. (All Trips)

o Transit—63%

s Highway — 76%

Safety - Transportation systems should provide minimal accident, death and injury.
(All Trips)

o fFatalities Per Million Passenger Miles — 0

o Injury Accidents — 0

Equity/Environmental Justice - The benefits of transportation investments should

be equitably distributed among all ethnic, age and income groups. (All trips)

e By Income Groups Share of Net Benefits — Equitable Distribution of Benefits
among all iIncome Quintiles

Cost-Effectiveness - Maximize retumn on transportation investment (All Trips). Air
Quality, Mobility, Accessibility and Safety
o Retumn on Total Investment — Optimize retum on Transportation Investments

4.02 Transportation investments shall mitigate environmental impacts to an acceplable
level.

4.04 Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority.
4.16 Maintaining and operating the existing transportation system will be a priority over

expanding capacity.

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

The Air Quality Chapter core actions related to the proposed project includes:
)

5.07 Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source
rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulations can be

Riverpark FEIR
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assessed.

5.11 Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all
levels of govemment (regional, air basin, county, subregional:and local) consider
air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

OPEN SPACE CHAPTER ANCILLARY GOALS

Qutdoor Recreation

9.01  Provide adequate land resources to meet the outdoor recreation needs of the
present and future residents in the region and to promote tourism in the region.

9.02 Increase the accessibility to open space lands for outdoor recreation.

9.03 Promote self-sustaining regional recreation resources and facilities.

. Public Health and Safety

9.04  Maintain open space for adequate protection of lives and properties against
natural and man-made hazards.

9.05  Minimize potentially hazardous developments in hillsides, canyons, areas
susceptible to flooding, earthquakes, wildfire and other known hazards, and
areas with limited access for emergency equipment.

Resource Production

9.07  Maintain adequate viable resource production land, particularly lands devoted
to commercial agriculture and mining operations.

Resource Protection

9.08  Develop well-managed viable ecosystems or known habitats of rare, threatened
and endangered species, including wetlands.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

. The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two
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water quality goals: to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity
of the nation's water; and, to achieve and maintain water quality objectives that are
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters.

11.07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective,
feasible, and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater
discharges. Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater
should be addressed,

CONCLUSIONS

All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacts
associated with the proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as required
by CEQA.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) is a Joint Powers Agency established
under Califomia Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Council
of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO). SCAG’s mandated roles and responsibilities include the following:

SCAG is designated by the federal govemment as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated to
maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a Regional
Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 1 34, 49 U.S.C. '5301
et seq., 23 C.F.R. '450, and 49 C.F.R. '613. SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency,
and as such is responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP) under California Government Code Section 65080 and 65082 respectively.

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan,
pursuant to Califomia Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.S.C. '7504(a)
as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District.

SCAG is responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs to
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. '7506.

. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, SCAG is responsible for reviewing all Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section 65080 of the
Govermnment Code. SCAG must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the region.

SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-95 Review).

SCAG reviews, pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Environmental Impacts Reports of
projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans [California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Sections 15206 and 15125(b)).

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. '1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act), SCAG is the authorized
Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to Califomia Government
Code Section 65584(a).

SCAG is responsible (with the Association of Bay Area Govemments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments,
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Govemments) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste
Management Plan pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revised July 2001
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESQURCES AGENCY

Letter No. 6

ARMNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK

5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
PHONE (310) 589-3200

FAX {310) 589-3207

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

April 26, 2004 RECE!:!v*® 0D
PLANNING ivin
APR 30 .3
Jeff Hogan
Associate Planner , PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
City of Santa Clarita CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

23920 Valencia Boulevard
Santa Clarita, California 91355

Riverpark Revised Biology Section of the DEIR Comments
SCH# 2002091081

Dear Mr. Hogan:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) is concerned about the biological
resources on the project site and Santa Clara River watershed.

Western spadefoot toads
The Revised Biology Section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is being

circulated in response to the discovery of western spadefoot toads on the proposed project site.
Approximately 16 to 20 pairs of western spadefoot toads and many egg masses were discovered
in March 2004. They were discovered in three seasonal rainpools on the proposed project site.

The locations where the toads occur will be destroyed by the proposed development. The
development footprint was not changed at all upon the discovery of the toads on the proposed
project site. The development footprint should be reduced in size to accommodate and
preserve the toad habitat.

The proposed mitigation for the impacts to the toads is to create ponds in the undeveloped
portion of the proposed project site and transplant the toads to the created ponds. The
Revised Biology Section is deficient for failing to provide a detailed plan on the creation of the
toad habitat.

The design and creation of the habitat must be accomplished by an expert, who has done the
design and creation of numerous other functioning wetlands and vernal pools. The mitigation
ratio for the created habitat must be 2:1 at a minimum.

Before the toads are transplanted into the newly created pools, the water quality must be
surveyed and determined to be safe for the toads. The toads should only be transplanted
during the breeding season to ensure that the maximum number of toads are transplanted. For

®» & & ©

Riverpark FEIR

December 2004



Impact Sciences, Inc.

City of Santa Clarita

Riverpark Revised Biology Section
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the best results, the toads should be collected in two consecutive years prior to construction
activities taking place in existing occupied habitat,

Western spadefoot toads reach reproductive maturity at three years. One of the performance
criteria of the project must include the identification of tadpoles in the created habitat.
Tadpoles should especially be in the ponds between years three and four after transplantation.

Fairy shrimp

When the project site was originally surveyed for the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR), no seasonal pools were discovered. However in March 2004 and maybe in 2003, six
seasonal pools were detected on the project site. Three of those pools had a long enough |
duration to sustain western spadefoot toads. The Revised Biology Section states for the
federally endangered San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimps that they are not expected to occur
on the proposed project site because the “soils present on site are not suitable to support
vernal/seasonal pools.” Fairy shrimp and western spadefoot toads can co-occur in the same
ponds. Both fairy shrimp and spadefoot toads require water to remain in the ponds for a
similar duration of time.

The Revised Biology Section is deficient for failing to perform surveys, following U.s. Fish and
Wildlife Service protocols, for Riverside and San Diego fairy shrimp. These surveys for fairy
shrimp must be done during the 2005 ponding season before any construction occurs.

Open Space
To adequately mitigate the permanent loss of river adjacent habitat, the undeveloped open

space on the proposed project site must be dedicated to a park agency for management and
maintenance. To adequately maintain and protect the western spadefoot toad habitat and
open space, the funds for maintenance of the property should be raised through the

establishment of a Community Facilities District (CFD).

The Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to comment. Please direct any questions or
future documents to Susan Shanks of our staff at (310) 589-3200 ext. 124 and at the above
Ramirez Canyon Park address.

Sincerely,

JEROME C. DANIEL
Chairperson

ORQOIO
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Letter No. 7

LN California Regional Water Quality Control Board
V Los Angeles Region

Over 51 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties
Recipient of the 2001 Environmental Leadership Award from Keep California Beautiful

Terry Tamminen

Secretary for Arnold Schwarzenegger
Envxronm.ental 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Governor
Protection Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 - Intemnet Address: http://www.swrch.ca.govirwqchd
RE =iV ED
April 29, 2004 PLA NG DIVISION
(AR
Mr. Jeff Hogan, Associate Planner s A 4VICES
City of Santa Clarita PLANNING AN%,;;:\ALJMA
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 CiTY OF

Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
RIVERPARK PROJECT IN THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Thanks for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for Riverpark Project in the City of Santa Clarita. This letter summarizes our
comments on the draft program EIR.

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) is a State agency that
deals with water quality issues. Therefore, our review was limited to the sections on Water
Quality.

We have several comments on the Water Quality section and Water Quality Technical Report:

Section 4.8.1 Water Quality

Pg. 27 - Better site designs are very effective Best Management Practices (BMPs) in preventing
pollutants from entering storm and non-storm runoff. Please identify Better Site Design BMPs
that are relevant to the project.

Pg. 60 — To the extent possible, the City of Santa Clarita should be responsible for the
inspection and maintenance of post-construction BMPs for this project. Home Owners
Associations (HOA) are not always diligent in operating and maintaining BMPs. Also, the HOA
can dissolve or be transferred to another entity.

Pg. 60 - Please summarize inspection and maintenance schedule for the project BMPs on a
table format. -Also, if HOA ends up being responsible for operation and maintenance of project
BMPs, there needs to be a legal agreement to ensure implementation of this program. In
addition, the City of Santa Clarita must also conduct follow-up inspections on annual basis (at
minimum) to make sure that post-construction BMPs are being properly maintained.

Pg. 71, Table 4.8.1-11 — There should be some reduction in average annual runoff volume with
the implementation of BMPs. For example, biofilters such as swales should result in decrease
in runoff volumes due to evapotranspiration and infiltration.

®» & ©®

California Environmental Protection Agency

I
%2 Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources Jor the benefit of present and future generations.
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Draft Program EIR Review

Pg. 95 - Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No.
01-182) requires street sweeping twice a month for high traffic areas and no less than once a
year for low traffic areas. Please increase the street sweeping frequency from once a month to
twice a month for high traffic areas.

Appendix 4.8 Water Quality Technical Report

Pg. 4 - In accordance with the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit, the City of Santa Clarita must
periodically inspect the legibility of the catch basin stencil or label. Catch basins with illegible
stencils shall be recorded and re-stenciled or re-labeled within 180 days of inspection.

Pg. 6 — Common Area Drainage Facility Inspection and Cleaning must be performed per
schedule outlined on pg. 48 of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit.

Pg. 8 - The Los Angeles County SUSMP requires that runoff from approximately the 85"
percentile storm to be treated. This is equivalent to 0.75-inch storm event based on downtown
Los Angeles Rain gage. The Newhall Ranch area typically receives larger storms and more
overall rainfall than downtown Los Angeles. For sizing criteria, please use rainfall data from a
local rain gage. The Stormwater Management Model modeling analysis for the River Village
Project (Stormwater Quality Assessment and Water Quality Management Plan for the Newhall
Ranch Development, December 30, 2002) recommended a design storm depth of 1.15 inches
to achieve 80 percent capture and treatment of stormwater runoff.

Pg. 11 - Please include discussion on sizing criteria for flow-based BMP such as Biofiltration

Swales. Again, rainfall data from a local rain gage should be used for this analysis.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (213) 620-2093.

Sincerely,

Michael Yang, P.E.

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

Associate Water Resources Control Engineer

cc:
Michael Lauffer, State Water Resources Control Board

Bruce Fujimoto, State Water Resources Control Board

Eugene Bromley, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
Dan Lafferty, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

California Environmental Protection Agency

K 4%]
@ Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources Jfor the benefit of present and future generations.
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State of California - The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Covernor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
http://www.dfg.ca.gov

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201
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May 6, 2004
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BY FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL B)WER
Mr. Jeff Hogan
City of Santa Clarita

Department of Planning and Building Services
23920 Valencia Boulevard

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Fax No.: (661) 259-8125

Draft Environmental Impact Report and Revised Biology Section for the
Draft Environmental impact Report for the Riverpark Project
SCH # 2002091081, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Hogan:

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department
of Fish and Game's (Department) authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural
resources affected by the project (CEQA Section 15386) and pursuant to our authority as a
Responsible Agency under CEQA Section 15381 over those aspects of the proposed project that
come under the purview of the Califomia Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code Section
2050 et seq) and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.:

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed project includes
development of 695.4 acres of land for single and multi-family uses and commercial uses to
include 1,183 dwelling units, 40,000 square feet of commercial uses, a recreational trail system,
a 29-acre active/passive park, associated infrastructure and 442 acres of open space area
focusing around the Santa Clara River. The project would also include the extension of Newhall
Ranch Road including the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge over the Santa Clara
River to the Golden Valley Road/Soledad Canyon Road flyover. The project would include the
construction of a portion of Santa Clarita Parkway from Newhall Ranch Road south for
approximately 1,500 square feet. The project is located at the eastern terminus of Newhall
Ranch Road, east of Bouguet Canyon Road between Castaic Lake Water Agency property and
Soledad Canyon Road in the central part of the City of Santa Clarita.

The majority of the project site is undeveloped and supports 14 plant communities,
including riversidian sage scrub, inland holly-leaf cherry ecrub, mulefat scrub, southermn willow
scrub, southern riparian scrub, mixed oak and grass and riverwash. Areas within the project site
not supporting native vegetative communities are presently used and have been used historically

for agricultural purposes with some existing buildings, disturbed areas and areas reverting back
to ruderal and natural vegetative communities.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004



A5/P6/2084 11:57 8584674239 SCR SENIOR SFAF PAGE B3/B8

-Mr, Jeff Hogan-
May 6, 2004
Page 2

The Santa Clara River and several tributaries to the Santa Clara River are within the
proposed project site. The project proposes various construction activities within the Santa Clara
River inclyding bank protection and removal of riparian habitat and will be addressed through the
approved Natural Rivers Management Plan (NRMP). The Department’'s comments in this
response letter will focus on impacts to six Department jutisdictional drainages, tributaries to the
Santa Clara River which are not included within the NRMP.

- lmpacts to Biological Resources
1. Western Spadefoot - The revised biology section of the DEIR acknowledges the presence
of western spadefoot toad, a California Species of Special Concemn, within three of six
seasonal ponds on the project site, All of the breeding ponds for westem spadefoot are
proposed for removal by the project.

a.  The continual loss of western spadefoot habitat within the Santa Clarita
Valley, and Southern California as a whole, concems the Department. The
seasonal pools and associated uplands and floodplains habitats associated
with the species are often lost with project development. Mitigation
measures for this species are often experimental, and not always successful.
The recent discovery of western spadefoot on the project site, despite past
negative survey resulis for this species suggests the potential undocumented
loss of occupied habitat for this species in the Santa Clarita area. These
potential undocumented losses increase the importance of the known
populations on the project site. The preservation, avoidance and protection
of all existing seasonal pools which support or could support western
spadefoot should be accomplished on the project site.

b.  If the lead agency determines that avoidance of westemn spadefoot habitat is
not feasible, creation of breeding pools and protection of adjacent
unfragmented suitable upland habitat should be made a condition of project
approval. The Department recommends the creation of at least two to three
separate pools which are situated away from the developed footprint areas
and not subject to human disturbances such as artificial night lighting,
pollution, fuel management activities, etc. Human access to the pool should @
be discouraged with all proposed roads and recreational trails situated a
minimum of 150 feet from the pools as the egg and larval stages of western
spadefoot are susceptible to human disturbances such as collecting, and
disturbances to the sites from foot traffic, bicycles, dirt bikes, pets, etc.
Location of any created pool should be done in consultation with and
approved by the Department as a condition of lead agency approval of the
project.

¢.  The Department also recommends the relocation of the 16-foot wide
equestrian trail from the portion of the Santa Clara River near the Los
Angeles Aquaduct pipeline. This portion of the trail should be relocated
adjacent to the bike/pedestrian trail located further up the hillside. The
Department, in general, does not approve of equestrian trails within the 100-
year flood plain for a variety of reasons: especially when other options are
available. This particular section of the equestrian trail would come within
100 feet of areas cumently being proposed by the project proponent for
Spadefoot toad mitigation. Due o the size of the development, and the
specific habitat requirements of the Spadefoot toad, few areas are suitable

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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for mitigation. The Department requests the lead agency make the relocation
of the trail a condition of approval for the project. Without trail relocation the

Department may be unable to accept the mitigation measures for Spadefoot @
toad as adequate, and therefore meeting the lead agencies responsibilities

under CEQA Section 15021.

2. San Diego Black-tailed jackrabbit - The DEIR states that the San Diego black-tailed
. jackrabbit is common where it occurs in the region and abundant in coastal Orange County
and the high deserts of Los Angeles County; that displaced individuals of this jackrabbit @

species will disperse to remaining open space; and that individuals lost i.e. killed by the
project is expected to be low. This conclusion is difficult to draw since population
estimates were not submitted with the DEIR,

a.  ltis the Department’s opinion that the project will result in a cumulative
adverse impact to San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, a Califomnia Species of
Special Concem. This subspecies is localized within the coastal plains of
southem Califomia including the Santa Clara River Valley. These areas have
been and are continuing 1o be heavily developed and degraded. Jackrabbits
do not adapt well to habitat iosses and associated disturbances from human
proximity. These disturbances include, but are not limited to, increased
recreational uses, incursion of dogs and cats, shooting, homeless
encampments, etc. all of which may be prohibited through mitigation measure
but in reality are difficult to enforce. The assumption that displaced
jackrabbits will somehow survive by dispersing into remaining degraded open
areas of uncertain protected status does not meet the mitigation
requirements set forth and described under Section 15021 of CEQA.
Insufficient mitigation measure for this subspecies will further assist its
decline and may in the future cause more restrictive regulatory measures to
protect this resource. The Department recommends a more detailed
discussion in the EIR of the project related impacts to San Diego black-tailed
jackrabbit with a tangible habitat avoidance and/or preservation element.

(@)

3. Native Nesting Birds - Project impacts on nesting native birds should be evaiuated. The
proposed project will result in removal and/or disturbance of vegetation and ground
substrates and therefore has the potential to directly impact nesting native bird species.
a. Migratory nongame native bird species are protected by intemational treaty

under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act(MBTA) of 1918(50 C.F.R. Section
10.13). Sections 3503, 3603.5 and 3513 of the Califomia Fish and Game
Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and
other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA).

b. Proposed project activities (including disturbances to native and non-native

vegetation and man-made nesting substrates) should take place outside of the
breeding bird season which generally runs from March 1- September 1 (as
early as February 1 for raptors) to avoid take (including disturbances which
would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs and/or young).

Take means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue,
catch, capture or kill {Fish and Game Code Section 86).

& @ @

c If the project activities cannot feasibly avoid the breeding bird season, the
Department recommends that beginning thirty days prior to the disturbance of
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suitable nesting habitat the project proponent should arrange for weekly bird
surveys to detect any protected native birds in the habitat to be removed and
any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within
500 feet for raptors). The surveys should be conducted by & qualified biclogist
with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys. The surveys shouid
continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than
three days prior to the initiation of clearance/construction work. |If a protected

" native bird is found, the project proponent shouid delay all ¢learance/
construction disturbance activities in suitable nesting habitat or within 300 feet
of nesting habitat (within 500 feet for raptor nesting habitat) until August 31 or
continue the surveys in order to locate any nests. If an active nest is located,
clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest (within 500 feet for raptor
nests) shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged
and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting, Limits of
construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field with flagging
and stakes or construction fencing. Censtruction personnel should be
instructed on the sensitivity of the area, The project proponent should record
the results of the recommended protective measures described above to
document compliance with applicable State and federal laws pertaining to the
protection of native birds,

()

Impacts to Botanical Resources

1. Sage Scrub Habitat - The DEIR states that the proposed project will result in the loss of
22.6 acres of planted sage scrub and 76.3 acres of Riversidian sage scrub and that the
loss of these vegetative communities would not be considered significant. The biclogical
mitigation section in the DEIR does not discuss mitigation for loss of sage scrub habitat.

a. Portions of the proposed project site are included by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service as proposed critical habitat for the coastal Califomia gnatcatcher
(CGC). Proposed loss of habitat for CGC should be considered a significant
cumulative impact as this species has been observed in several locations
within the Santa Clarita area on private lands which have been or are
proposed for development.

b. Itis not clear in the DEIR if the planted sage scrub area to be developed was
planted as mitigation for loss of this plant community for a previous project,
Continued loss of habitat for CGC from development and human induced
wildfire within and near areas designated as and/or considered for critical
habitat does not favor the recovery of this species, Sage scrub habitat on the
project site should be avoided and where infeasible preserved at an off site
location or as a last resort, created within protected undeveloped areas on the
project site.

2. Holly-leafed Cherry - Table 4.6-4 of the DEIR states that 8.3 acres of holly-leafed cherry
will be temporarily impacted by the proposed project and 2.9 acres will be permanently
impacted for a total of 11.2 acres impacted out of & total of 12.9 acres on the project site,
a. The Department considers holly-leafed cherry woodland a declining vegetative

community the loss of which would be considered a significant adverse impact
to wildlife habitat. This vegetative community is being systematically
eliminated and/or degraded within the Santa Ciara River watershed by

® & ® &
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development. It is unclear what temporary impacts to this plant community
entails other than the removal of individuals and replanting of this species
which will still result in an unacceptable impact to this resourca. All holiy-
leafed cherry habitat should be avoided by project activities. Any project
activity which may further result in additional loss of holly-leafed cherry habitat
by facilitating future road projects or other developments in adjacent off site
areas should be redesigned to avoid these impacts.

Sensitive Botanical Species - The DEIR states that additional field surveys shall be
conducted to minimize direct losses to Parmy’s {arkspur, slender mariposa lity and

Plummer's mariposa lily. Identified plants discovered within the project footprint shall be
removed and replanted onto cut slopes or other appropriate habitats. The DEIR further

indicates that Resource Management and Monitoring Plan (RMMP) including the

PAGE @&/@2

management, monitoring, success criteria and adaptive management guidelines for the @

mitigation of impacts to these species shall also be identified at a future time before
grading permits are issued for the project.

a. The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage,
and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or
endangered plant species. Depariment studies have shown that these efforts
are experimental in nature and largely unsuccessful.

b. The Depariment recommends conducting comprehensive focused survey for
special status plant species early in the project planning stage so that surveys
may be done at optimum times of the year and during a year/s of ample
rainfall to maximize detection. If special status species are found then project
plans may be drawn to avoid these resources on the site and avoid the
necessity of relocation as a mitigation proposal.

c. If avoidance is not feasible the Department recommends the acquisition (at a
minimum of a 2:1 mitigation ratio) and protection in perpetuity of habitat
supporting the target species. Acquisition should occur at an area which has
equai or superior habitat values for impacted species. Relocation of sensitive
plant species should only be proposed as a last resort when avoidance has
been demonstrated to be infeasible. All relocation plans including methods,
monitoring and success criteria in the RMMP should be included in the EIR for
public review for adequacy. If the RMMP is not disclosed during the public
comment period for the proposed project, recommended measures by
reviewing parties to address deficiencies need not be considered by the lead
agency which is not in the best interest of assuring successful mitigation
goals. The RMMP should be approved by the Department as a condition for
project approval by the lead agency.

d. In order to assure for any tangible mitigation the EIR should discuss land

acquisition and protection in perpetuity for sensitive plant species as a backup
to the proposed relocation plan if relocation efforts have shown to fail years
later. A security should be estahlished in the amount necessary for said land
acquisition which can be drawn upon in the event that relocation measures fail
for sensitive plant species. This subsequent measure to assure for successful
mitigation should be made a condition of project approval. Please contact Ms,
Mary Meyer, Plant Ecologist, at (805) 640-8019 to discuss further.

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004
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Impacts to Riparian Resources

1. Department Jurisdictional Drainages - The proposed project will result in the loss (filling
in) of six tributary drainages to the Santa Clara River and that an amendment or variance
to the Natural Rivers Management Plan will be implemented to mitigate for loss of riparian
resources, .

a. The Department would prefer that the proposed project be redesigned to avoid
the destruction of jurisdictional drainages. All drainages should be avoided
and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve their value to on-site
and off-site wildlife populations.

b. Because the above referenced drainages are outside the NRMP planning area

the Department will requires a separate Streambed Alteration Agreement

(SAA), pursuant to Section 1600 et seq, of the Fish and Game Code, with the

applicant prior to any direct or indire¢t impact (including preliminary

geotechnical activities) of any Department jurisdictional streambed, bank or

channel or associated riparian resources. The Department’s issuance of a

SAA is considered a project that is subject to CEQA. To facilitate our

issuance of the Agreement, the Depariment as a responsible agency under

CEQA may consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) document for the

project. To minimize additional requirements by the Department under CEQA

the document should fully identify the potential impacts to any, stream or

riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring

and reporting commitments for issuance of the Agreement. Mitigation ratios

for the permanent loss of jurisdictional drainages are generally calculated at a

5:1 ratio. Early consultation is recommended, since modification of the

proposed project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and

wildlife resources.

2. Impacts to Mature Cottonwoods - Following a 3/12/04 site tour by Department staff it was
the Department's understanding that bank protection was proposed to be pulled farther
back out of the Santa Clara drainage although the NRMP had authorized the bank
stabilization to encroach farther into the drainage at this location.

a.  Ailthough pulling back bank stabilization reduces impacts to the Santa Clara
River bed, the result of doing so at the described location will result in the
loss of several mature cottonwood trees. The Department recommends
pulling back the bank protection farther back to avoid destruction of these @
trees. Riparian woodlands along the Santa Clara are vital to nesting raptors
and other bird species and provide important shading which helps to retain
soil moisture for a multitude of wildlife species. As groundwater within the
region continues to drop, establishing a riparian canopy along the river may
become increasingly difficult with mitigation plantings being more dependent
on supplemental water until their root system develops deep enough to tap
into the water table. It is best to leave established mature trees along the

river in place as these trees are continuing to survive changing conditicns
and past drought cycles.

Riverpark FEIR
§ jiences, Inc.
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In cbncl,usion, the Department recommends that the abave concerns are addressed prior to
lead agency approval of the proposed project. Mitigation suggestions should be made a
condition of project approval by the lead agency.

Thank you for this epportunity to provide comment. Questions regarding this letter and
. further coordination on these issues should be directed to Mr. Scott Hamis, Associate Wildlife
Biologist, at (626) 797-3170.

-~ Sincerely,

C. F. Réysbrook
Regional Manager

ce: Ms. Morgan Wehtje, Camarilio
Ms. Temi Dickerson, Laguna Niguel
Mr. Scott Harris, Mission Hills
Ms. Mary Meyer, Ojai
CFR-Chron; HCP-Chron
Department of Fish and Game

State Clearinghouse
Sacramento

SPH:sph
sphams\RiverparkDEIR, doc
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1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998
Telephone: [562) 6997411, FAX: (562) 699-5422
www.lacsd.org

Mr. Jeff Hogan, Associate Planner
City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

Dear Mr. Hogan:

COUNTY

Letter No. 9

SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

JAMES F. STAHL
Chief Engineer and General Manager

March 16, 2004
File No.  31-150.10.26

RECE |y
PLANNING mv:scgND

MAR 13 2004
PLANNING AND BUILOING seayices

CITY OF 3ANTA CLARITA

Notice of Completion/Availability on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
Riverpark Project

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received the above referenced

Notice of Comp]etlon/Availabilitsy on March 3, 2004. Regarding solid waste management for the above-
a

mentioned project in the City of

nta Clarita, the Districts offer the following comments:

Section 4.9, Solid Waste Disposal, Part 3, Existing Conditions, Subpart D, Landfill Expansion
and Development Plans, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report currently states the following
in reference to the status of the Puente Hills Landfill: “in the process of applying for expansion in
order to provide additional capacity.” The Draft Environmental Impact Report should be updated
with the current tonnage limits and landfill life imﬁ)\?sed by the current conditional use permit for
the Puente Hills Landfill, which became effective November 1, 2003. Please note the following:
the conditional use permit for the Puente Hills Landfill authorizes the disposal of a maximum of
13,200 tons per day. Typically, the landfill closes early due to this permit-imposed tonnage
restriction. Sisposal operations will continue under the conditional use permit until October 31,
2013, at which time the site will stop accepting waste for disposal. Permitted capacity and other
information are detailed in the enclosed fact sheet.

In addition to the Puente Hills Landfill, the Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility will also be
available to the proposed project. The Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility is’scheduled to
begin operating in September 2004. The facility is permitted to accept 4,400 tons per day and
24,000 tons per week of municipal solid waste. Permitted capacity and other information are
detailed in the enclosed fact sheet, It is likely that the Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility
will start operating at 2,000 tons per day and, as market demand necessitates, will ultimately
increase to full capacity.

If you have any questions re%rlding these comments, please contact the undersigned at the above

listed telephone number, extension 2

Very truly yours,
James F, Stahl_

yeviag

Supervising Engineer
Planning Section

JDK:MV:eg

Enclosures
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FACT SHEET
L ANNING AND BUILDAG SERVCES
Laig AND BULDIKS SEN PUENTE HILLS LANDFILL
LOCATION: 2800 South Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601

Immediately southeast of the intersection of the San Gabriel Valley (I-605)
Freeway and the Pomona (SR-60) Freeway, in unincorporated Los Angeles
County.

PROJECT

DESCRIPTION: The 1365-acre Puente Hills Landfill site is owned and operated by the Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) in compliance with
federal, state and local standards. With the exception of certain holidays, the site
is open to the public six days a week (Monday through Saturday) from 6:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m. The Puente Hills Landfill operates under a local land use permiit that
is valid through October 31, 2013. The permit allows the landfill to accept a
maximum of 13,200 tons of refuse per day.

The landfill operation is designed to eliminate or minimize any potential impacts
on nearby residents. Refuse accepted for disposal is compacted by crawler
tractors and compactors. Refuse is covered at the end of each workday with a
combination of soil and various alternate daily cover materials, such as green
waste, thermodegradable film, and foam. Various specific measures are
employed to control potential nuisances due to noise, odor, litter, dust, and
vectors and to minimize landfill traffic impacts and overall visual impacts.

BACKGROUND: The site was first permitted as a privately owned landfill in 1957. In 1970, the
Sanitation Districts purchased the site and took over operation of the landfill.
Puente Hills Landfill accepts only non-hazardous solid and inert waste; the
disposal of hazardous or liquid waste is not allowed. More than 101 million tons
of refuse have been disposed of at the site.

Puente Hills Landfill operates in compliance with the following permits and
requirements:

¢ Conditional Use Permit No. 02-027-(4) granted by the County Planning
Commission on December 18, 2002.

» Solid Waste Facilities Permit (No. 19-AA-053) issued by the County of
Los Angeles - Department of Health Services on July 11, 2003.

e Wastel Discharge Requirements (Order No. 90-046, 91-035, 93-062,
93-070, 94-103, and 99-059) issued by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region.

Revised November 2003

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



¢ Dust and Litter Control. Control of dust and litter is carried out on a
continuous basis. Water trucks spray the access roads and excavation
areas to control dust from truck traffic and landfill operations. Litter is
controlled by litter fences and by the daily application of cover material.
Sanitation Districts’ employees routinely police the area for litter and
debris. The Sanitation Districts enacted an ordinance, which requires
vehicles using Puente Hills Landfill to cover their loads or pay an
additional surcharge and be cited. Following three citations for
uncovered loads, the customer faces suspension of disposal privileges.
This ordinance acts as a deterrent to the littering of roadways on and off
the Sanitation Districts’ property.

e Odor Control. The Sanitation Districts have implemented several
measures to control odors originating from incoming wastes, including,
but not limited to, the use of wind machines or fans to dilute and disperse
odors, the use of odor masking or neutralizing agents to reduce-odors,
and the rejection of odorous loads, where appropriate.

e Neighborhood Response. The Sanitation Districts have established a 24
hours a day neighborhood hotline (562) 692-5628, which allows
residents to relate any landfill concems to the Sanitation Districts.
Sanitation Districts’ personnel follow a standard procedure to investigate
each concern and implement appropriate corrective actions, if necessary.

o Illegally Deposited Wastes. The Sanitation Districts and the County of
Los Angeles - Department of Health Services monitor the disposal area
on a continuous basis for illegally deposited hazardous, toxic or
infectious wastes. All vehicles entering the site are screened for
radioactive materials as they pass through the weigh scales. The
Sanitation Districts have also instituted a load checking program
consisting of a random selection of at least seven loads each day for a
thorough search. If illegal wastes are found, they are transferred to
appropriate off-site disposal facilities. The hauler whose load contained
the illegal waste is charged for proper disposal and, for repeated
violations, faces suspension of disposal privileges. Equipment operators,
as well as inspectors, stationed in the active disposal area are frained to
identify hazardous waste. This program acts as a strong deterrent to
illegal disposal of wastes at the Puente Hills Landfill.

e Landscape and Irrigation System. Finished slopes of the landfill are
landscaped, and irrigation systems are installed. Additional landscaping
and irrigation systems will be installed as landfill operations progress.
The Sanitation Districts have worked actively with surrounding
communities to develop appropriate landscaping.

Revised November 2003

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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PUENTE HILLS MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY
FACT SHEET

LOCATION: The Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) is located at 2808 Workman Mill
Road, Whittier, California 90601. This location is approximately 14 miles east of
downtown Los Angeles southeast of the intersection of the Pomona Freeway (SR-60) and
the San Gabriel River Freeway (I-605) as shown in the attached map.

PROJECT
DESCRIPTION; The Puente Hills MRF will be owned and operated by the County Sanitation Districts of

Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts). The purpose of the Puente Hills MRF is to
recover recyclable materials from commercial waste and to provide for the efficient
transfer of the residual waste to permitted landfills for proper disposal. No waste or
recyclables will be disposed of at the site.

The project is located on approximately 25 acres and comprises the processing building,
administrative offices, scales, parking and maintenance areas. The processing building
will be approximately 215,000 square feet is area and will be approximately 55 feet tall.
Waste will be delivered to the processing building in collection trucks, which will
discharge their loads inside of the enclosed building. Recyclable materials including
various grades of paper and plastic will be recovered through a combination of manual
and mechanical methods. Residual waste will be placed into large capacity trailers for
transfer to permitted landfills. Initially, residual waste from the Puente Hills MRF will be
directly hauled to landfills in trucks. By 2009, residual waste from the Puente Hills MRF
will be delivered to rail yards for transfer to remote landfills via rail (waste-by-rail).

BACKGROUND: The Puente Hills MRF is currently under construction with scheduled completion by late
2004. The facility is permitted to accept 4,400 tons per day and 24,000 tons pet week of
municipal solid waste. The disposal of liquid or hazardous waste will not be allowed.

PERMITS: The Puente Hills MRF will be operated in compliance with the following permits, as well
as other applicable technical permits:

»  Conditional Use Permit (CUP No. 92-251(4)) issued by the Los Angles County
Board of Supervisors

*  Oak Tree Permit (No. 92-251(4)) issued by the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors.

*  Solid Waste Facilities Permit (No. 19-AA-1043) issued by the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services.

ENVIRONMENTAL

CONTROL

FEATURES: The Sanitation Districts will employ several environmental control systems to eliminate
or reduce to minimal levels potential impacts on the environment and surrounding areas.
These measures include:

* Dust and Litter Control. The Puente Hills MRF will be designed and operated to
minimize the creation, emission, and accurnulation of excessive dust, particulates,
and litter. Measures to control dust at the Puente Hills MRF will include a water
misting system inside the facility to remove dust and particulates from the air.
Additionally, the site will be checked for litter and the parking lots, access roads and
the site entrance will be swept daily to remove dirt, dust and litter. The Sanitation
Districts will require all customers using the facility to cover their loads in order to
reduce litter.

Last Updated: August 4, 2003

Riverpark FEIR

Impact Sciences, Inc.
December 2004

112-16



dVIA NOLLYD0T1 3lIS

AN Au15

£

;o
LT

deyy jeuojbay

FENIR

S

JYW STUH 31N3Nd

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

Riverpark FEIR

December 2004



Letter No. 10

WATER
RECLAMATION

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

sk Y

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 ‘ ' JAMES F. STAHL
Telephone: (562) 699-7411, FAX: [562) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org

March 29, 2004

File No: 26-00.04-00 RECEIVE
PLANNING DIVISION

. MAR 3 1 2004
Mr. Jeff Hogan, Associate Planner
Planning & Building Services Department PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
City of Santa Clarita Liit Gr SANIA GLARITA
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53425, Master Case No. 02-175, Riverpark Project

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on March 3, 2004. The proposed development is
located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 26. We offer the following updated
information regarding sewerage service:

1. The Districts’ 24-inch diameter Bouquet Canyon Relief Trunk Sewer, located in Bouquet Canyon
Road, conveyed a peak flow of 6.4 million gallons per day (mgd) when last measured in 2003.

2. A 9 mgd expansion of the Valencia Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) (one of the two WRPs in the
Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System (SCVISS)) will be completed in late-2004. The
SCVISS currently processes an average flow of 18.1 mgd.

OO

If you have any questions, please contact the undefsigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,
James F. Stahl

Ruth I. Frazen
Engineering Technician

Planning & Property Management Section
RIF:rf

327355.1
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Letter No. 11

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT
RECE

I VE
1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE PLANNING DIVISION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 8904330 MAY 03 2004

PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

F
F

IRE CHIEF
ORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

April 23, 2004

Jeff Hogan, Associate Planner

City of Santa Clarita

Department of Planning and Building Services
23620 Valencia Boulevard

Santa Clarita, CA 93155

Dear Mr. Hogan:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE RIVERPARK PROJECT (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
NO. 2002091081) — “SANTA CLARITA” (EIR #1947/2004)

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Riverpark Project has been reviewed by the Planning
Division, Land Development Unit, and Forestry Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The
following are their comments: ’

PLANNING DIVISION: :

Figure 4.13-1, Fire Station Locations, depicts the locations of two fire stations incorrectly. Fire Station 126 is
shown much closer to the project site than its true location, although its address is given correctly in the text. It is
about 1.35 miles from the intersection of Bouquet Canyon and Newhall Ranch Roads. The location shown for
Fire Station 124 is the former temporary site. The new permanent location is at 25870 Hemingway Avenue,
Stevenson Ranch, approximately % mile to the north.

It should be noted that the response distances quoted are to the nearest major intersection, not to the center of the
development. Additional travel distance/time would be required to reach Areas A, B, C, and D.

Section 4.13.4.d, Operational Impacts, says that “The Fire Department serves the site from Station 111.” It is
incorrect to say that any particular station serves a site. As stated in Section 4.13.3a, while Station 111 is the
closest existing fire station, many stations would respond to a major incident such as a structure fire or a brush
fire. Moreover, the crew of Fire Station 111 may not be available when an incident occurs at the project site.

In the same section, the statement that a fire station site is not required within this development is attributed to a
fire prevention inspector. This statement was made in an email from Debbie Aguirre, Supervising Analyst, on
June 13, 2003.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT/GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:

The following comments regarding this project are in addition to the conditions that were detailed in the letter

dated November 12, 2002. (EIR #1517/2002) (See enclosed copy of letter).

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

@& @ ® O

AGOURA HILLS BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA SIGNAL HILL

ARTESIA CALABASAS  DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES ~ SOUTH EL MONTE

AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE

BALDWIN PARK  CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER  PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES ~ TEMPLE CITY

BELL CLAREMONT  GARDENA INGLEWCOD LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ~ ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS  COMMERCE  GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD

BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE ~ LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE
WHITTIER
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Mr. Jeff Hogan
April 23, 2004
Page 2

roads shall have an unobstructed vertical clearance clear-to-sky. Oak trees overhanging fire access roads shall be

Access roads shall be maintained with a minimum of ten (10) feet of brush clearance on each side. Fire access
maintained to provide a vertical clearance of 13 feet, 6 inches. @

COMMERCIAL:

Development may require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch residual pressure
for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire flows will be based on the size of buildings, their relationship to other
structures, property lines, and types of construction used. Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet
the following requirements:

L. No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a public fire
hydrant.

2. No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly spaced public
fire hydrant.

3. Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.

4, When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet on a commercial street, hydrants shall be required at the
corner and mid-block.

5. A cul-de-sac shall not be more than 500 feet in length when serving land zoned for commercial
use.

6. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided at the end of a cul-de-sac.

Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in length and at the
end of all cul-de-sacs. All on-site driveways shall provide a minimum unobstructed width of 28 feet, clear-to-sky.
The on-site driveway is to be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of any building.
Driveway width for commercial developments shall be increased when any of the following conditions will exist:

Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the centerline of the road. A @

1. Provide 28 feet in width when a building has three or more stories, or is more than 35 feet in
height above access level. The height of the building is measured from the lowest point of access
to the height of the eaves. Also, for using fire truck ladders, the centerline of the access roadway
shall be located parallel to, and within 30 feet of an exterior wall on one side of the proposed

structure.

2. Provide 34 feet in width when parallel parking is allowed on one side of the access
roadway/driveway. Preference is that such parking is not adjacent to the structure.

3. Provide 42 feet in width when parallel parking is allowed on each side of the access
roadway/driveway.

4, Any access way less than 34 feet in width shall be labeled “Fire Lane” on the final recording
map, and final building plans.

5. For streets or driveways with parking restrictions: The entrance to the street/driveway and

intermittent spacing distances of 150 feet shall be posted with Fire Department approved signs
stating “NO PARKING ~ FIRE LANE” in three-inch high letters. Driveway labeling is
necessary to ensure access for Fire Department use.

Should any questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please contact Inspector Marvin
Dorsey at (323) 890-4243.

Riverpark FEIR
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Mr. Jeff Hogan
April 23, 2004
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FORESTRY DIVISION:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division include erosion
control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance.

The loss of Oak tree habitat should be mitigated for pursuant to the provisions of the City of Santa Clarita’s Oak
Tree Ordinance. In order to limit the threat of wildfire, the use of native/low fuel volume plants should be
mandatory in the landscape plan for this project. The proposed project contains an SEA (Significant Ecological
Area). Creative environmental design to protect and preserve this sensitive area is recommended.

This property is located within the area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone or Fire Zone 4. The development of this project must comply with all Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone code and ordinance requirements for fuel modification.

As required by Section 1117.2.1 of the County of Los Angeles Fire Code, a fuel modification plan, a landscape
plan, and an irrigation plan shall be submitted with any subdivision of land or prior to any new construction,
remodeling, modification or reconstruction where such activities increase the square footage of the existing
structure by at least 50% within a 12-month period and where said structure or subdivision is located within an
area designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or within Fire Zone 4.

A fuel modification plan, a landscape plan, and an irrigation plan shall be developed and approved prior to
construction. Said plans shall be reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry
Division. Specific questions regarding fuel modification requirements should be directed to the Fuel Modification
Office at (626) 969-5205.

The remaining statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division have
been addressed. However, careful consideration to the long-term significant cumulative impacts of this project

should be considered for future development in the City of Santa Clarita.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours,

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16
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DAVID R. LEININGER, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BUREAU
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ENCLOSURE

(323) 890-4330

November 12, 2002

Julie Berger, Project Planner
Impact Sciences, Inc.

30343 Canwood Street, Suite 210
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Ms. Berger:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE RIVER PARK PROJECT, 1,009 DWELLING UNITS, “SANTA CLARITA”

(EIR #1517/2002)

The Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed River
Park Project has been reviewed by the Planning Section, Land Development Unit, and Forestry
Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Deparmment. The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

The information about fire protection service appearing in the Sand Canyon Joint Venture
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which you faxed us on 11/22/02, is still largely valid.
Some additions and clarifications are noted below.

* New Fire Station 126 is now in operation. (The first paragraph on Page 4.13-4 speaks of it
in the furure). It is temporarily located at 27400 Tourney Rd., Valencia, CA 91355 until
Spring, 2003, when the permanen: fire station will be opened on Citrus Street at Magic
Mountain Parkway. Fire Station 126 is staffed by a 4-person engine company. Fire
Station 73 now has one 3-person engine company as well as the truck company. All other
stations’ resources in the Santa Clarita Valley are the same as they were at the time of the
Sand Canyon Joint Venture EIR. Station 124 has been relocated to 25870 Hemingway

Avenue, Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381.

Riverpark FEIR
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Julie Berger, Project Planner
November 12, 2002
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e The terms “first alarm fire response” (in the Summary) and “primary fire protection
service” (Page 4.13-2) are undefined and should be avoided. Different kinds of incidents
receive different numbers and types of response units in the first alarm. It is not quite
accurate to identify specific stations as the ones that will “serve” the project site. The
closest available District response units are dispatched as needed to an incident anywhere
within the District’s territory. It is more accurate to identify certain stations as the closest,
and, therefore, most likely to respond to an incident at the site.

e The information you provided on funding methods of service expansion to new
development is correct. Please note that the developer fee is calculated to cover the full
cost of equipment as well as construction and land for new stations (Page 4.13-4). This
fee, or an in-lieu donation, constitutes mitigation in full of growth impacts.

The jurisdictional station for this project is Station 111. It is approximately 0.6 miles or 1.7
minutes from the intersection of Bouquet Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch Road. Dependent
upon access and estimated response times, the Fire Department may require a site within this
tract for fire station at the east-end of their project to adequately protect this tract and the
surrounding community. The Fire Department has an existing need for an additional fire
station in this area, and this project would exacerbate this need. We would need a detailed
map showing the location of proposed land uses and existing and proposed roads to calculate
response distances/times from existing stations for a full analysis of impacts.

Nationally recognized response time targets for urban areas are five minutes for a basic life
support unit (¢.g., engine company) and eight minutes for an advanced life support unit (e.g.,
paramedic squad). The Fire Department is currently meeting these standards. The average
response time in the City of Santa Clarita during 2001 was 5 minutes, 40 seconds. It should be
noted that the city encompasses rural and undeveloped areas as well as urban areas,

Any development would increase service demand on the existing fire protection resources in
the general area. Additional manpower, equipment, and facilities are needed in the area now.
Mitigation of this increase in service would be met through the City of Santa Clarita’s
developer fee program for fire protection facilities and equipment, if access and response times
to the east end of the project are found to be adequate.

The Fire Department does not compute ratios of firefighters to residents or building area.

Riverpark FEIR
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Julie Berger, Project Planner
November 12, 2002
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LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT -- GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:

The proposed development may necessitate multiple ingress/egress access for the circulation of
traffic, and emergency response issues. The Department may condition future development to
provide additional means of access. The development of this project must comply with all
applicable code and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows

and hydrants.

This property is located within the area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as a Fire
Zone 4, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). All applicable fire code and
ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, brush

clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met.

Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be addressed at the
building fire plan check. There may be additional fire and life safety requirements during this

time.

Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access
roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than the prescribed width, unobstructed,
clear-to-sky. The roadway shall be extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior
walls when measured by an unobstructed route around the exterior of the building.

When a bridge is required, to be used as part of a fire access road, it shall be coastructed and
maintained in accordance with nationally recognized standards and designed for a live load

sufficient to carry a minimum of 75,000 pounds.

The maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 15% except where the topography makes it
impractical to keep within such grade, and then an absolute maximum of 20% will be allowed
for up to 150 feet in distance. The average maximum allowed grade, including topography
difficulties, shall be no more than 17%. Grade breaks shall not exceed 10% in 10 feet,

When involved with a subdivision, Fire Department requirements for access, fire flows and
hydrants are addressed during the subdivision tentative map stage.

Fire sprinkler systems are required in some residential and most commercial occupancies. For
those occupancies not requiring fire sprinkler systems, it is strongly suggested that fire
sprinkler systems be installed. This will reduce potential fire and life losses. Systems are now
technically and economically feasible for residential use.

Riverpark FEIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. P!
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Julie Berger, Project Planner
November 12, 2002
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HIGH-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL:

Development may require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square
inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire flows will be based on the size
of the buildings, their relationship to other structures, property lines, and types of construction
used. Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet the following requirements:

1. No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a
public fire hydrant.

2. No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly
spaced fire hydrant.

When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet, hydrants will be required at the comner and
mid-block.

(93]

4, Additional hydrants will be required if the hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.

Turning radii shall not be less than 42 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the
centerline of the road. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all
driveways exceeding 150 feet in length and at the end of all cul-de-sacs. When serving land
zoned for residential uses having a density of more than four units per net acre:

1. A cul-de-sac shall be a minimum of 34 feet in width and shall not be more than 700 feet
in length.
2. The length of the cul-de-sac may be increased to 1,000 feet if a minimum of 36 feet in

width is provided.
3. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided at the end of a cul-de-sac.

All on-site driveways shall provide a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet, clear-to-sky.
The on-site driveway is to be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first
story of any building. The 26-feet width does not allow for parking, and shall be designated as
a “Fire Lane,” and have appropriate signage. The 26 feet in width shall be increased to:

1. Provide 34 feet in width when parallel parking is allowed on one side of the access
way.

Riverpark FEIR
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November 12, 2002
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2. Provide 36 feet in width when parallel parking is allowed on both sides of the access
way.

3. Any access way less than 34 feet in width shall be labeled “Fire Lane” on the final

recording map, and final building plans.

4. For streets or driveways with parking restrictions: The entrance to the street/driveway
and intermittent spacing distances of 1350 feet shall be posted with Fire Department
approved signs stating “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE” in three-inch high letters.
Driveway labeling is necessary to ensure access for Fire Department use,

SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING UNITS:

Single-family detached homes shall require a fire flow of 1,250 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch residual pressure for a two-hour duration. Fire hydrant spacing shall
be 600 feet and shall meet the following requirements:

1. No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 450 feet via vehicular access from a
public fire hydrant.

2. No portion of a structure should be placed on a lot where it exceeds 750 feet via
vehicular access from a properly spaced public fire hydrant.

3. When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 450 feet on a residential street, hydrants shall be
required at the corner and mid-block.

4, Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.

Fire Department access shall be provided to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls
of the first story of any single unit. If exceeding 150 feet, provide 20-feet, paved width
“Private Driveway/Fire Lane” to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the
unit. Fire Lanes serving 3-4 units shall be increased to 24 feet in width, and if serving 5 or
more units, the Fire Lane shall be increased to 26 feet. A Fire Department approved turning
area shall be provided for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in length and at the end of all cul-
de-sacs. Streets or driveways within the development shall be provided with the following:

L. Provide 36 feet in width on all collector streets and those streets where parking is
allowed on both sides.

Riverpark FEIR
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Julie Berger, Project Planner
November 12, 2002
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2. Provide 34 feet in width on cul-de-sacs up to 700 feet in length. This allows parking on
both sides of the street.

Provide 36 feet in width on cul-de-sacs from 701 to 1,000 feet in length. This allows
parking on both sides of the street,

w

4, For streets or driveways with parking restrictions: The entrance to the street/driveway
and intermittent spacing distances of 150 feet shali be posted with Fire Department
approved signs stating “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE” in three-inch high letters.
Driveway labeling is necessary to ensure access for Fire Department use.

5. Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at
the centerline of the road.

6. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided, at the end of a driveway of
300 feet or more in length.

IMITED DEVICE TES ETC.):
All access devices and gates shall meet the following requirements:

1. Any single gate used for ingress and egress shall be a minimum of 26 feet in width,
clear-to-sky.

2. Any gate used for a single direction of travel, used in conjunction with another gate,
used for travel in the opposite direction, (split gates) shall have a minimum width of 20

feet each, clear-to-sky.

3. Gates and/or control devices shall be positioned a minimum of 50 feet from a public
right-of-way, and shall be provided with a turnaround having a minimum of 32 feet of
turning radius. If an intercom system is used, the 50 feet shall be measured from the
right-of-way to the intercom control device.

4, All limited access devices shall be of a type approved by the Fire Department.

5. Gate plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department, prior to installation. These plans
shall show all locations, widths and details of the proposed gates.

Riverpark FEIR
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TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES:

All proposals for traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps, traffic circles, roundabouts,
etc.) shall be submitted to the Fire Department for review, prior to implementation.

Should any questions arise regarding design and construction, and/or water and access, please
contact Inspector J. Scott Greenelsh at (323) 890-42335.

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel
modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and
cultural resources and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas should

be addressed.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours,

%M%\g -

DAVID R. LEININGER, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BUREAU

DRL:Ic
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Letter No. 12

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
JAMES A. NOYES, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100
www.ladpw.org ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460
IN REPLY PLEASE
REFERTOFILE:  \AfM-4
April 29, 2004 RECEIVED

PLANNING DIVISION
APR 20 2004

Mr. Jeff Hogan PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
: NING AN 1L
Associate Planner CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

Dear Mr. Hogan:

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF COMPLETION/AVAILABILITY
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

RIVER PARK PROJECT

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the subject document, which we
received on March 9, 2004, The project proposes to develop 6 parcels of land into
439 single-family lots, 744 multifamily units, 2 commercial lots, a private street,
recreation, a water quality basin, a park, river trail, bridge, open space, and Santa Clara
River lots. The 695.4 acre project site is located at the terminus of Newhall Ranch
Road, east of Bouquet Canyon Road between the Castaic Lake Water Agency property
and Soledad Canyon Road in the City of Santa Clarita. We have reviewed the submittal
and offer the following comments:

Environmental Programs

Section 4.2, “Flood,” should address the foliowing. All development projects which fall
into one of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) project types,
characteristics, or activities, must obtain SUSMP approval by the appropriate agency.

©

Section 4.9, “Solid Waste Disposal,” should address the following. Table 4.9-1 of the
Environmental impact Report (EIR), regarding existing landfill capacities based on the
County's 1997 Countywide Siting Element, is outdated and contains incorrect
information. The EIR section should be revised using the County’s 2002 Annual Report
Countywide Siting Element Assessment update.

)

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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Notwithstanding, as projected in the 1997 Countywide Siting Element, approved by a
majority of the cities in the County of Los Angeles with a majority of the population and
by the County Board of Supervisors, a shortfall in permitted daily landfill capacity may
be experienced in the County within the next few years. The development activities
associated with the proposed project and the postdevelopment operation over the life of
the proposed project will increase the generation of solid waste and negatively impact
the solid waste management infrastructure in the County. Therefore, in addition to the
mitigation measures included in Section 4.9, mitigation measures to divert solid waste
for this project should include, but are not limited to:

* Implementation of requirements to divert at least 50 percent of construction
debris from the landfills.

¢ Implementation of the City's “curbside residential and commercial recycling” for
inhabitants after project build-out.

» Implementation of the City’s “yard-trimming recycling” for inhabitants after project
build-out.

- —_

Moreover, the existing hazardous waste management (HWM) infrastructure in this
County is inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated. The
proposed project may generate household hazardous waste, which could adversely
impact existing HWM infrastructure. This issue should be addressed and mitigation
measures provided.

Section 4.15, "Human Made Hazards,” should address the foliowing. Should any
operation within the subject project include the construction, installation, modification, or
removal of underground storage tanks, our Environmental Programs Division must be
contacted for required approvals and operating permits. If any excavated soil is
contaminated by or classified as hazardous waste by an appropriate agency, the soil
must be appropriately managed and disposed.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Wilson Fong at (626) 458-3581.

Flood Maintenance

The project site is in an area close to a soft-bottom channel, storm drain, and catch
basins maintained by Public Works.

()

& @ @O
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Page I-2 of the introduction mentions the different types of water quality improvements
and Best Management Practices that will be included as part of the project. Water
quality detention basins and grassy swales have the potential to become vector
breeding grounds if not designed to drain within 72 hours. For more specific
information, we suggest the developer contact the appropriate vector control agency for
the project area. Also, detention basins and grassy swales have the potential to be
classified a riparian habitat area. Once the plans and specifications have been
prepared, we will be able to provide more specific comments to the project. At that
time, maintenance responsibility will have to be determined for each water quality

improvement.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jerry Burke at (626) 458-4114.

Geotechnical and Materials Engineering

The proposed project will not have significant environmental effects from a geology and
soils standpoint, provided the appropriate ordinances and codes are followed. The
project is located within a mapped potentially liquefiable area, per the State of California
Seismic Hazard Zone Map, Mint Canyon Quadrangle. However, a liquefaction analysis
is not warranted at this time. Detailed liquefaction analyses, conforming to the
requirements of the State of California Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 117, must be conducted at the tentative map and/or grading/building plan

stages.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Amir M. Alam at (626) 458-4925.

Land Development

Hydrology, SUSMP, Sewer, and Water Review

A drainage concept/SUSMP report is required to assess drainage and SUSMP impacts
and to determine appropriate mitigation. We recommend that this report not be
approved until Public Works has reviewed and approved the drainage concept/SUSMP
report. We also recommend that a copy of the drainage concept/SUSMP report, once
approved, be included in the environmental document.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) shall require a sewer area study be
submitted to determine if the proposed and existing sewerage system within the City of
Santa Clarita servicing this project have adequate capacity to accept all tributary area
sewer discharges. This tributary area shall include, but not be limited to, the proposed

Riverpark FEIR
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flows from the project site and tributary flows from adjacent city areas and, if applicable,
all other tributary areas beyond the City’s boundaries. The sewer area study shall be
approved by the City and/or agencies having jurisdiction of the tributary area. If the
system is found to have insufficient capacity, upgrade of the proposed and existing
sewerage system is required to the satisfaction of all affected agencies. In addition, the
sewer deficiencies shall be addressed in the final environmental documents.

Per the DEIR, Section Xlll Utilities (g): The proposed project may create a need for
local or regional water supplies. Further analysis is required in the EIR.

Pursuant to recent legislation related to Senate Bill 221 and Senate Bill 610, the DEIR
shall address the adequacy of the regional water supply to ensure availability of water
for the new development without adversely affecting existing users. The document shall
provide for review the water supply assessment and water supply verification from water
purveyors of the project. We recommend the assessment and verification from water
purveyors be addressed prior to certification of the DEIR.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Timothy Chen at (626) 458-4921.
Transportation Planning

The proposed project will not have any significant impacts on County of Los Angeles
highways.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Hubert Seto at (626) 458-4349.

Programs Development’

Section 4.12-12 states that when the bike trail is completed, it will “provide an integral
link with existing and planned regional trails within the County of Los Angeles, including
the San Francisquito Creek Trail and the Pacific Crest Trail in eastern Santa Clarita
Valley.” The County of Los Angeles does not currently operate and maintain any bike
paths, lanes, or routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Would this project benefit
the County’s network of bike trails?

Section 4.12-27 states that “new residents of the proposed project are expected to use
the City of Santa Clarita’s and the County’s existing and proposed trail systems in the

Santa Clarita Valley area as they are constructed.” What existing County trails are
referred to here? —

Riverpark FEIR
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Who will pay for construction of the bike trails, lanes, and/or routes?

Who will fund the on-going maintenance of the bike trails, lanes, and or routes?

All bike paths, lanes, and/or routes must conform to the standards set forth in
Chapter 1000 of the State of California Department of Transportation Highway Design
Manual.

All plans pertaining to bikeways (preliminary and final} must be reviewed and
concurrence must be given by the Public Works' Bikeway Coordinator who can be
reached at (626) 458-3941.

Increasing the extent of bike paths within the County of Los Angeles is a main goal as it
increases our vast network of already existing trails.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Richard Yribe at (626) 458-3919.

Traffic and Lighting

In order to complete our review, the following should be included in the traffic study:

+ The County’s methodology should be used when evaluating the County and/or
County/city intersections. The study should address the cumulative impacts
generated by this and nearby developments and include a Level of Service
analysis for the affected intersections. If traffic signals or other mitigation
measures are warranted at the affected intersections, the developer should
determine its proportionate share of traffic signal or other mitigation costs.
A copy of our Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines is enclosed.

o The traffic analysis should include a scenario in which the Newhall Ranch
Road/Golden Valley Road extension is not completed. For this scenario, the
following intersection shall be added to the study as alternate routes may be
used. "It should be noted that as indicated in the County’s Traffic Impact
Analysis Report Guidelines, building permits for the project will be withheld until
assumed transportation circulation improvements are in place.

Golden State (I-5) Freeway SB Ramps at Valencia Boulevard

* The traffic count data sheets and the Intersection Capacity Utilization calculation
sheets for the County and/or County/city intersections.

® @EE

=)

@)
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« The latest revision of the tentative tract map for the project showing site access
points and internal circulation.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Jennifer Frary of our Traffic Studies
Section at (626) 300-4792.

Waterworks & Sewer Maintenance

Waterworks

The proposed project is not within any of the County of Los Angeles Waterworks
Districts and, therefore, no comments are offered.

Sewer Maintenance

The Waterworks & Sewer Maintenance Division is responsible for the operation and
maintenance of the local sewers within the unincorporated area of the County of
Los Angeles. Therefore, the entire project will be required to be annexed to the
Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District. This will be in addition to County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County’s requirements. The EIR should discuss the collection
and disposal of the wastewater that would be generated by the proposed project.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. May Hong at (626) 300-3322.

Watershed Management

San Gabriel River/Santa Clara Watersheds

The proposed project should include investigation of watershed management
opportunities to maximize capture of local rainfall on the project site, eliminate
incremental increases in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to
capture contaminants originating from the project site.

On pages ES-4, ES-5, and ES-22, the notion that less sediment to the Santa Clara
River is an environmental benefit has not been established. In fact, downstream
erosion may worsen and beaches may become depleted of sand. We suggest
considering debris carrying systems or open drainage conveyances to reduce the

number or size of debris basins.
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Runoff increases from a developed site since there are less permeable surfaces and |
landscape irrigation increases. In particular, smaller storms that would have been fully
absorbed on site now contribute incremental increases to surface runoff. Groundwater |
is not recharged at the same rate. We suggest using permeable hard surfaces Tor |
driveways, patios, and parking lots. We also suggest that bank lining not be
impermeable. For example, ungrouted rip rap is not a water-tight, sealed material.

GEED

The project will be subject to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements. Best Management Practices and SUSMPs will be required for the
project. We suggest that water quality basins be designed to percolate as much runoff
as possible. At the same time, provisions must be taken to safeguard ground water
quality. We also suggest that land designated as a significant ecological area and land
within the river corridor not be disturbed or destroyed.

®)

If you have any questions please contact Mr. Bruce Hamamoto at (626) 458-5918.
Water Quality

The proposed project should fully assess and incorporate all appropriate Best
Management Practices to enhance quality of urban runoff and stormwater. The project
shall comply with all the requirements of the NPDES Municipal Storm Water Permit
issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board to the County of
Los Angeles and local agencies, including, but not limited to, Parts IV.D. and IV.E.,
Development Planning and Development Construction.

The following should be reviewed to assure your project is in compliance with the

NPDES Permit.

o The NPDES Municipal Storm Water Permit can be viewed on the web at
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwacb4/htmi/programs/stormwater/la_ms4 _final/FinalPermit. pdf

e The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan Manual can be viewed or
downloaded from the web at hitp://www.ladpw.org/wmd/npdes/table contents.cfm

e The 2002 list of Impaired Water Bodies can be found on the web at
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/docs/2002reg4 303dlist.pdf.

Coastal Los Angeles County and the Upper Santa Clara River Watershed are in
Region 4. The Antelope Valley area of Los Angeles County is in Region 6B.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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¢ More information on Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) can be found on the
following web sites:  http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdi/tmdl.html and also at
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwgcb4/html/meetings/tmdl/tmdl.html. @

¢ Handbooks that can offer a better understanding of Best Management Practices
can be viewed or downloaded from the web at http://www.cabmphandbooks.net/

If your project is located within an incorporated city, please contact your local Building
and Safety Office for requirements specific to your project.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Frank Kuo at (626) 458-4350.

If you have any questions regarding the environmental review process of Public Works,
please contact Ms. Massie Munroe at (626) 458-4359.

Very truly yours,

JAMES A. NOYES
Director of Public Works

OD H. KUBOMOTO
Assistant Deputy Director
Watershed Management Division

MM:kk

D:\EIR372_River Park Project.doc
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introduction

The County of Los Angeles Depart'ment of Public Works has established the foliowiné
Guidelines for the preparation of Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) reports. The purpose of

‘these Guidelines is to establish procedures to ensure consistency of analysis and the
_adequacy of information presented and timely review by County staff, Itis strongly
- recommended that the applicant's traffic engineer consult with County staff before

beginning the study to establish the scope and basic'assumptions of the study and any .
deviations from these" Guidelines to avoid unnecessary- delays or revisions.
For.assistance in the TIA scoping process, the Traffic and Lighting Division,
Traffic Studies Unit, can be contacted at (626) 458-59089.

B T R T P

. -Requirements

- Generally, the Department staff is concerned with adverse impacts on traffic if:

1. _«Traffic generated by a project considered alone or cumulatively with
other related projects, whe'n added to existing traffic volumes,
exceeds ‘eertain.capacity thresholds -of an-intersection or roadway, T

_ .- and alters its residential character. - -

——eentributeste-an-unacceptabledevetof service (tOS); orexacarbates—————— -
an existing congested condition. s e

2,4+ Rudlectoenerated affc nterferes with the exdsting traffic flow (e.g., due

‘to the location of access roads, driveways, and parking facilities).

‘3. Proposed access locations do not provide for adequaie safety

(e.g., due to limited visibility on curving roadways)

4. Nonresidential uses generate commuter or truck traffic through a

residential area. ) :

5. Project generated traffic significantly increases on a residential strest

A traffic report must be prepared by a registered Civil or
Traffic Engineer. A traffic report is generally needed if a project
generates over 500 trips per day or -where other possible
adverse impacts as discussed in the Analysis and Impact Section
(see page 4) of these Guidelines are identified. Before a full review is
conducted, the County staff will check the completeness of the TiAreport
using the attached check list (Exhibit A). If the report is missing any of
the check list items, it will be returned for revision.

7 Riverpark FEIR
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. TIA Report Contents
A. Project Description
The following information is required:”

""1. A description of the project, including those factors which-quantify
traffic generators, e.g., dwelling units, square feet of office space,
persons to be employed, restaurant seats, acres of raw land, etc.-
Forresidential developments, the description should indicate the type

of residence, (e.g., one ievel or townhouse condominiums, and if its
use is for families..adults or retirees).

2. Aplotptan showing proposed driveways, streets, internal circulation,
and any new parkmg facxh’ues on the pro;ect site. -

.

3. Avxcmlty map showmg the site focation and tne‘studyareaTelatrve{p i —

othertransportatlon systems.” 7 -~

4 A brlef history.of thie pro;ects that are’ part ofthe phased Master Plan
~“or a'parent tract/parcel map.

B. Transportation Clrculatlpn Setting
The following informatien Is required:
1 éxistfng and Propaosed Site Uses
Adescription of fhé permitted and/or propo's'ed uses ofthe project site

. ______ intermsofthe various zoning and land use categories of the County,

and the status and the usage of any facilities currently existingonthe =~
site, '

2. Existing and Proposed Roadways and Intersections

Adescription of existing streets and roadways, both within the project
site (if any) and in the surrounding area. Include information on the
roadway classifications (per the Highway Plan), the number oflanes
and roadway widths, signalized intersections, separate turn lanes
and the signal phases for turning movements.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
112-16

December 2004



Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines
Page 3

Existing daily directional and peak-hour through and turning traffic - i
volumes on the roadways surrounding and/or logically associated with

the project site, including Secondary and Major highways and

-freeways. Local streets affected by the project should also be shown.
Eachreportshallinclude appendices providing count data used in the

- preparation of the report. The source and date of the traffic volume

information shall be indicated. Count data should notbe overone year .

old. Since peak volumes vary considerably, a ten percent daily

variation is not uncommon, especially on recreational routes or

-~ roadways near shopping centers; therefore, representative peak-hour
volumes are to be chosen carefully

All assumed roadways and intersections or any other transportation

- circulation” improvements ‘must be identified arid discussed.

‘The discussion should include the scope and the status-of the

- assumed improvements including the construction schedule and
___financing plan. It should be noted that all assumed roadways and

mtersectlons orany ¢ other transportation circulation improvements will

_be made a condltlon of approval forthe pro;ect tobein place priorto

i Hhe |ssuance of buxldlng perrmts 1f assumed lmprovements donotget

pou f"buﬂt on tlme due td an unforeseeable condition; traffic conditions for
* adifferent assumed hlghway network or other mitigation measures will
" be considered if a traffic study is submitted with a different assumed
network or other measures are recommended to mitigate the traffic
lmpact in question.

C. Analysis and Impact

The following information is required:

. ___ . 1. Trip Generation Analysis™™ =~ T -

Tabulate the estimated number of daily trips and a.m. and p.m.
peak-hour trips generated by the proposed project entering and
-exiting the site. Trip generation factors and source are to be included.
The trip generation rates contained in the latest edition of the Institute
of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation manual should generally

be used, exceptin the case of condominiums/townhomes when the
- following rates should be used per unit:

iverpark FEIR
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AM.-Peak P.M.-Peak

ADT Outgoing/lncoming : Outgoing/Incoming

- Condominiums/ | 80 |. 048005 - -0.26/0.47
Townhomes

There may be a trip reduction due to internal and/or pass-by. trips.
Internal trip reduction can only be applied for mixed-use types of .
developments and pass-by trip reduction for retail/commercial types of
developments. Internal or pass-by trip reduction assumptions will
require . analytical - support based on verifiable actual similar

- developments to demonstrate how the figures were derived and will
require approval by the County.

2. Trip Distr bution

e VU TSERNRS CT m e T o

N ;Di_a”grg__'rgs‘s_@'c_)yvir}g“the percentages and volumes of the project and
“is: .~ -NEATDY Project’ m. and p.m. peak-hour trips logically distributed on
: system, must be .provided, . The .Regional .Daily Trip

- 'f,__Di,sﬁltfibytioﬁ._T‘Facto'_rs,(Exhi_bit D-3) contained in-the -Congestion
. Management Program (CMP) Land Use Analysis Guidelines shall be

" referenced for regional trip distribution assumptions. Ifitis assumed
that new routes will alter traffic patterns, adequate backup including

traffic distribution maps must be provided showing how and why these
routes will alter traffic patterns. - :

The study area should include arterial highways, freeways,
andintersections generally within a one-mile radius of the project site.

Note: This distance mzﬁ/—be greater than one-mile for rurai areas'deoendinq
on the proximity to nearby signalized Intersections and the availability of

master plan access routes.

.3. Related Projects List -

Alistof related projects that are apprc}ximately within a one-and-a-haif
mile radius of the project site and would reasonably be expected to be
in place by the project's build out year must be included in the report.
Related projects shall include all pending, approved, recorded,

or constructed projects that are not occupied at the time of the existing
traffic counts.

Riverpark FEIR
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. LOS Anaiysis .

The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (DRP)
and other public agencies (if necessary) should be contacted to obtain
the latest listings. Atable and amap showing the status, project/zone
change/conditional use permit/parcel map/tract number, and the
location of each project must be provided. For a computer printout of
the listing of all filed projects within the County, Land Development

Management Section ofthe DRP, at (21 3) 974-6481 can be contacted.

If it appears that the project's generated traffic alone or together with
other projects in the area could worsen the LOS of an intersection or
roadway, a "before" and "after" LOS analysis is necessary.
The intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) or Critical Movement

,Ana!yms are two methods often used to assess emstnng and future LOS

at lntersec’uons

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

o Ifthe ICU planning method is used, a maximum of 1,600 vehicles per

_ .. hour perlane should be used (2,880 vehicles per hour should be used
o fi fordual left- ium lanes) and aten percentyellow clearance cycle should
‘be mcluded Intersection LOS analysis and calculation work sheets,

as well as diagrams showing turning volumes shall be included in the
report for the followmg traff' ic condmons

,'_,.?'(av) ,,Exlstlng traffi ic;

(b) .. Existing traffic plus ambient growth to the year the prOJect
- will be completed (preproject);
(c) Trafficin (b) plus project traffic:
(d) Traffic in (c) with the proposed mitigation measures
(if necessary);

~. (e) Traffic in (c) plus the cumulative traffic of other known_ ___

developments; and

(f) Traffic in (e) with the proposed mitigation measures
- (if necessary).

The project's impact on two-lane roadways should also be analyzed for
all of the above traffic conditions if those two-lane roadways are used
foraccess. LOS service analysis contained in the Highway Capacity
Analysis, Chapter 8, Two-Lane Highways, should be used to evaluate
the project's impact. For simplified analysis, use the established
significant impact thresholds for two-lane roadways as shown on

. page 7.
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5. Sianificant Imnaet Threshold -

_For intersections, the impact is considered significant if the project
related increase in the volume to capaouty v/c) ratio equals or exceeds

the threshold shown below. .

INTERSECT!ONS

" Preproject -
Project /C Increase
LOS Vic |
C. 0.71100.80 .0.04 or more
D 0.81100.90 0.02 or more
__— CEIF 0.810r morem o 0.01 or more )

B prepro;ect condltnons SR

N

The pro;ect is deemed to have a sngmfoant lmpact on two-lane
e roadways when itadds’ the followmg percentages based on LOS ofthe

TWO-LANE ROADWAYS

Percentaées Idcrease in Passenger
Car Per Hour (PCPH) by Project
Preproject LOS
_ | Directional | Total Ca_;_:aelty c D EIE
e w e ——— |- Split _(P,CPH) o
50/50. . 2,800 4 2 1
80/40 2,650 4 2 1
70/30 2,500 4 2 1
80/20 2,300 4 2 17
90/10 2,100 4 2 1
100/0 2,000 4 2 1

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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8. ‘Analysis Discussion

Discuss conclusions regarding the adverse impacts caused by the
proposed project on the roadway system. If the cumulative traffic

impact of this and other projects require mitigation measures, suchas -
traffic signals, then estimate the percent share using the project percent

share formula given in the Section 11t D of the TIA Guidelines. When the
proposed project and other nearby developments are expected to
significantly impact adjacent roadways, the developer may be required
to enter into a secured agreement to contribute to a benefit district to
fund major roadway and bridge improvements in the region.

Also, for all recommendations to increase the number of travel lanes on
a street or at an intersectiori as a mitigation measure, the report must

clearly identify the impacts associated with such a change such as

whether or not additional right of way will be required and whetheritis

-feasible to acquire the right of way based on the level of development ‘
of the adjacent land and bunlqus (If anv)

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

- Discuss other possible adverselmpacts ontraﬁ' iC. Exampies ofthese
are: (1) the limited  Visibility of access points on curved roadways; -
- (2)the; need for pavement WIdenmg to provide left-tiirn and right-turn

lanes at access points mto the proposed prOJect (3) the impact of
increased traffic volumes ‘on ocal residential streets; and (4) the need

- forroad realignment to i 1mprove sight distance,

Projects which propose to amend the County's General Plan. Land Use.

and substantially increase potential traffic generation must providean

. analysis of the project at current planned land use versus proposed

land use in the build out condition for the projectarea. The purpose of

_suchanalysisis to provide decision makers with the understanding of
_the planned circulation network's ability to accommodate additional .

traffic generation caused by the proposed General Plan Land Use
_amendments. _

. Tfaffic Models and Model 'Generated TIA’'s"

Computerized traffic models are planning tools used to develop future
traffic projections based on development growth patterns.
The Department currently operates two traffic models, one for the
Santa Clarita Valley and another for the Ventura Corridor area.
The Department can test proposed development project trafficimpacts
for the public in these areas for a fee. For assistance in the traffic

modeling, the Planning Division, Transportation Planning/Assessments
Section, can be contacted at (626) 458-4351.

Riverpark FEIR
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For TIA's prepared using data from outside traffic modeliﬁg,
the following information is required:
1. Thetype of n;lodeling software used to generate the traffic
analysis.report data (i.e., TRANPLAN, EMME/2, etc.).
2." The list of land use assumptions by traffic analysis zones
.. {TAZ's) and their sources used in the traffic model in fieu of
a related projects list. '
"~ 3. Acopy of the computerized roadway network assumed to
be in place at the time of the project. Streets should be .
color-coded by street type. Also, TAZ's and their
corresponding centroidal connectors, as well as number of
. lanes should be displayed. - ' o
4T THEliStof tHp generationTates Used imthe trafficTnodel and- -
their sources. - :
© 5, ~ Modet runs_(plots) identifying both the with and without
. Project scenarios. The volumes. displayed on the plots
~ should be in 100's for Average Daily Vehicle Trips (ADT)
and 10's for peak-hour plots. ~ - ' _
E. Traffic Signals
‘The folloWing informatibn is required:
_ Traffic signél warrantanalysis using the State of California'De'partment
Lol ' “of Transportant_ioin ;_(Ealtrans) Peak-Hour (Figures 9-8 and -9-9 of- - -
' ’ " Caltrans Traffic Manual) and Estimated Average Daily (Figure 9-4 of =~~~
Caltrans Traffic Manual) Traffic Warrant Analysis should be provided.
Ifthe installation of signals is warranted with the addition of the project's
traffic, then the installation will be the sole responsibility of the project.
If itis warranted with cumulative traffic of the projectand otherrelated
projects, the following formula should be used to calculate the project
percent share. ' ‘
Project Percentage Share = ____ Project Traffic
. Project+Other Related Projects Traffic
Impact Sciences, Inc. Roverpark FEIR
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The project percent share should be based on the peak-hour volumes

‘that warrant signals. If both peak hours satisfy the installation of

signals, the average of the two peak hour volumes should be used}i in
“'the percent share analysrs ’

F. MitiQation"Measure‘s.

The following information is required.

Identify feasible mitigation measures which would mitigate the project

and/or other related projects' significant impacts to a level of

insignificance. Also, identify those mitigation measures which will be

rmplemented by others. Those mitigation measures that are assumed
to be implemented by others will be made a condition of approval for
the project to be, in p!ace prior to issuance of building permits.
. Mitigation measures may mclude ‘butare not limited to, the following:

. *«fo’éffé"’Eﬁ’g‘iﬁ"'éerin‘g“"Te“eﬁ‘ﬁigﬁé‘s;'ﬁ:—;, Ll

P Ry g B A S
h”‘Locate e Lpoints _to optrm

W—‘ 19
e potential configts o ’;"‘

b. Design parking facilities to avord queumg mto public
- streefs during peak ¢ arrlval periods.
¢ Provrde aadxtlonal off-street parking.

MY

.vrsrbllrty and

srght dlstance at intersections and drrveways
e ~Signalize or modify traffic ‘'signals at intersections.
- f. Installleft-turn phasing and/or multiple turning lanes to
_ accommodate particularly heavy turning movements.
L - g. Widen-the pavement to provide left- or right-turn
R " lanestolessenthe interference with the traffic flow.! - - -
-"h. Widenintersection approaches to provide additional
capacity.
I Prohibit left turns to and from the proposed
development
j. Restrict on-street parkmg durmg peak hours to
' mcrease street capacity. !

© 2, . Contribute to & benefit dlstrrct to fund major capital
l_r_n_o_r_o__wz_r_n_enie :

1 Physrcal roadway 1mprovements to improve capacrty should be consrdered before considering
parking restrictions.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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a. Construct a grade separation.

Improve or construct alternate routes.

c. Complete . proposed routes shown on the
Los Angeles Highway Plan.- ‘

d. Improve freeway interchanges (bridge, widening,
modifications, and etc.). '

o

3. Transportation System Management (TSM)
. Techniques? : _ .

‘a. Establish flexible working hours.
b, Encourage employee use of carpools and public
~ transportation (specific . measures must ‘be
., indicated)y T
7'c, Establish preferential parking for carpools. _
d. "Restfict fruck ‘deliveries to Major and Secondary

: L0 Eeiny,
off-peak hotrs==" . ,
. -e., Establish:a .monitoring program to.ensure that
O R A tp e i VT LNy e Y
donét exceed projected traffic

~highways _and .en&gﬁu‘ragq . ‘gve‘h:yg,r;igs_;_gp;ing the

RO RN A 1) H
' project traffic vollrmas
. demand, '

Note: When if appears that other jirisdictions

.. will '"be impacted by a development. the
" 'Departmént will request that the involved
jurisdiction also review the TIA. A written
response from that jurisdiction should be
provided with appropriate follow-up to the lead

County agency,

TG0 CMP Guidefines . Lo s
The following ihformation is required;

Where the project meets the criteria established in the County of Los Angeles'
CMP Land Use Analysis Guidelines, a CMP analysis must be provided.
A copy of the latest Guidelines will be available uponrequest. ACMP TlAis
required for all projects required to prepare an Environmental Assessment
based on local determination or projects requiring a traffic study.

2 Contributions to a benefit district and/or TSM techniques may not be used to lower LOS in the capacity

calculations. )

Riverpark FEIR
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The geographnc area examined in the TIA must mclude the following, at a
minimum.

T "« "All CMP arterial 'monitoring ‘intersections (see Exhibit B of the
- Guidelines), including freeway on- or off-ramp intersections, where the -
proposed project will add 50. or more trips during either the a.m. or
p.m. peak hours. ) 7

+ Main line freeway monitoring locafions (see Exhibit C of the
Guidelines) where the project will add 150 or more trips, in elther
direction, during the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hours.

« Caltrans must also be consuited to identify other specn’lc locatlons to
be analyzed on the State highway system :

S lf based on.these cnterxa the TIA iden’uﬂes no facnhtleiﬁz[ study,
nn_furtber_traff c_anaLvmilq required

" JHC ce
N TZIACCESS N
(01/07/99)

Attach.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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EXHIBIT A

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REPORT CONTENTS CHECK LIST

Note: Before a full review is conducted, PW's staff will check the complefeness of the Traffic Impact Analysis

Report. Ifthé Report is missing any of the ftems listed below, if will be returned for revision.

CONTENT

YES/
NO

COMMENT

Site Plan
« Access locations
« Interior circulation

Trip Generation Rates - )

« Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip
, generation rates - ' ’

+ Documentation for alternate rates

Trip Distribution
* Regional 7 7. ... it

* Local project (am/pm

+ Local related projects{am/pm)

Traffic Counts
* Taken within one year .

| ¢ Date/Time, .

Discounting

* ‘Internal trip discounts for mixed use developments
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- Air Quality Management District o

M
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178 AY 0 J 2004
(909) 396-2000 + www.aqmd.gov PLANNING AND &
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FAXED: APRIL 30, 2004

April 30, 2004
Mr. Jeff Hogan
City of Santa Clarita
Planning & Building Services Department
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

Riverpark Panhandle Project: Santa Clarita

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant as guidance
for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written
responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Environmental
Impact Report. The SCAQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these
issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air
Quality Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these

comments.
Sincerely
Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Attachment
SS: CB

LACQ040303-02
Control Number
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Mr. Jeff Hogan -1- April 30, 2004

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
Riverpark Panhandel Project: Santa Clarita

1. Project Emissions and Mitigation: On pages 4.4-67 and 4.4-68 of the DEIR, the
lead agency lists two mitigation measures that could reduce project emissions by substantial
amounts, but they have been deemed technologically infeasible by the lead agency, as stated
on page 4.4-68. These measures are: 4.4-8, All on- and off-road construction equipment
would use aqueous fuel, and 4.4-9, All on- and off-road construction equipment would
employ cooled exhaust gas recirculation technology. Based on information from the
URBEMIS 2002 model, these two measures could potentially reduce NOx emissions by 54

percent, CO and VOC emissions by up to 90 percent, and PM10 emissions by 85 percent or @
more. Though the lead agency describes these measures as infeasible, it nevertheless

includes their control efficiencies in the mitigated constructed emissions in Table 4.4-22.
The lead agency justifies this approach by stating on page 4.4-68, “However, if these
mitigation measures are found feasible at the time of construction, ... the project’s emissions
would be reduced substantially.” Given the uncertainty of the feasibility of mitigation
measures 4.4-8 and 4.4-9, it is inappropriate for the lead agency to claim emission reduction
credit from them. The SCAQMD, therefore, recommends that the control efficiencies
associated with these two mitigation measures be removed from the mitigated emissions in
Table 4.4-22, unless the lead agency is willing to require implementation of these measures.

2. Proposed Mitigation Measures: It is recommended that the lead agency modify
some of the mitigation measures already incorporated into the project, as stated on page 4.4~
65 of the DEIR, as well as add new measures. The lead agency proposes to use methanol- or
natural gas-powered mobile equipment and pile drivers instead of diesel if readily available
at competitive prices. It also proposes to use propane- or butane-powered on-site mobile

equipment instead of gasoline if readily available at competitive prices. The SCAQMD

recommends that these two measures be modified to include the use of compressed natural
gas-powered equipment with oxidation catalysts instead of diesel-powered engines, or if
diesel equipment has to be used, to use particulate filters, oxidation catalysts and low sulfur
diesel as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2, i.e., diesel with less than 15 ppm sulfur content.

Other mitigation measures that the SCAQMD recommends include:

Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code.

o Construction access roads leading to the main roads should be paved to avoid dirt
being carried on to the roadway.

e Truck routes to be redirected to avoid residential areas and schools.

e Trucks hauling dirt, sand, gravel or soil are to be covered in accordance with @

3. CALINE4 and CAL3QHC: The lead agency used the simplified screening
method presented in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, December 1999, to complete the CO
hotspots analysis. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that a full CALINE4 analysis @
should be completed for proposed projects that generate over 10,000 vehicle trips per day.

The draft EIR states in Section 4.3 Traffic/Access that the project would generate 13,000
average trips per day. Since SCAQMD does not recommend the use of the BAAQMD

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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simplified screening method, and BAAQMD does not recommend using its simplified
screening method for projects of the magnitude proposed, SCAQMD recommends that the

lead agency use either CALINE4 or CAL3QHC to analyze the CO hotspots for the Final @
EIR.

The CO hotspots analysis should be completed according to the methodology prescribed by
the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol) by the Institute
of Transportation Studies, UC Davis, revised December 1997. The CO Protocol may be
downloaded from the California Department of Transportation website at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/air/coprot.htm. CALINE4 can also be downloaded from the @
California Department of Transportation website at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/air/calinesw.htm. CAL3QHC can be downloaded from
Caliifornia Environmental Protection Agency website at
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/tt22.htm.

4. EMFAC 7G and CO Hotspots Analysis: The lead agency used EMFAC 7G emissions
factors in the CO hotspots analysis. Please note that EMFAC 2002 was released by CARB in
April 2003 as the official motor vehicle emission factor model and became the only approved

motor vehicle emission factor model on June 30, 2003, according to Federal Register, @
Volume 68, Number 62, April 1, 2003. Please remodel the CO concentrations with EMFAC
2002 emission factors for the Final EIR. The model is available on the ARB website at:
www.arb.ca.gov/msei/on-road/latest version.htm
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Letter No. 14

4/11/2004 RECEI|vV
PLANNING DIVISIS\I

Jeff Hogan Associate Planner

City of Santa Clarita APR 1 4 2004

23920 Valencia Blvd. Suite 300 PLANNING AND BUILOING SERVICES

Santa Clarita, CA.91355 CITY OF SAMTA CLARITA

Dear Sir:

I am writing to you about the planned site of Riverpark. After reviewing the EIR I cannot
see where the City will be able to come up with the additional funds to hire more officers
and widen the roads as is suggested. I know that the cross-valley connector is important |
but I cannot see the City putting its self into debt for the upgrades just so the developer
will finish the road. ]
If you would live up Bouquet and try going to work at 6:30 in the morning you would be
frustrated as all of us are with the traffic as bad as it is. As a resident of the Emblem track
[ worry about the ridgeline also there is no reason for this to be touched. The buildings
are going to be on the roadside not the ridge. It does not need to be cut down, 30-50 feet.
This is one reason we moved here. It is like a little bit of country in the city. We see hills
not rooftops. Idon’t think anyone has considered us we pay your salary and we should
not have to put up with the dust, noise, and all the small and large animals that are going
to be coming our way once this gets started. Also there is the element of crime with that
Many apts. and homes. We are getting enough small things happening in the
neighborhood. Now you want more people to come in the area. ]
How about the school we have already been told Emblem school will have to take all the
children that’s not bad, except that our roads need attention now what is going to happen
when they are used for up to 500 trips a day or more. Remember this is an old track one
of the first here. It’s always a nightmare when school is starting or ending during the
year. Try coming here one day most of the people cannot get out of their driveways till
the traffic is gone. ]
We could probably live with the houses but the apt. Will not be accepted. Cut these out
and leave 450 houses and you could have a nice area, I left the San Fernando Valley
because of too many people. I remember coming here as a child to visit my uncle at his
Business in Saugus, Haags garage also to the Benz ranch it’s a shame all that’s there is
houses.

Please keep the ridgeline the same as it is. No apts. We do not need all this with Plum
Cyn. It takes me 45 to 1 hr. every morning to go to San Fernando to work. Wonderful 15

miles. Please think about it. —
Louise Hartwell

22570 Los Tigres Dr.

Santa Clarita, CA 91350
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Letter No. 15

Tuesday, April 28, 2004

Planning Commission and
City Counsel

City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Bivd.
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

_Subject: Riverpark Development

To Whom It May Concern:

| have been a resident of Santa Clarita (Saugus) since 1976. | have seen Bouquet Canyon grow
from a two-fane road to its present maximum size. Growth is good, but planned, organized
growth is needed. | voted for cityhood to stop the “unplanned” type of growth that the Riverpark
development represents.

This proposed development greatly concerns me for six main reasons:

* Adding more congestion to Bouquet Canyon, Newhall Ranch Road and the main intersection
of Valencia Blvd./Soledad Canyon Road and San Fernando/Bouquet Canyon Road.

* The overcrowding of Emblem School and Bridgeport Elementary Schools and no additional

accommodations for new middle schools/high schools.

Adding to the existing noise and air pollution of lower Bouquet Canyon Road.

Potential flood damage.

Lack of water available for mare development.

Loss of wildlife habitat.

I realize that AFFORDABLE apartment housing is needed, but feel that putting high-density
housing in the already strained “center” of town is serving no purpose other than that of the
developer. Apartments should be located closer to the freeways and they should be
AFFORDABLE. The biggest complaint | hear from people regarding lack of apartments is that
people can't afford what is being built here.

When the developers were showing the Planning Commission and City Counsel members their
proposed development area, I'm positive that it was viewed in the afternoon before homebound
commute traffic begins.

Currently the traffic from 6:30 a.m. — 8:30 a.m. (minimum) on Bouguet Cyn. towards Newhali
Ranch Rd. and the Valencia Blvd. Intersection on any given weekday is bumper-to-bumper
coming down the canyon. Added with the congestion of cars coming in and out of the Emblem
tract, we already have a commute nightmare. This doesn’t even address the late afternoon to
early evening traffic with cars attempting to turn feft from Newhall Ranch Rd. to Bouquet Cyn.
First, you must wait while the traffic lights cycie several times to be able to make a “legal’” left-
hand turn. In addition to that, you have people going straight, making U-turns between Burger
King and the shopping center. I'm concerned that adding this development will bring us back to
the days where it took 10-15 minutes to get from Soledad Cyn Rd./ Valencia Bivd. up Bouquet
Cyn. Rd. to Espuella. The extension of Newhall Ranch Road will not alleviate the traffic going up
Bouguet Cyn Rd. and will increase the congestion on Newhall Ranch Road.

Since [ live in the Emblem tract I'm greatly concerned with regards to the safety factor facing the
traffic coming in and out of our tract. Emblem school is a wonderful neighbor. But it has grown
over the years and the traffic patterns have become almost unbearable for those of us living in
the “U” routing system through the tract to “drop off’ kids going to school. Most of the parents

@@ ® & O

coming into our neighborhood are fine, but some come barreling down our street like it's their own
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personal race track, not taking into account that people live here and children are walking to
school. You take a risk with your life and vehicle if, God forbid, you want to back out of your
driveway during the morning school rush. Putting more students into Emblem would be
disastrous.

And;-what about Jr. High and High Schools? Where will these new students go? We're always
being asked to be taxed more and more to expand our schools. Why aren't developers being
required to build Middle Schools and High Schools?

When | moved to Saugus, it was a peaceful, quiet community. You could sit in your backyard in
the evening and all you would hear would be the coyotes and Saugus Speedway on Saturday
nights. Noise pollution was non-existent. Now, with the widening of Bouquet Canyon - sitting in
my yard has become anything but a peaceful experience. All evening long you hear cars racing
up and down Bouquet, like a daily Speedway. It frightens me to think of what the noise will be
like if the ridgeline is altered any and more people are “dumped” into our roads. This doesn’t

even address the air pollution! How about an AQMD study with regard to traffic pollution?

As a reminder to the Planning Commission and City Counse!, the Santa Clara River is a natural
flood controi riverbed. | don't know how many of you lived in Santa Clarita during the end of the
80's or early 90's when we had a strong El Nino. As a reminder, the torrent of rain causing
natural flooding in this same riverbed was so strong that it washed out part of Soledad Canyon
Road. What will it do to a housing development built on a flood plain?

There are currently so many concerns and questions with regard to our supply of water and a
water table that is becoming polluted and dwindling. How on earth can we be considering more
development when we're already being asked to conserve water? Also, the cost of water
continues to rise because we don't have enough water available to existing residence.

What will happen to the small amount of wildlife that continues to use the ridge as their habitant?
Where will the coyotes and rattlesnakes go? This doesn't even address the concern over
endangered species that make the flood plain their home.

The final thing that concerns me most is that | don’t feel the people are being listened to. How
can a builder already be putting in stakes for grading and also “building roads” when permits have
not yet been granted? Newhall, Land and Farming has been good for our community. They
currently hold a lame duck status by their sale to a developer who is well known for creating strip
malls and mass housing developments. This is a poorly planned project for what it will do to the

infrastructure of lower Bouquet Canyon.

Sincerely, /

22553 Pargguay Dr.
Santa Clafita (Saugus), CA 91350
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Letter No. 16

23840 Bennington Drive
Valencia, CA 91354-2600
April 29, 2004

M. Jeff Hogan RECEIV ¢

Planning Department, Ste. 302 PLANNING DIVIs.:

City of Santa Clarita ,

23920 Valencia Blvd. APR 30 .

Santa Clarita, CA 91355 BLANNING AND SULDING 5, 55

CITY OF SANTA CLAR:
Dear Mr. Hogan:

Thank you for taking my phone call a few minutes ago...yes, voicing my opinion in
writing, hopefully, will serve my views in a more permanent way.

I strongly object to the proposed Riverpark Plan and it’s 1,179 housing units. As

mentioned in my phone call, the Newhall Ranch corridor currently is extremely busy and
noisy at commuter times of day (4:30 a.m.-8:30 a.m. and again from 3:30 p.m. to 7:00 @
p.m.) and is projected to become even busier once the Cross Valley Connector is

completed. Adding 1,179 homes and the corresponding traffic congestion, air pollution,
and noise level increase, i.c., the entire EIR impact, can only add to our valley’s pollution
woes. I live in the Northbridge development, sadly backing on to Newhall Ranch Road, |
and already feel hemmed in from traffic/noise, exhaust fumes, etc. from the current
expanded housing, the soon-to-be-built out Creekside communities, the current Plum @
Canyon developments (with a huge number of homes still to be completed), and now, the

proposed Riverpark community.

I’m sure many other residents of this terrific city wish further development could be

slowed or curbed and concentration be put on working with L.A. County to expand the I-
14 and I-5 corridors to enable our residents an easier/faster route to higher paying
positions to support our ever-increasing cost of housing here. It’s truly a myth that these

exist in any certain numbers here. So, if our residents continue to head to the south for @
jobs and we continue to crowd our valley with further building, what will we all see,
breath or move through (if we can move at all!)? Bet no one’s considered polling local
doctors to see the increase in the number of asthmatic/breathing condition cases that have
cropped up in the past 8-10 years.

Thanks for hearing my opinion.
Sincerely,

Sheryol L. Neill

Riverpark FEIR
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Letter No. 17

Friends of the Santa Clara River
660 Randy Drive, Newbury Park, California 91320-3036 * (805) 498-4323

Ec
PLANNIN% lgl v

April 29, 2004 visil, D
Mr. Jeff Hogan, Associate Planner PLay, “
City of Santa Clarita CreeAND 5y

23920 Valencia Boulevard Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

Re:  Riverpark Project EIR
Dear Mr. Hogan,

Friends of the Santa Clara River offers the following comments on the
Riverpark Project Environmental Impact Report.

Once again, those of us who have attempted over the years to care for the
Santa Clara River are confronted with a large development project which
cannot avoid having significant and degrading impacts on the River
ecosystem.

The unprecedented growth in the Santa Clara watershed over the last few
decades has caused an array of cumulative impacts to flora and fauna, not
to mention air quality, water quality, aethetics, traffic and nearly every
other category addressed by the California Environmental Quality Act. |
Continued encroachment by development into the River floodplain and
terrace lands has resulted in habitat loss and fragmentation which have
been cited by many experts as the major causes for the decline of species
and loss of biological diversity (Noss, 1987; Beier and Loe, 1992; Beier et |
al, 2002; Forman et al, 2003). Further, the continued filling and ‘
channelization of the River has altered and is altering the hydrology of the
watershed, increasing storm runoff and decreasing water quality (the River
is now impaired for ammonia, chloride, coliform, nitrate/nitrite and
organic enrichment). These cumulative impacts have not been adequately
addressed in the subject EIR nor in other EIRs for projects in the Santa ~ |
Clara watershed. Continuing failure to address and to act on these impacts |
is, we believe, turning a large section of the River, in and around Santa
Clarita, into a biological “dead zone”.

QLD OIONONCO

The Santa Clara River is the largest and one of the last undammed and
relatively natural riverine systems remaining in southern California.
Considering the southern California region as a whole, the U. S. Fish and

()

Wildlife Service (Faber et al, 1989) has estimated that 95 to 97 percent of
riparian communities have been eliminated due to human influences.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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Damage occurs primarily because (1) the river is channelized by hardening |
its banks; (2) riparian and terrace habitats have been lost and fragmented; |
(3) urban edge effects, including illegal ORV use, degrade riparian
biological values; (4) adequate buffer zones protecting the riparian
corridor have not been provided; and (5) the function of the river terrace™
area as wildlife habitat or wildlife corridor is eliminated.

iR

¢

We are submitting two scientific studies in support of the statement that
urban development degrades adjacent biological resources. The first
(Kelly et al, 1993) is a paper by two University of California Riverside
scientists entitled “Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in California:
Replacing Guesswork with Science™. This paper shows that even nature
reserves over a mile in width suffer urban edge effects at their centers -
and of course the Santa Clara River riparian corridor is much narrower
than these reserves and even more susceptible to such effects. The second
(Rottenborn, 1999) is a paper by a Stanford University scientist entitled
“Predicting the impacts of urbanization on riparian bird communities”.
This paper shows impacts to bird communities out to a distance of 500
meters, or over 1500 feet, from the urban edge.

€)

More studies are definitely needed on the impacts of development on
riparian ecosystems. For the Santa Clarita area, in particular, where
development is anticipated over 20 miles of the River and tributaries, what
we really have is an experiment on a large scale with the fate of the River
ecosystem in the balance. Creating larger buffer zones to conserve more |
of the riparian community is a must. To quote from the closing sentence
in the Stanford paper: “The single most important step that can be taken to |
conserve riparian communities in the face of urbanization is to minimize
development in and along floodplains by maintaining broad buffers of
undeveloped land between developed areas and riparian habitats.”

ORONC)

The Riverpark project will have impacts bringing into play the City’s
General Plan policies on Significant Ecological Areas. Policy 5.3 under
Goal 5 states “New development must be sensitive to the Significant
Ecological Areas through utilization of creative planning techniques to
avoid and minimize disturbance of these and other sensitive areas.” Only
by creating an adequate buffer zone around Riverpark can this policy
be effectively implemented. We suggest that among the most creative
planning techniques which could and should be used here is the
development and adoption of a Floodplain/Terrace Avoidance Alternative
for Riverpark. The EIR Alternative 2 is a step in that direction but
considers only the Q50 floodplain instead of the floodplain and terrace
areas which are steadily becoming rarer in the River corridor and which
provide high quality habitat for such species as the spadefoot toad and
arroyo toad.

)
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Besides larger buffer areas, establishing the east terminus of the River trail
at Santa Clarita Parkway would greatly help in protecting riparian

resources. Continuing the trail beyond the Parkway will negatively impact |
the eastern portion of the project area which has significant biological
value. These impacts are related to increased disturbance by humans,
ORVs and domestic animals. —

®) X

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

e

Ron Bottorff
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Interface Besween Ecology and Land Development in California
Edited by J.E. Kecley., 1993. Southem California Academy of Sciences, Los Angeles.
85
Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in California:
Replacing Guesswork with Science
Patrick A. Kelly ! and John T. Rotenberry * FCG Y 3o 3

1 Urban and Environmental Quireach Program, 139 Highlander Hall
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University of California, Riverside, CA 92521
Tel. (714) 787-3419; Fax. (714) 787-7251

2 Natural Reserve System and Department of Biology
University of California, Riverside, CA 92521
Tel, (714) 787-3953; Fax. (714) 7874286
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Abstract. An integral part of any habitat conservation
plan is the design and establishment of one or more
ecological reserves 1o provide for the continued existence
of threatened orendangered species. Asaconsequence of
rapid urbanization, however, potential reserve areas in
southern California often abut areas of intense human
use. Although the exteasion of undesirable anthropo-
genic disturbance beyond urban boundaries into potential
reserve habitat (sometimes referred to as “edge effects™)
can be identified, currently little scientific attention is
being paid to reserve buffering. The importance of
understanding boundary processes cannot be understated:
areas near boundaries may be unsuitable for protected
species, hence reducing the effective size of a reserve.
Furthermore, this reduction disproportionately affects
relatively smaller reserves (which have a higher perim-
eterfarea ratio) that are characteristic of a fragmented
landscape. We describe several approaches to quantify-
ing edge effects at the urban/wildland interface; such
research can obviate the usc of guesswork in the designof
buffer zones for nature reserves.

I(Lywords: Coastal sage scrub; core area model; Dipodomys
stephensi; domestic cat; Felis catus, edge effect; habitat conser-
vation plan; habitat fragmentation; reserve design; Riverside;
SLOSS; Stephens’ kangaroo rat.

Introduction

Ecologists and environmentalists are alarmed by the
global rates of contemporary habitat destruction and
biodiversity loss. This environmental degradation is
primarily a consequence of continued exponential growth
of the human population and the subsequent increased
demand on space and natural resources (Westemn 1989;
Ehrlich and Wilson 1991; Soule 1991a; Westemn 1992).
Inescapable consequences of such population growth and

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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habitat Joss are increasing fragmentation and isolation of
remaining natural habitat, and, ultimately, reduction of
the natural world to a scries of ecological reserves.

These reserves, whether their final boundaries are
determined by design or by the residual of unregulated
habitat loss, may vary in size from small habitat frag-
ments in an urban landscape (¢.g., Soule et al. 1988) to
Jarge national parks, national forests, and wildemess
arcas (e.g., Salwasser et al. 1987; Salwasser 1991). Al-
though some reserves will be of ecosystem proportions,
the size distribution of protected areas worldwide is
heavily biased towards smaller reserves (Pellew 1991).
Whetherany reserve is of a sufficient size and appropriate
configuration to viably support species populations or
communities of special interest, however, has become a
matter of considerable debate. Much attention has been
focused on what has become known as the SLOSS
(Single-Large-Or-Several-Small) question (Diamond
1975; Simberloff and Abele 1976; Diamond 1976; Soulé
and Simberloff 1986; Simberloff 1988; Quinn and
Harrison 1988). .

In regions that are undergoing rapid urbaniza-
tion, such as much of Southern California, the question of
preplanning the establishment of reserves of sufficient
size and configuration to maintain population or commu-
nity viability is often moot, becausc of high land values
and the extent of pre-existing habitat fragmentation.
Instead, we ofien inherit a parcel of natural land abutting
or embedded in an urban landscape. The boundaries of
these parcels may be permeable o a variety of extemnal
forces that may be destabilizing to the specific attributes
that we wish (o preserve in the reserve. We contend that
reserve establishment in urbanized California is a point-
less exercise in crisis management if those reserves are
going 10 be gradually eroded away by exiemal forces.
Boundary processes must therefore be of paramount
importance from the outset of the conservation planning
pracess.
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Theimportance of understanding boundary processes
cannot be understated because the effective size of an
ecological reserve is almost always smaller than the area
contained within the reserve’s administrative boundary.
Thus, the ultimate fate of any reserve depends on the
magnitude of impacts from processes occurring at its
boundaries (see Schonewald-Cox and Bayless 1986;
Schonewald-Cox 1988; Schonewald-Cox et al. 1992).
In hisessay “The Etemal External Threat,” Daniel Janzen
(1986, p. 303) advises preserve managers: “Aboveall, be
a field biologist who works with your preserve's neigh-
bors to kecp out what should be kept out™ A resexrve
;boundary that isunresistant to deleterious extemal influ-

- ences is doomed to degradation by diffusion-like pro-

cesses. Only the portion of the reserve that withstands
degradation remains as the effective or corc arca reserve.,
The effective size or core area is a function of the
cumulative magnitude of impacts resulting from pen-
etration of the reserve boundary by external forces. Such
"edge effects™ have been studied in tropical forests
(Janzen 1983, 1986; Lovejoy etal. 1986; Laurance 1990,
1991a,1991b), temperate forests (Wilcove 1984; Temple
1986: Wilcoveetal. 1986; Andren and Angelstam 1988),
and in simulation models (Buechner 1987; Stamps et al.
1987). However, despite the significant role of urbaniza-
tion in habitat fragmentation and biodiversity loss, there
has yet been little research on edge cffects in more
urbanized situations (but see Soule et al. 1988; Bolgeret
al. 1991; Langen etal. 1991; Soule ctal. 1992; Albentset
al.1993; Sauvajot and Buechner 1993; Scott 1993). Al-
though the appropriate size of areserve is always relative
to the specific conservation context, the impact of edge
effects is particularly significant for small reserves be-
cause of their larger perimeter to area ratios (se¢ below).
Extensive habitat fragmentation, as we have in southen
California today, precludes the luxury of establishing
large reserves for many sensitive species. Therefore,
reserve buffering must be adequately addressed in the
reserve design phase of any habitat conservation plan-
ning process in this region.

We describe several approaches to quantifying edge
effects at the urbanywildland interface in California. Our
goal is 1o develop a methodology that is explicitly
scientific. It involves the systematic collection of rel-

evant data to ascertain whether edge effects do, indeed, -

exist, and to develop and test specific hypotheses about
the underlying mechanisms that may be respoasible for
producing those effects.

Theory

We wish 1o develop an approach that emphasizes
processes across the boundaries between reserves and

adjacent land-use elements in a landscape mosaic (ex-
plicitly following Wiens et al. 1985). The boundary we
are most concerned with is the “administrative bound-
ary,” the geographical limits to the authority of reserve
managers (the legal boundary; see Schonewald-Cox
1988). The concern is how boundaries affect the ex-
changes or redistribution of materials, energy, and or-
ganisms between the reserve and adjacent parcels.

Dynamics across landscape boundaries are due to the
action of “vectors,” physical forces or animals that
actively move material or energy in the system. Vectors
are important because they may impose non-random,
directional fluxes of materials. When cv::rating the
potential effects of animal vectors, it becomes'necessary
to understand individual behaviorand movements, home
ranges and space use patterns, foraging behavior, and
diet.

The degree to which a boundary deflects the move-
ments of vectors may be expressed as a boundary’s
“permeability,” and it may be considered as the degree to
which a reserve is “buffered” from a particular vector
across that boundary. Permeability or buffering is a
function of characteristics of both the boundary and the
vectors taken together.

The likelihood that a boundary will be crossed by an
animal vector is related to the density of animals outside
(or within) a reserve, While the probability that an
individual will encounter and perhaps cross a boundary
is a function of its movement patterns and position with
respect to the boundary, increases in population density
produce a dramatic increase in the collective probability
of boundary encouater. Thus, there islikely tobe aclear
density-dependence to cross-boundary movements.

We have already noted that small reserves have
larger perimeter-to-area ratios than large reserves. This
comparative quantity is not actually a ratio (which are
dimensionless), but an index of the amount of perimeter
per unit area. We prefer to call this index the ‘relative
edge’ and express it in meters per hectare. A circular
reserve will have the least amount of relative edge
possible for reserves of equal area. Since the movement
or diffusion of vectors across a boundary is directly
related to the length of the boundary, in general reserves
with high relative edge will have less buffering (more
flux) than those with low.

The relationship between perimeter and area has
been further refined in the development of the Core-Arca
Model by Laurance and Yensen (1991). Inessence, they
derive a shape index (SI) that describes the degree to
which any given perimeter-area ratio (relative edge)
departs from that of a circle of the same area. Combining
the shape index with an edge function (d, the distance to
which a disturbance vector penetrates a boundary, in
meters) they derived an expression to calculate the core

I
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area of any habitat fragment (in hectares), The authors
point out that the only crucial assumption of the Core-
Area Model is that 4 is unimodal.

Conservation in Urbanizing California

In southern California, urbanization of what was
formerly wildlands is proceeding rapidly, resulting in
extensive habitat fragmentation. Large-scale habitat
fragmentation is almost automatically a precursor to
conflicts between endangered species preservation and
land development. There arc a number of mechanisms
for resolving such conflicts under the state and federal
Endangered Species Acts. One of the most common
routes to conflict resolution at this time is by application

for a federal Incidental Take or 10(a) Permit through the .

development of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for
the affected species. HCPs typically involve the estab-
lishment of ecological reserves ranging in size from a
few hundred to thousands of hectares. The goal of the
HCP process is 10 ensurc the continued existence of a
sensitive species while allowing some “incidental take’
by an otherwise Iawful activity, such as land denatur-
ation and development (cf. Soule 1991b), to continue
(Bean et al, 199]; Beatley 1992). As a consequence of
rapid urbanization, however, potential reserve areas in
southern California are often adjacent to areas of intense
human use. Although the extension of undesirable an-
thropogenic disturbance beyond urban boundaries into
potential reserve habitat can be identified, currently little
scientific attention is being paid to reserve buffering (in
essence, the calculation of d ).

The Buffer Design Process

. Buffer design needs to be regarded as a key compo-

néntof any integrated magrncnt strategy forsensitive ¢

spécies. The use of ¢on: tion casements and active
management practices (habitat manipulation, alien preda-
tor control, provision of corridors for, or barriers (o,
wildlife movement, etc.) are other important compo-
nents of an integrated management strategy, which can
be implemented after poteatial impacts have been iden-
tified and quantified. Therefore, the first step in the
buffer design process is the identification and, if pos-
sible, ranking of potential impacts.

The process should proceed as though a worst-case
scenario exists; the reserve is isolated and suboptimal in
size, and the sensitive species distribution is, at least
initially, contiguous with the “impact boundary” at a
completely permeable administrative boundary. This
describes the situation where a housing development or

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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an industrial park directly abuts an unfenced reserve
boundary. Obviously, our concem is with the distance to
which negative external influences extend into the re-
serve interior, and thus reduces the effective size of the
reserve, and how we might change the permeability of
that boundary to reduce vector movement.

The critical questions are;

1. What extemnal forces or processes likely to
have a negative impact on the protected spe-
cies, community Or resources in question are
operating at the reserve boundary (i.e., what
vectors are present)?

2. Towhat extent are those external forces likely
to penetrate the boundary and result in nega-
tive impacts on the protected population(s) or

community (i.e., how permeable is the bound-

ary)?

3. Can these forces be ranked in terms of likely
negative impact to produce a prioritized list of
buffering requirements?

4. Arethesepotentially negative forces amenable
to scientific hypothesis testing?

5. How do we collect data to evaluate hypoth-
eses?

6. How do we mitigate for both general and
specific impacts (i.c., how do we alter bound-

ary permeability)?

We illustrate this process in a consideration of buff-
ering requirements for the establishment of reserves for
the endangered Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
Stephensi) in the context of a long-term Habitat Conser-
vation Plan that is being developed by Riverside County
(RECON 1990, the short-term HCP). Roughly, that plan
envisions three to seven independent reserves, each

" coasisting of 500-2,000 ha.

One likely component of that HCP is the Motte
Rimrock Reserve (a part of the University of California
Natural Reserve System), a 515 ha ecological reserve
Iocated 30 km south of the city of Riverside (Fig. 1).
Although, it is surrounded on all sides by major high-
ways and dispersed urbanization, it contains a diverse
flora and fauna including a number of sensitive species.
Its irregular shape results in a relative edge of about 39
m/ha (perimeter = 20.125 km); since a a circular reserve
of the same area would have a relative edge of 15.6 m/ha
(Fig. 2), the Motte has an SI value of 2.5. If we run the
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Laurance and Yensen Core-Area Model with SI = 2.5 4. Trespass (pedestrian, equestrian and off-road
and an arbitrary edge function of d = 100 m, we find that vehicle) and associated habitat alteration.
approximately 40% of the total area of the Motte would .
be lost to this hypothetical disturbance. Since no part of 5. Introduction of competitors (commensal rats
the reserve is more than 625 m from an edge, the Motte and mice).
may not have any core area for certain extemal impacts,
such as far-ranging domestic dogs. 6. Garbage disposal and pollution drift (e.g., pes-
'We have hypothesized that the following forces have ticides etc.).
the potential to operate across reserve-urban interfaces
inRiverside County to the detriment of Stephens’ kanga- 7. Disease transmission from domestic or com-
100 1ats: mensal animals to wildlife.
1. Introduction of alien predators (particularly 8. Shooting (effects on community dynamics: eg. .
) l . domestic cats). mortality of natural predators, such as coy-
C otes). )

2. Increased lcv:els of nighttime illumination.
' Our ranking of these forces as to their impact on

3. Increased sound and vibration levels. Stephens’ kangaroo rat populations is tentative, other
) )
Cajalco Rd. Y
. lnlerstate‘ils
—ITLI_ .
‘ |
| )
Reserve ] ]
) \__

1 Mile ' | -
-

Figure 1. Map showing boundary of the Mone Rimrock Reserve. Adapted from Mayhew and Carlson (1990).
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Figure 2. Perimeter/Area (relative edge) as a function of Area for three hypothetical reserve configurations: a circle, a square and
a 2:1rectangle. The relative cdge for the Motte Reserve (amrow, ca. 39 m/ha) is at least twice the value for any of the three hypothetical

reserve shapes for the same area.

than that we consider the impact of domestic cats (Felis
catus) as likely to be highly significant. To study the
penetration of these vectors into potential reserves, we
suggest the use of two approaches:

Empirical non-specific approach

~ This involves documenting that, indeed, a statisti-
cally detectable edge effect exists and certainly repre-
sents the minimum degree of sampling and analysis that
should be implemented for any reserve design. Itshould
typically involve replicated censuses of target species
(or communities) at set distances from hypothetical
reserve boundaries under different impact situations.
For exartgle. we could calculate kangaroo rat burrow
densities as a function of distance from areserve bound-
ary and contact with external forces. If linear or non-
linear regression reveals a consistent relationship be-
tween population density and distance from the reserve
boundary, an empirically-determined buffer zone (of
width d meters) for the cumulative impacts can be
proposed (Fig. 3). However, that buffer width will be
only appropriate for the specific species and edge type
under investigation. '

Mechanistic hypothesis testing approach

To develop the most appropriate and effective buffer
requires the identification of specific mechanisms likely
to produce any pattem identified in the previous step. In
essence, each of the forces we identified as potentially

operating across boundaries to affect kangaroo rat popu-
lations serves as a hypothesis that can be tested. Al-
though not always testable under a strict experimental
regime, we can nonetheless collect data in such a way as
10 use strong inference about the influence of any par-
ticular mechanism.

As an example, we hypothesize that the predation of
house-based domestic cats on kangaroo rat populations
is a significant edge-related impact. To examine this
hypothesis, we would attempt two approaches: preda-
tion documentation and cat movement studies.

House-based cats, unlike their feral cousins, are
cooperative in that they often bring home prey items.
The preycan beidentified and the diet quantified through -
the help of cooperative pet owners. A-variety of studie$
of this type have been performed throughout the world,
most notably in Great Britain. In an English village, for

* example, domestic cats were responsible for atleast 30%

and perhaps 50% of the mortality of all sparrows ina ane
year period (Churcher and Lawton 1987, 1989). Consid-
ering the high levels of cat ownership in the U.S., their
ability to survive as feral animals, and their innate
hunting abilities, the potential of cats as a destabilizing
force in ecological reserves is enormous. Studies on the
diet of house-based and feral cats in southern California
would indicate levels of predation pressure not only on
kangaroo rats but also on a variety of other sensitive
species (e.g., California gnatcatcher, Polioptila
californica).

Determining the spatial distribution of feline preda-
tion in relation toreserve boundaries is obviously im por-
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Figure 3. Empirical determination of buffer zone width (d) through censusing/sampling at set distances from the reserve boundary.
If regression reveals a relationship between population density and distance from the edge of the reserve, a buffer zone of width 4

meters can be proposed for the cumulative impacts.

tant for buffer consideration. Observationsin the field in
Riverside County of domestic cats more than a mile from
human dwellings (P. Kelly, personal observation) hint of
the potential for feline impact deep within reserve bound-
aries. Movements of both house-based and feral cats can
be studied using radio telemetry. The study should be
designed to provide information on the degree of reserve
penetration by gender, age-class and ownership status.
Analysis of movementdistributions shonld provide guide-
lines on buffering requirements for this particular edge
effect. )

Mitigation Recommendations

The result of non-specific and mechanistic approaches
to buffering determination can provide a rationale for
appropriate mitigation to counter edge effects. A num-
ber of mitigation avenues are available for use. For
example, in a large reserve a sacrificial zone of open
space equivalent to the buffer width identified in an
empirical analysis might be incorporated within the
boundaries of the initial reserve design; alternatively,
such a zone could be imposed external 1o a proposed
reserve boundary. If specific external impacts can be
identified, inappropriate land use options can be limited
within a specified distance of reserve boundaries (e.g.,
through conservationeasements or restrictive covenants);

if possible or appropriate, barriers can be constructed to
block or curtail access by negative influences.

The external forces impinging on ecological reserves
are identifiable in California’s urbanized regions. How-
ever, an important point is that those same forces will
impact different taxa in different ways. Appropriate
buffering and management for one sensitive species will
not necessarily apply to another sensitive taxon that may
even use the same habitat. For example, studies on
habitat fragments in San Diego indicated that native
rodents were usually absent from smaller fragments
whereas the bird fauna was not as affected (see Soule et
al. 1988; Bolger et al. 1991; Langen et al. 1991; Soule
1991b; Soule et al. 1992). Soule and his colleagues also
inferred that the presence of coyotes (Canis latrans) is a
stabilizing influence, controlling the depredations of
gray foxes (Urocyon cineroargenteus), domestic cats,
and other mesopredators. Studies in Arizona also indi-
cate that coyotes seem to exert a stabilizing influence by
controlling the depredations and movements of house-
based cats (Goldsmith et al. 1991). For thesereasons, the
introduction of coyotes has been proposed to control the
impacts on California least terns (Sternus antillarum)
and light-footed clapper rails (Rallus longirostris) by
urban populations of red foxes (Vulpes fulva), another
alienpredator (Zembal 1993). Inthe SanJoagquin Valley,
on the other hand, coyotes are a destabilizing influence
in kit fox (Vulpes macrotis) recovery efforts (Scrivner et
al. 1991).
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Conclusions

A comprehensive scientific approach to the issue of
reserve buffering in California is long overdue. As we
move intoan era of multi-species conservation planning,
rigorous determination of buffering requirements for
ecological reserves will become more difficult and more
important. The development of a large-scale HCP isan
extremely expensive undertaking: costs are about $25
million in the case of the Coachella Valley fringe-toed
lizard (Uma inornata) and likely much higher for the
Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP (see Beatley 1992). The
tremendous costs involved demand that buffering be
thoroughly addressed early in the reserve design process.
The procedure we have described is very flexible and can
be adapted to meet the specific needs of most reserve
design situations in California.

To develop a buffering protocol we recommend:

1. Identification and ranking (if possible) of those
external forces likely to impact the sensitive
population(s) or community (communities) in
question.

2. An empirical non-specific approach; censusing
sensitive species at set distances from reserve
boundaries, under varying impact conditions, to
estimate the penetration and impact of negative
external forces on the protected population(s).

3. Mechanistic hypothesis testing; study of the
most significant forces (e.g. alien predators or
competitors, trespass, runoff, light, noise, vibra-
tion, etc.) to quantify individual impacts.

4. Adoptipn of mitigation management practices
that maximize buffering but minimize future
costs. Public policies affecting consecvation
programs are subject to sudden change so it is
important to minimize reliance on the future
availability of funding for management.
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Predicting the impacts of urbanization on riparian bird communities
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Abstract

In 1995, birds were surveyed in riparian woodlands along a gradient of urbanization in the Santa Clara Valley, CA, USA, in
order to determine the relationships between riparian bird communities and urbanization. Bird species richness and density
decreased at a location as the number of bridges near that location increased and as the volume of native vegetation decreased.
Species richness also increased as the distance to the nearest building and the width of the riparian habitat increased. Canonical
correspondence analysis confirmed that bird community structure was influenced strongly by these variables. Many individual
species responded significantly to variables associated with urbanization, most having lower densities on more urbanized sites.
Whereas previous studies have demonstrated substantial effects of urbanization on bird communities in the habitats being directly
altered, this study indicates that urbanization on lands adjacent to intact riparian woodlands has substantial impacts on riparian

bird communities. {© 1999 Published by Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Urbanization; Birds; Riparian; Canonical correspondence analysis

1. Introduction

The influence of urbanization on bird communities
has been examined in a number of studies (e.g. Emlen,
1974; DeGraaf and Wentworth, 1981; Beissinger and
Osborne, 1982), most finding that urbanization has
profound effects on bird species richness, abundance,
and community composition. Low levels of develop-
ment may increase bird species richness somewhat as
additional resources, such as ornamental vegetation,
artificial roosting or nesting sites, and anthropogenic
food sources, are made available (Lancaster and Rees,
1979; Aldrich and Coffin, 1980; Blair, 1996). However,
intense urbanization results in a depauperate bird com-
munity dominated by a few species that are common
and widespread.

Relatively little attention has been paid to the impacts
of urbanization on riparian bird communities. In Flor-
ida, Smith and Schaefer (1992) found bird species rich-
ness to be higher in riparian habitats in rural areas than
in urban areas during summer and found that housing
density on adjacent lands influenced riparian bird com-
munities. Similarly, Cubbedge and Nilon (1993) repor-

* Current address: H.T. Harvey and Associates, PO Box 1180,
Alviso, CA 95002, USA. Tel.: +1-408-263-1814; fax: + 1-408-263-
3823; e-mail: rottenbo@pacbell.net.

ted variation in the densities of individual species
among riparian habitats adjacent to different land use
types in Minnesota. These studies indicate that urbani-
zation has important impacts on riparian bird commu-
nities.

Urban impacts on riparian systems are worthy of
further study for a number of reasons. First, they sup-
port very high numbers of plant and animal species
{Knopfet al.,, 1988; Naiman et al., 1993). In arid regions
in particular, riparian ecosystems are critical in main-
taining high biodiversity on a regional scale (Johnson et
al., 1977; Stevens et al., 1977, Knopf, 1985). Despite
their importance to biodiversity, riparian systems have
been severely degraded by anthropogenic activities. In
California, for example, > 95% of the riparian vegeta-
tion that was present prior to European settlement of
the state has been destroyed or significantly degraded
(Smith, 1977; Katibah, 1984). In turn, this habitat
degradation has caused substantial declines in the
populations of many riparian-associated animal species
(Gaines, 1974; Ohmart. 1994), necessitating protection
of the remaining riparian habitat.

In arid regions, urbanization usually occurs along
rivers at low elevations, where bird species richness and
the number of regionally rare species are higher than in
any other habitat type in a watershed (Knopf, 1985:
Finch, 1989). In 1994-1995, a study of the effects of

0006-3207/99/S—see front matter © 1999 Published by Elsevier Science Lid. All rights reserved.
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adjacent land use on riparian bird communities in the
santa Clara Valley of California showed that the pro-
portion of native versus exotic vegetation, proximity to
a building or bridge. and the amount of development
around a riparian plot were closely associated with the
distribution of riparian birds among 24 sites along a
gradient of wurbanization (Rottenborn, 1997). The
objective of the present study was to determine the
relationships between these urbanization-associated
variables and bird species richness, density, and com-
munity structure on a much larger number of plots
along a longer urbanization gradient in order to predict
the effects of further urban sprawl and to conserve the
bird communities in the Santa Clara Valley.

2. Methods
2.1. Plot selection and bird recording

The Santa Clara Valley is located between the Diablo
and Santa Cruz Mountain Ranges at the southern end
of the San Francisco Bay in California, USA. The
northern and central portions of the valley are heavily
urbanized; suburban areas surround this urban core,
and agricultural/grassland areas are present in the
southern part of the valley, Within this relatively broad,
flat valley, study plots were selected along Coyote
Creek, Los Gatos Creek, and the Guadalupe River,
three of the largest streams in the study area, They are
relatively narrow (mostly < 15 m wide), Jow-gradient,
and slightly meandering, and are crossed by a number
of bridges. The narrow (mostly < §0 m wide) corridors
of mature woodland that remain along the banks
represent some of the most valuable riparian habitat in
the San Francisco Bay area (US Army Corps of Engi-
neers, 1986).

Eighty-three plots were selected randomly along the
lower reaches of these streams where the native riparian
habitat tends to be dominated by Fremont cotionwood
Populus fremontii and several species of willows Salix
lucidum, S. laevigata, S. lasiolepis, and S. exigua. Fifteen
of these plots, located in areas where the vegetation had
been degraded considerably, were excluded from this
study. The remaining 68 plots were located adjacent 1o a
number of different land use types along a gradient of
urbanization, ranging from heavy industry to agri-
cultural land and open space in more rural areas. Each
plot center was at least 75 m from the nearest bridge,
and all plots were separated by at least 150 m. The cen-
ter of each plot was located as close as possibie to the
center of the riparian corridor, usually at the stream
edge.

Birds were surveyed five times on each plot from 23
May to 13 July 1995. The variable circular-plot method
{Reynolds et al., 1980) was used 10 count the number of

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

individuals of each species recorded within 70 m of each
plot center for a period of 5 min. All surveys were cop.
ducted during the 4 h immediately following sunrige.
Only birds within the riparian corridor were counteq,
and bird densities were determined from the dimensiong
of the corridor within each 70 m-radius plot. Most of
the birds recorded on these surveys were thought 10 be
breeding, or at least oversummering, in the riparian
corridors of the study area. Noise from traffic or flowine
water was not thought to have a significant effect on 1h;
detection of birds during these surveys.

2.2. Measurement of environmenial varigbles

At each plot, a number of environmental variables
were measured for use in multiple Linear regression
models predicting the densities of individual bird spe-
cies. The diameters of all woody stems > 1 em in dia-
meter were measured within a radius of 35 m from the
plot center (excluding areas outside the riparian corri-
dor). The stem density of all woody plants (TOTST-
DEN) and of native (NATSTDEN) and exotic
(EXOSTDEN) species, as well as the proportion of
stems that were native (NATPROST), were calculated.
Because there were several bird species whose abun-
dance might be related directly to the presence or
abundance of live oaks Quercus agrifolia and Q. wisli-
zenii, the density of oak stems (OAKSTDEN) was alsc
calculated for each plot.

For the purposes of measuring habitat structure, five
non-overlapping subplots 10 m in diameter were estab-
lished on each plot, randomiy positioned within 35 m of
the plot center. Vegetation volume and foliage height
diversity were measured at 10 stations along each of two
transects in each subplot, laid out approximately paral-
lel and perpendicular to the stream channel. Totai
vegetation volume (TOTALTVV) and the volume of
native (NATIVTVV) and exotic vegetation (EXO-
TITVV) were measured using a 4.5 m pole foliowing the
methods of Mills et al. (1991). The number of stations
having vegetation within 11 different vertical strata (0-
0.5, 0.6-1.0, 1.1-2.5, 2.6-4.0, 4.1-6.5, 6.6-9.0, 9.1-12.0.
12.1-18.0, 18.1-24.0, 24.1-32.0, and > 32 m), deter-
mined using the pole or a range finder (Erdelen, 19%4).
was used to calculate foliage height diversity (FOLHT-
DIV; MacArthur and MacArthur, 1961).

Using the graduated pole (for low canopies) or u
clinometer, canopy height (CANOPYHT) was mea-
sured at the upstream and downstream ends of the
transect running parallel to the channel on each subplot.
for a total of 10 measurements/plot. At these same 10
locations, a spherical densiometer was used to measure
canopy cover (CANOPCOV) facing north, south. east.
and west at each point for a total of 40 measurements
plot. All structural vegetation parameters were mei-
sured from June to early August.
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: The area of the portion of a 50 m radius circle around to construct the models. From the pool of 68 plots, I
COR. cach plot center that fell within the riparian corridor randomly selected plots one at a time, with replacement
irise, (including the stream channel) was used as a surrogate of each selection back into the pool of potential plots,
ited, for riparian corridor width (RIPWIDTH), as the irre- until I had a “bootstrap dataset” consisting of 68 plots.
‘i0n$ gular shape of the corridor on some plots precluded I created 20 such bootstrap datasets and then used each
st of direct measurement of corridor width. Cats were coun- one in a stepwise multiple regression, using the forward
0 be ted during bird surveys, and cat density (CATDENS) selection process to identify environmental variables
irian was determined according to the variable circular-plot significant to the model (p < 0.05). I then counted the
wing method. number of bootstrap regression models in which each
1the Within a radius of 500 m of the plot center, the per- environmental variable was included as significant. If

cent cover by pavement (PAVEDS00), buildings the variables selected as significant in the original model
{BUILDS500), and total artificial surface (ARTIF500) were selected repeatedly in the bootstrap models, then
were estimated using aerial photos. In addition, the dis- confidence in the results of the original regression model
tance from the plot center to the nearest building (DIS- would be high. Conversely, if the variables selected in
ll?les TBUIL), paved road (DISTPAVE), and bridge crossing the bootstrap models were consistently different from
Sion the stream (DISTBRID) were measured and the num- those in the original model or showed no consistency,
Spe- ber of bridges crossing the stream within 500 m of the then the actual importance of the variables selected in
dia- plot center (BRIDG500), as measured along the center the original model would be questionable. This boot-
! thF of the stream channel, was determined. strap technique was cammed out separately for each of
orrl- the six stepwise multiple regressions involving species
“ST' 2.3. Data analysis richness or total density.
totic Canonical correspondence analvsis (CCA) was used
1 of The total number of bird species observed on each to identify the environmental variables that were most
tted. plot during the study period was calculated. Because strongly associaied with the structure of the entire
Jun- adjacent land use and urbanization may influence spe- riparian bird community and to determine the locations
}or cies belonging to different migratory status groups in of species along axes composed of this subset of nine
visti- . different ways (Rottenborn, 1997), I distinguished per- environmental variables. For these ordinations, species
also_ manent residents and summer residents recorded on data consisted of the density of each bird species recor-
e each plot. For the purposes of this study, summer resi- ded on at least four plots at each of the 68 plots. Cor-
five dents were defined as those species for which nearly all relations among environmental variables were also
tab- individuals winter south of the study area, mostly Neo- calculated. A Monte Carlo simulation with 99 permu-
n of tropical migrants. Permanent residents were defined as tations was used to test the significance of the overall
ight those species for which a substantial proportion of the ordination and each of the first two axes.
two population is present in the study area year-round. The Although CCA gives some information on the habitat
ral- density of birds on each plot (in terms of the number of  associations of individual bird species, its main goal is
otal individuals recorded within the effective detection dis- to find the environmental variables that best explain the
s of tance per 10 ha per census) was calculated by season for structure of the overall bird community. Therefore,
XO0- these two groups and for all species combined. stepwise multiple regression was used to identify the
;.the Stepwise multiple regression was used to relate pat- environmental parameters most important in determin-
108s terns of variation in a subset of nine environmental ing the distribution of individual bird species among the
(0- variables to the observed patterns of species richness plots. In these regressions, the densities of each species
2.0, {after square root transformation) and density among recorded on at least four plots were regressed against
ster- plots, both overall and separately for permanent and the entire suite of 20 environmental variables that were
'84), summer residents, by finding the regression models measured. and forward selection was used to identify
HT- containing the optimal combination of explanatory the variables that were significant in each regression
environmental variables. These nine environmental (p <0.01).
ra - variables (Table 4), found to be closely associated with
nea- riparian bird community structure based on a previous
the study (Rottenborn, 1997), measured native and exotic 3. Results
lot, vegetation characteristics, riparian corridor width, and
: 10 the degree of urbanization surrounding the bird-survey Of 73 bird species recorded on the 68 plots (Table 1),
sure, plots. The stepwise forward selection method used in 52 were considered permanent residents and 23 were
ast, these regressions included only those variables which summer residents. Species richness ranged from eight to
:::/ were significant in the model at p < 0.01. 30 species/plot. and density ranged from 141.7 to 593.7

A bootstrap technique was used to test the sensitivity
of these regression models to variation in the plots used

individuals/10 ha. Most species were rare or sparsely
distributed in the study area: 31 species were recorded
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Table 1
Bird species recorded on 70 m-radius riparian plots (n=68 plots)
Species No. of Mean

plots  density*
Anna’s hummingbird Calypte anna® 68 25.18=1.32
American robin. Turdus migratorius® 66 30.15=1.60
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus® 65 54422282
House finch Carpodacus mexicanus 60 31.00£2.2)
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia 56 16.85=1.27
California towhee Pipilo crissalist 55 17.712£1.37
Black-headed grosbeak Pheucticus melanocephalus® 54 23.99=2.1]
Northern mockingbird Mimus polygiotioss 52 8.04=0.78
Bewick's wren Thryomanes bewickiF 51 137122116
Black phoebe Savornis nigricans 51 13.55=1.31
Pacific-slope fiycatcher Empidonax difficitis® 49 21.34=2.12
Western scrub-jay Aphelocoma californice 48 10.49=1.06
European starling Sturnus vulgaris® 47 18.11=1.77
Chestnut-backed chickades Poecile rufescens 41 12.86=1.45
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura® 38 14.53=1.98
Black-chinned h bird Archilochus alexandr® 37 15.96=2.24
Lesser poldfinch Carduelis psaltric 36 9.39=1.49
Downy woodpecker Picoides pubescens® 36 8.23=1.10
Warbling vireo Vireo gilvus® 35 10.83=1.50
Mallard Anas plaryriynchos 30 §45=1.28
Bullock’s oriole Jeterus bullockif® 29 4.31z0.70
Nuittall’s woodpecker Picoides nuttallic 27 6.08=1.06
Brown-headed cowbird Molothrus aer® 26 6.12=1.10
Oak utmouse Baeolophus inornarus 26 8.14=139
Yellow warbier Dendroica petechia® 26 6.62=1.23
Spotied towhee Pipilo maculatus® 25 7.28+1.26
Belted kingfisher Cervle alcyon® 24 3.2420.67
Swainson's thrush Carharus ustulatus® 21 3.70=0.84
California quail Callipepla californice 20 6.02x1.19
CHff swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota® 18 374=1.14
Allen’s hummingbird Selasphorus sasin® 17 3.31=085
N. rough-winged swallow Stelgidopreryx serripennist 16 2.0420.68
Ash-throatec fivcatcher Myviarchus cinerascens® 16 3127081
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus* 15 1.50=0.38
White-breasted nuthatct. Sina carolinensis 15 3.20=0.77
Hooded oriois dcterus cucullatus® 14 2.58=0.70
Northern flicker Colapies auratus® 14 3.13=082
House sparrow Passer domesticus 13 3.07=0485

Species No. of Meap
plots  densitys
American kestrel Falco sparverius® 13 1.2720.3¢
Green heron Butorides virescens 12 1.582047
Wilson's warbler Wilsonia pusilla® 1 1.512047
Barn swallow Hirundo rustica® 10 0.91x032
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos® 10 141045
Steller’s jay Cyanocitia steller® 10 240075
Brewer's blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus® 9 4.09=173
Western tanager Piranga ludoviciana® 9 0.7020.2¢
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus® 8 1.60=0.53
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis® 8 0.69£0.25
Rock dove Columba livie® 7 301+11y
Turkey vulture Catharies aurc® 7 0.86+0.34
Western wood-pewee Comiopus sordidulus® 7 1.2920.5)
Dark-eyed junco Junco hvemalis 6 1.16£0.52
California thrasher Toxostoma redivivun® 6 1.73%0.70
American goldfinch Carduelis tristisc 5 1.2640.56
Violet-green swallow Tachycineta thalassing® 5 0.53+0.26
Hutton's vireo Vireo hutronf 5 0.85+0.39
Common yellowthroat Georhlypis trichas 4 0702037
Willow fiycaicher Empidonax traillii® 4 0.32x0.16
Western kinghird Tyvrannus verticalis® 3 0.16x0.10
Acorn woodpecker Melanerpes formicivorus 3 0.822047
Great egret Ardea alba® 3 0.28+0.17
- Black-crowned night-heron Nycticorax nyclicoraxt 3 0.27x0.16
Pied-billed grebe Podilymbus podiceps® 3 0.24+0.13
Tree swallow Tachycineta bicolor® 2 0.08=0.06
Hairy woodpecker Picoides villosus® 2 0.41£0.33
Common merganser Mergus merganser 2 0.25+0.20
Brown creeper Certhia americana® 2 0.57£0.43
Olive-sided fiycatcher Contopus cooper® 2 0.17%0.12
Western bluebird Sialia mexicana® i 0.07
Great horned owl Bubo virginianus 1 0.17
Western screech-owl Ouus kennicotti 1 0.09
American cool Fulica americana® 1 0.56
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperiF 1 0.09
American redstart Setophaga ruticilla® 1 0.19
Yellow-breasted chat Jeteria virens® 1 0.06

* Density =number of individuals 10 ha ( = standard erTor).
® Indicates summer resident.
¢ Indicates permanent resident.

on fewer than 10 plots, and only 19 species were recor-
ded on more than half of the 68 plots.

3.1. Species richness and density multiple regression
models

The three regression models for species richness were
highly significant, having three to four significant vari-
ables in each model and with r? values of 0.58-0.77
(Tables 2 and 3). Each of the three regression models for
density had only two significant variables lower and 72
values (0.25-0.34) than the models for species richness,
but all were still highly significant.

Native vegetation volume (NATIVTVV ), which was
highly correlated (negatively) with exotic vegetation

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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volume (EXOTITVV, Table 4), was included in all six
models and was positively associated with species rich-
ness and density. The number of bridges within 500 m
of a plot (BRIDGS500) was the most important variable
in all five of the models in which it appeared, explaining
more of the variation in each model than any other
variable. In the only model in which BRIDG500 did not
appear, the distance to the nearest bridge (DISTBRID).
which was highly correlated (negatively) with the num-
ber of bridges near a plot, was the most important
variable. In all models, species richness and density
decreased as the number of bridges near a plot or
proximity of a plot to the nearest bridge increased.
Total species richness and permanent resident species
richness increased significantly as the distance to a

Correlau
analyses
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Table 2
Regression coefficients and y-intercepts for multiple regression equations of species richness (SR) and density (DENS) versus environmental varia-
bies*

Intercept  BRIDGS00 NATIVTVV DISTBUIL RIPWIDTH DISTBRID ad
Total SR 3.67 -0.20b 0.29b 0.01b 0.001a - Si.5¢
Permanent resident SR 361 ~0.15b 0.18b 0.01b - - 29.8¢
Summer resident SR 1.37 —0.19b 0.33a - 0.001b - 27.2%
Total DENS 226.35 —24.30b 56.66a - - - 20.2¢
Permanent resident DENS 148.64 - 32.20a - - 0.07a 1l.4e
Summer resident DENS 3331 ~9.59a 23.51a - - - 16.6¢

2 Letters following the regression coefficients indicate the significance of each variable in the overall regression equation (a, p < 0.01, b, p < 0.001,

c. p < 0.0001).
b F.values are for tests of significance of the overall regression equations.

Table 3
Proportion of variance (r?) explained by variables selected in multiple linear regressions of riparian bird species richness and density. Separate results

for permanent residents, summer residents, and all species. The proportion of variance explained by the model containing all significant variables is
given in the total section ) .

Species richness Density
Permanent Summer Total Permanent Summer Total
BRIDGS00 0.41 ‘ 0.35 0.49 - 0.21 0.25
NATIVTVV 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.08 .13 0.13
DISTBUIL 0.12 - 0.09 - - -
RIPWIDTH - 0.13 0.05 - - -
DISTBRID - - - 0.18 - -
Total 0.58 0.56 0.77 0.26 0.34 0.38
Table 4 .
Correlations among environmental variables used in multiple linear regressions of bird species richness and density and in canonical correspondence
analyses
NATS- EXOS- NATI- EXOT- ARTI- DIST- DIST- BRID- RIPW-
TDEN TDEN VIVvV Tvv F300 BUIL BRID G500 IDTH
NATSTDEN 1.00 -0.13 0.42 -0.35 —0.16 0.21 0.18 ~0.14 0.11
EXOSTDEN - 1.00 ~0.24 0.34 0.13 -0.17 -0.01 0.13 -0.23
NATIVTVV - - 1.00 —0.63 -0.19 0.28 0.29 ~0.26 0.29
. EXOTITVV - - - 1.00 -0.08 -0.15 -0.18 0.13 0.02
ARTIF500 - - - - 1.00 —0.55 ~0.15 0.33 —0.45
DISTBUIL - - - - - 1.00 0.15 -0.28 0.19
DISTBRID - - - - - - 1.00 -0.57 0.17
BRIDG500 - - - - - - - 1.00 -0.31
RIPWIDTH - - - - - - - - 1.00
building (DISTBUIL) increased, while total species significant in the original models appeared in no more
richness and summer resident species richness increased than 10 of the bootstrap models. These results indicate
significantly with increasing riparian corridor width that the variables found to be significant in the original
(RIPWIDTH). . models were indeed the variables most closely asso-
The bootstrap regressions confirmed that the original ciated with species richness and density.
regression models were not very sensitive to variations
in the plots used to construct the models (Table 5). The 3.2. Canonical correspondence analysis
variables found to be significant in the original models
were selected as significant in 14-20 of the bootsirap The results of the CCA of the riparian bird commu-
models. In contrast, variables that were not included as nity appear in Fig. 1 as a biplot of the species scores
Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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along the first two axes of the ordination. Although
there was little overall variance in the species data, as
noted by the relatively low eigenvalues for the first two
axes (0.25 and 0.08), the ordination explained this var-
iance fairly well. The first two axes explained 14 and 5%

S.C. Rottenborn | Biological Conservation 88 (1999 ) 289-299

of the variance in the species data, respectively, and the
vectors for the environmental variables and the species
scores together explained 49% of the variance in the
species—environment relationships along the first axis angd
17% of the variance on the second axis. The species-

Table §
Results of the bootstrap regressions of species n'chnes; (SR) and density (DENS) vs environmenta! variables

BRIDGS500 NATIVTVV DISTBUIL RIPWIDTH DISTBRID Other®
Total SR 20* 20 18 16 - 6
Permanent resident SR 20 19 15 - - 8
Sumimer resident SR 20 18 - 20 - 10
Total DENS 17 20 - - - 10
Permanent resident DENS - 14 - - 20 10
Summer resident DENS 16 19 - - - 8

* For each of the variables that were included as significant in one of the original regression models, this table gives the number of bootstrap

equations (out of a total of 20) in which the variable appeared as significant
b Other indicates the maximum number of bootstrap equations in which a
found to be significant.
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axes indicates how well the environmental variable is correlated with
the environmental conditions associated with the occurrence of each
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-nvironment correlations, indicating the ability of the
environmental variables to explain the variation in bird
community composition, were 0.87 for the first axis and
(173 for the second. The overall ordination and the first
and second axes were significant (p = 0.01).

Native vegetation volume (NATIVTVYV), riparian
corridor width (RIPWIDTH), distance to a building
(DISTBUIL), number of bridges (BRIDG500), and
percent cover by artificial surface around a plot
{ARTIF500), the most important variables in the mul-
tiple regressions of species richness and density, were
again the variables most strongly associated with bird
community structure (Fig. 1). The first axis of the ordi-
nation was influenced primarily by number of bridges
(BRIDGS500) and artificial surface cover (ARTIF500) in
one direction and by native vegetation volume
(NATIVTVYV), riparian corridor width (RIPWIDTH),
distance to a building (DISTBUIL), and distance to a
bridge (DISTBRID) in the opposite direction. This axis
seems to separate the plots in narrow riparian corridors
and in the most heavily urbanized areas from plots in
less urbanized areas and/or in broader riparian corri-
dors. Most of the species on the positive end of this axis
are urban-adapted species, while many of those on the
negative end are sensitive to human disturbance or
require specific habitat features that are not present in
highly urbanized areas.

Axis 1I was affected most strongly by native vegeta-
tion volume. Many of the species on the positive end of
axis II, which is negatively correlated with native vege-
tation volume, are species generally associated with
early-seral habitats. With the exception of rock dove,
house sparrow, and Brewer’s blackbird, the species on
the negative end of axis II are generally associated with
structurally complex habitats.

3.3. Multiple linear regression models for individual bird
species

Of the 61 bird species that were recorded on at least
four plots, significant regression models (p < 0.01) were
constructed for 48 species (Table 6); the r* values for
these significant models ranged from 0.08 to 0.64. In
contrast, the densities of 13 species were not sig-
nificantly related to any of the environmental variables
(p > 0.01). Of the 21 environmental variables used in
these analyses, 17 were included in models for at least
one species. The variables that were significant in the
most models, and which therefore seemed to be impor-
tant to the most species, were the number of bridges
within 500 m (BRIDGS500), riparian corridor width
(RTPWIDTH), total vegetation volume (TOTALTVYV),
and distance to the nearest bridge (DISTBRID).

Based on the results of the CCA and these regres-
sions, the species whose populations are likely to decline
as a result of increasing urbanization in the study area
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(“sensitive” species) and those whose populations are
likely to remain stable or increase as a result of urbani-
zation barring extensive habitat destruction (“tolerant”
species) were identified (Table 7).

4. Discussion

4.1. Patterns of association between birds and
urbanization

Changes in riparian bird communities resulting from
urbanization may be caused by a number of factors.
The most extreme impacts on riparian bird commu-
nities, which result from the outright destruction of
riparian vegetation. are due primarily to the loss of
structural resources (Rottenborn, 1997). However,
where riparian woodlands remain intact, other urbani-
zation-related factors may influence these bird commu-
nities. This study differs from most previous studies of
the effects of urbanization on birds in one major respect:
whereas most studies have examined the direct effects of
habitat alteration. this study focused on the ways in
which intact remnants of riparian habitat have been
affected by urbanization on adjacent lands.

Variation in avian species richness, density, and com-
munity structure was closely related to environmental
variables associated with urbanization. Plots closer to
developed areas generally had lower species richness
than those farther from development, and the densities
of a number of species increased as proximity to roads
and buildings decreased. The percent cover by buildings
or by all artificial surfaces within 500 m of a plot was
associated with the densities of some species but was not
as important as the distance to the nearest building or
road. Although some urban-adapted species, such as
mourning dove and northern mockingbird, were posi-
tively associated with the percent cover by artificial sur-
face around these plots, most species were negatively
related to these variables. These results are similar to
those of Friesen et al. (1995), who found that the den-
sity of housing around forest patches in Ontario was
strongly associated with the species richness and abun-
dance of Neotropical migrants nesting in the woodlots,
indicating that urbanization can have substantial
impacts on habitat remnants that are not directly
altered.

Along streams in the Santa Clara Valley. cat density
tends to be higher adjacent to residential and industrial
areas than adjacent to undeveloped agricultural areas
(Rottenborn, 1997). The number of people intruding
into riparian corridors is probably also higher where
setbacks between riparian habitats and developed areas
are narrow and where housing density is higher on
adjacent lands. Birds using riparian corridors very close
to roads and buildings may be affected by noise and
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Table 6
Significant (p < 0.01) positive (+) and negative (—) relationships between habitat/land use variables and bird densities
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Black-crowned night-heron ns*  House finc
Turkey vulture + 0.094 % Lesser gol
Mallard + - 0.203 ¥ American
Red-shouldered hawk + + 0.210 3 House spa
Red-tailed hawk + 0.128 ——
American kestrel + 0.093 T % ns,m
California quail + - +  0.557
Rock dove - + 0.365
Mourning dove + 0.08}
Black-chinned hummingbird - + 0.172
Anna’s hummingbird - 0.094
Alien’s hummingbird ns ;
Belted kingfisher ns Tnot be a
Acorn woodpecker - ns
Nuttail's woodpecker + - 0.320
Downy woodpecker + - 0.143
Northern fiicker + - 0.238 ¥
Western wood-pewee + + o+ 0231 that t'>rc
Willow fiycatcher ns ] gics rich
Pacific-slope fiycatcher + + - 0.322 . Bird
Black phoebe - - 0.102 -
Ash-throated flycatcher - + + 0346
Western kingbird - - - +  0.577
Hutton’s vireo + - 0.340 3
Warbling vireo + + - 0.246 -free mo’
Steller’s jay + + + 0228 % habitat «
Western scrub-jay ns # Alterna:
American crow ns
Swainson’s thrush + + 0.307  PIOXY v
American robin + - 0.239
Violet-green swallow +  0.139
N. rough-winged swaliow ) - - 0.484
Cliff swallow - - 0.321
Barn swallow - = 0.575 .
Chestaut-backed chickadee + 0.148 pioat my
Oak titmouse + - + 0521 Of the
Bushtit + - 0.228 j &
White-breasted nuthatch + + + + 0610
Bewick's wren + + 0.359
California thrasher - + + 0305
Northern mockingbird + 0.128
European starling ns .
Yeliow warbler + ~ - - + 0582 LV 2
Common yellowthroat ns i
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Spotted towhee + + - - + 0.640
California towhee - 0.194 ;
Song sparrow + - 0.354 ' 1at ne
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Red-winged blackbird - + 0.468
Brewer's blackbird + 0.267
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Table 6~contd.
N C C F T N N N E O D D D B P A B R
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Brown-headed cowbird ns
Hooded oriole ns
Bullock’s oriole + + - 0.212
House finch ns
Lesser goldfinch - + 0.127
American goldfinch + 0.081
House sparrow - + 0.326

* ns, multiple regression mode! contains no significant variables.

movements of people and domestic animals on adjacent Table 7

i

lands (Reijnen et al., 1995, 1996), influences that would
not be as great in riparian corridors far from developed
areas. Although this study does not identify a minimum

Predicted sensitivity of bird species to urbanization in the Santa Clara
Valley

buffer width required for the maintenance of th'e integ- ,{:ﬁ;as species” American crow
rity of riparian bird communities, these results indicate Red-shouldered hawk Bushtit
that broader buffers better maintain riparian bird spe- Rock dove American robin
cies richness. Mourning dove Northern mockingbird

Bird species richness and density were negatively Anna’s hummingbird European starling
related to the abundance and proximity of bridges. This i]SCk ~chinned bunmingbird California towhee

. . . . en’s hummingbird Dark-eyed junco

relationship may be a direct result of dxsturbancg from Belted kingfisher Brewer's biackbird
traffic, noise, or human ingress, or a result of barriers to Black phoebe Brown-headed cowbird
free movement across gaps between sections of riparian Northern rough-winged swallow Hooded oriole
habitat (Lens and Dhondt, 1994; Machtans et al., 1996). Barn swallow House finch

Alternatively, the abundance of bridges may be simply a
proxy variable for the overall degree of urbanization
around a plot, therefore representing a number of different
factors acting in concert to influence riparian bird com-
munities. Bridge locations did not seem to be influenced
significantly by topography or other natural features
that might impact these riparian bird communities.

Of the species that were negatively associated with the
abundance or close proximity of bridges, sedentary
species such as song sparrow and California towhee
might be affected by the fragmentation of riparian cor-
ridors by bridges, and species such as great egret,
American kestrel, black-headed grosbeak, warbling
vireo, and Pacific-slope flycatcher may be averse to the
noise and disturbance associated with bridges. Three
species were positively associated with bridge abun-
dance; rock dove and house sparrow are exotic species
that nest under bridges, while Brewer’s blackbird is an
abundant urban-adapted species in the study area.

The positive relationship of bird species richness and
density with native vegetation is to be expected since
exotic vegetation is often deficient in structural and
dictary resources required by many native animal

Cliff swallow
Western scrub-jay

House sparrow

Sensitive species
Pied-billed grebe
Green heron
Black-crowned night-heron
Great egret

Turkey vulture
Red-tailed hawk
American kestrel
California quail

Acorn woodpecker
Downy woodpecker
Nuttall's woodpecker
Northern flicker
Ash-throated flycatcher
Western wood-pewee
Willow flycatcher
Pacific-slope fiycatcher
Western kingpird
Violet-green swallow
Steller’s jay

Chestnut-backed chickadee
Ozk titmouse
White-breasted nuthatch
Bewick’'s wren
Swainson’s thrush
California thrasher
Warbling vireo

Hutton's vireo

Yellow warbler
Common yellowthroat’
Wilson's warbler
Western tanager
Black-headed grosbeak
Spotted towhee

Song sparrow
Red-winged blackbird
putlock’s erioie

Lesser goldfinch
American goldfinch

@ Abundance of “tolerant” species is expected to increase or remain
stable in riparian habitats following urbanization, while abundance of
“sensitive” species is expected to decline following urbanization.
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species {Anderson et al., 1977; Mills et al., 1989). The
abundance of exotic vegetation in riparian areas in the
Santa Clara Valley is substantially higher in urban areas
adjacent to residential and industrial lands than in rural
areas adjacent to agricultural land (Rottenborn. 1997).
Likewise, the width of the riparian corridor was sig-
nificant in several regression models and in the CCA.
While some species may actually have been attracted to
larger expanses of habitat, broader corridors likely
contained greater habitat heterogeneity and more later-
successional tree species (at the edges of the corridors)
than narrow ones, and broader strips of riparian wood-
land may have provided a greater buffer from human
influences to birds nesting in the interior of the corridor.
Examination of the CCA and the significant relation-
ships between environmental variables and the densities
of individual bird species revealed several patterns.
Neotropical migrants, such as Swainson's thrush. vellow
warbler, western wood-pewee, Wilson's warbler, willow
flycatcher, and warbling vireo, were positively related to
. broad riparian corridors and high native vegetation
volume and negatively related to variables associated
with intense development. Although a few Neotropical
migrants that use exotic vegetation frequently. (e.g.
black-chinned hummingbird. Allen’s hummingbird, and
hooded oriole) were present in heavily urbanized areas,
the majority of Neotropical migrants seemed to show an
aversion to riparian habitat in developed areas, as has
been reported elsewhere (Friesen et al., 1995).
Species that glean insects from foliage or bark showed
a strong preference for less urbanized areas, possibly
reflecting low insect densities on heavily urbanized plots
having abundant exotic vegetation (Mills et al., 1989).
In contrast, ground-foraging and seed-eating species
showed no clear patterns of distribution relative to
urbanization. Most cavity-nesting species displaved a
clear negative association with more urbanized plots;
this may be due to a shortage of older trees with cavities
or to competition with European starlings, which were
positively associated with urbanization. Most of the
species that nest on or near the ground, including Cali-
fornia thrasher, California quail, spotted towhee, and
Bewick’s wren, were also negatively related to urbani-
zation, possibly due to predation by cats and other pre-
dators in urban areas.

4.2. Conservation of bird diversity in riparian habitats

In many areas, urbanization is likely to continue to
spread in the next century (US Department of the
Interior, 1994), subjecting riparian systems currently in
rural or natural areas to detrimental impacts. The fore-
going relationships allow one to predict how further
urbanization could affect riparian bird communities in
the future. Thus, the densities of most obligate riparian
species. Neotropical migrants, foliage and bark-foraging

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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insectivores, ground-nesting birds, native cavity-nesters,
and oak-associated species are likely to decline with the
encroachment of bridges, adjacent development, ang
other elements of built landscapes.

However, some of the detrimental effects of urbanj.
zation on riparian bird communities can be minimized
with proper planning. The single most important step
that can be taken to conserve riparian bird communities
in the face of urbanization is to minimize development
in and along floodplains by maintaining broad buffers
of undeveloped land between developed areas ang
riparian habitats. Habitat restoration efforts, particu-
larly those that broaden riparian corridors and link
fragments of riparian habitat, would augment habijtay
area and enhance the value of existing habitat by further
buffering riparian birds from human influences outside
the corridor. Where development has occurred in close
proximity to riparian habitats, efforts to minimize direct
human disturbance of riparian plant and bird commuy.
nities (e.g. by restricting access to riparian habitats) and
replace exotic plants with native species would also
benefit riparian bird communities.
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Letter No. 18

SCOPE

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386
5-3-04

Jeff Hogan

Planning Dept.

City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Blvd.
Santa Clarita, Ca. 91355

240 ALID

Re: River Park Project MC 02-175, SCH#2002091081

3
J

FLIYIC

Dear Mr. Hogan: Tl

Please find below our initial comments on the environmental impact reéport. Werwill
submitting additional comments and back up documents.

Biology
We are concerned about the adequacy of the biological surveys. As the City is well
aware, this same environmental consultant (Impact Sciences) prepared the EIR for
Newhall Ranch and did not disclose the spine ﬂowex(See attached LA Times article).
Presence of the spade foot toad was not disclosed on this project even though many
people were well aware of its existence. We request that independent new surveys for
the arroyo toad be conducted according to required protocol. It has also come to our™ |
attention that L.ou Courtois, the biologist on the previous project, ignored data regarding
the toad and did not use required survey protocols. (See Attachments as listed.)
Spadefoot toads were sighted in San Francisquito Canyon in 2001 and the sightings
were confirmed by Scott Harris, Dept. of Fish and Game. Additional unmitigated
impacts to the California fully protected Black-tailed jack rabbits,

We request disclosure of all confidentiality agreements between the developer and the
consultants involved with this project.

3

Status reports on the Natural River Management Plan are required each April. We
request that these reports be included by reference in the EIR. We further request that
and independent firm, not Impact Sciences, be hired to perform the oversight. Impact
Sciences is now conducting all environmental review for Newhall/Iennar projects and
providing mitigation oversight. This creates a situation rife with conflicts of interest that
no honest business entity would tolerate.

We request that public notification be required when additional surveys are conducted
under such mitigation so that the public can be assured that proper protocols are
followed.

@ @ & ©
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SCOPE Comments on River Park EIR, Master Case #02-175 2

Further, the City must address the cumulative impacts to the Santa Clara River watershed.
Such impacts have been extensive and devastating. They include impacts to endangered
species, water supply and water quality, and air pollution which the City itself has asserted
during the CEMEX mine proceeding. We hereby submit and incorporate by reference all
documents submitted and research conducted by the City of Santa Clarita and known to exist
in its files, of public documents. regarding impacts to the Santa Clara River. We attach the
recent Santa Clara River cumulative impact letter submitted by multiple organizations (see
attached letter ). These cumulative impacts must be addressed.

Water

Although an SB610 Assessment is provided, it neglects to adequately disclose current water
demand from previously approved, but not yet built projects as found in the County the
development monitoring system. The demand in the SB610 Assessment is only for existing
connections and does not adequately disclose approved, but unbuilt projects. Up to date
figures must be included in the water supply assessment and the water section of the EIR.

The water demand stated in the SB610 analysis is in fact less than that currently now being
used according to the 2003 Santa Clarita water Supply report). Water used for agriculture
must be included as existing demand according to the water code. Also, as the County is well
aware, some 7000AF of the agricultural withdrawal was relied on to approve the Newhall
Ranch specific Plan, so demand for this water already exists.

The SB610 analysis also includes water from the Saugus Aquifer that is polluted by
ammonium perchlorate. This is contrary to requirements of the law regarding what can be
counted as existing water supply (See section 10910(d)(1) and (2). We have attached
documents that indicate the reduction in supply from that pollution and ask that this section be
corrected.

Further, the SB610 analysis relies on the 41,000 acre foot water transfer for which there is no
certified Environmental Impact Report. The EIR was decertified by the 2nd District Appellate
Court in 2002 (Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency). This is
contrary to Section 10910(d)(2)}(D).

We believe that it is improper to count the 41,000 acre foot water transfer from Kern County
for planning purposes until the two decertified Envircamental Impact Reports have been
completed and approved by the respective lead agencies and the Courts.. It was clear that the
neither the Courts nor the settlement agreement intended that this water transfer would be used
to approve new projects, but only that water from: it could be used for existing customers.
Neither the Court nor the City of Santa Clarita may rely on the unpublished decision included
in the Administrative record which merely addresses use of the transfer by current residents.
We will be entering a number of supporting documents into the administrative record to
provide the basis for this statement of fact.

Ammonium Perchlorate Pollution

At a public hearing. the project proponent stated that the water from contaminated wells closed
due to excessive levels of ammonium perclorate poltution should be counted because they will
be back on line in a year.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Thete is no supporting documentation to collaborate that statement, We have attached the
DTSC clean-up schedule for your reference. Additionally, the process for well head clean up
used in other localities does not clean to the state health goal level of 6ppb. The process in used
in Puente Valley requires a brine line. The Santa Clarita Valley does not have a brine line.

The Sanitation Districts recently investigated the cost of building a brine line during hearings to @
establish a TMDL for chlorides with the Regional Water Quality Board. They estimated the
cost to be approximately $50 million. There is no funding for such a project. Condemnations
and property acquisitions necessary to build the brine line would take years.

The second process put forward by the water agencies is bio remediation. This is still an
experimental process requiring Dept. of Health Services certification before it can be used in
the Santa Clarita Valley. Such certification normally takes two years.

Additionally, there is concern that, because of the mineral composition of the ground water in
the Santa Clarita Vallcy, the proposed clean-up process will raise the levels of nitrates in the
effluent. Ground water in the Santa Clarita Valley has been experiencing rising levels of

nitrates (an indication of over draft) for the last several years. Many wells are well over the @
half mark to the maximum contaminant level allowed. Further increases in nitrate levels would
not be acceptable. '

Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Report

This report was required of the water Agencies by Supervisor Antonovich beginning in 1999 to
help evaluate the water supply in the Santa Clarita Valley. Disclosure of the water production
reports is also required by the 1987 update to CLWA’s enabling legislation (Water Code
Chapter 103 Section 15.2(a)). It is important for the Commission to review the latest water
production figures because of the substantial number of new units that are now requesting
Wwater service (an estimated 2000 to 4000 units). Such rapid increases in water demand must

be evaluated before new approvals are granted.

It is now May of 2004 and this water supply report has not been released to the City or the
public.

We assert that the Commission will not be able to adequately evaluate the water supply for this
huge project without obtaining answers to the above issues. We therefore request that the
issues be addressed and documentation supplied during the course of these hearings.

The City may not rely on an SB610 Assessment or and Urban Water

Management Plan that it knows to be inaccurate.

We continue to protest the reliance on water withdrawals from the Santa Clara River in excess
of safe yields. Water levels are dropping in wells in the eastern reaches and tributaries, an
indication of overdraft, even though rainfall measured 24 inches last year, 10 inches above

normal. Reliance on groundwater that will over draft the basin is contrary to the LA County

General Plan, the Santa Clarita Area wide Plan and the City General Plan. (See attached
documents.). Withdrawal in excess of safe yield that affects endangered species may also be
contrary to SB610. There is no completed base line study on the Santa Clara River. Studies
submitted to the public utilities commission show average production to be approximately

. Riverpark FEIR
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28,000 Acre Feet. Production has far exceed that amount over the last seven years (see
Bachman study attachment).

Increased use of imported water and its affects on water quality were not addressed. Reliance
on larger amounts of imported water may make compliance with the Chloride TMDL
impossible. It already will result in the exceedance of health standards for Trihalomethane
pollution in areas that must depend on higher ratios of imported water.

We request that these issues be addressed and that a Subsequent or Supplementat EIR be
prepared and recirculated before this project is approved.

Hillside Management
This project proposes removal of a significant ridgeline. That ridgeline currently buffers and
existing neighbor hood from the traffic and air pollution and would buffer this community
from the significant impacts in those areas that will occur if the Newhall Ranch Road extension
is approved. This project does not conform to the Hillside Ordinance of the City of Santa
Clarita. It does not propose any amenities that would not otherwise be required as significant
impacts under federal and state law. Therefore the City may not approve removal of the
significant ridgeline.

Innovative Application Not Circulated

Apparently the applicant submitted an “Innovative Application” for the Ridgeline Ordinance at
the April 20th meeting of the Planning Commission on this project . However, this application
was not included, nor was it circulated in the Environmental Impact Report. Therefore, the
impacts that would arise from any proposed change to make the project “innovative or move
the project to comply with the hillside ordinance were not addressed in the EIR, nor provided
as an alternative. We request that we receive a copy of this application and that any changes
due to this proposal be properly circulated to the public to allow for adequate comment.

@ @ &

)

We prepose an innovative afternative that would move the entire project back from the flood
plain of the Santa Clara River and preserve both the River and provide oak tree avoidance. It
would also provide mitigation areas for species such as the rare Black-tailed jack rabbit, the
spadefoot toad Lizard.

Flood Hazard ' ‘

The map of the project Significant Ecological Area, figure 4.6-6 of the additional Revised
Biological Resources Information Document shows a severe constriction of river flow by this
project and the project on the opposite bank, also owned by Newhall Land and Farming
(Lennar Corp.). This constriction will cause back up of flood flows upstream of the project
and increased velocity and erosiveness of flows downstream of the project (see attached Army
Corps article from the New York Times.) Increased velocity will affect downstream property
owners and jurisdictions.

®)

@)

As the City is already aware, the current constriction at Bouquet Bridge caused by a reduced
bridge span, caused considerable damage to the bridge in the 1997 El Nino event, resulting in a
huge cost (some $600,000) to the tax payers. We incorporate by reference all information

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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SCOPE Comments on River Park EIR, Master Case #02-175 5
currently in the City files regarding previous flood damage. We believe that the constriction
caused by illegal extension of the flood plain into the river by the project on the opposite bank
must be addressed as a safety/flood hazard issue in this Environmental document.

Conclusion

We oppose this project in its current configuration. We request that a project alternative be
submitted that adheres to the City’s Hillside Ordinance and preserves a greater portion of the
floodplain. This would also serve as mitigation for the impacts to the many rare and |
endangered species impacted by this project. Given the Santa Clarita Valley’s current water
supply problems, Lennar Corp. should also be required to provide a “no net loss” offset
program for the proposed water usage on the project. This could include re-planting high
water use landscape areas with lower water use, drought tolerant natives, a toilet replacement
program, use of gray water, etc. Lastly, public and alternative non-auto modes of
transportation must be incorporated into the project design to reduce air pollution.

® ® &)

In the past, the City has allowed changes to the project design without re-circulating the
environmental document. Under such a method, by the time the project is approved, no one in
the public can be sure exactly what is being proposed and how impacts are being addressed.
We request in advance that changes (including those that have already occurred) be re-
circulated and public comment allowed, before the project is approved.

)

Thank-you for your time.

Sincerely,

AW
Larry Kanner

Attachments as indicated in the text and listed below

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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Attachments

1. LA Times Article on Newhall's failure to disclose

2. Arroyo toad occurance map news articles on sitings, DFG letter

3. Cumulative Impact Letter

4., SB 610 Definition of existing water supplies

5. Reports showing continued contamination of the Saugus Aquifer

and quantifying loss of production. .

6. Water AGency reports indicating safe "perennial yeild is
32,000 AF and chart on water pumpage in the Santa Clara River

7. Rainfall and well level data

8. Bachman, PhD Hydrologist submittal to the PUC re: Santa Clara
River

9. US Army Corps of Engineers article indicating impacts from
flood flow constriction in a river system.

Impact Sciences, Inc. Riverpark FEIR
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TOAD / From Page 1

In 2000, while surveying land
east of -5 for an endangered
fish the unarmored
threespined stickleback — for
the Fish & Wildlife Service,
Courtois identified six arroyo
toads, but didn’t report the
finding until March 23 — after
the critical habitat was identi-
fied for protection.

Farris said because the find-
ing was made under a permit
for work on the stickleback, law
didn’t requtre he immediately
report the findings.

“It’s possible that it wouldn’t
have had an effect,” on the criti-
cal habitat designation, he said.

Nancy Sandburg, a biologist
hired by the Center for Biologi-
cal Diversity and Friends of the
Santa Clara River, has since
January discovered more than
10 arrovo toads along the Santa
Clara River and San Fran-
cisquito Creek.

Lois Grunwald, Fish & Wild-
life Service spokeswoman, said
Newhall Land’s property was
excluded from the critical habi-
tat area because the company
submitted a Natural Rivers
Management Plan outlining
how the developer will protect
any endangered species discov-
ered on the property.

That plan didn’t address the
arroyo toad because surveyors
didn’t find evidence of the spe-
cies, said Marlee Lauffer,
Newhall Land spokeswoman.
The company also was unaware

of Courtois’ 2000 findings until
he reported it in March.

Because of the recent find-
ings, although Newhall hasn’t
received Sandburg's report, the
company is surveying for
arroyos in the area again.

“If it is identified, there are
mitigation measures that can
deal with it,” Lauffer said.

Dan Holland, an ecologist/
herpetologist who studied the
toads for five years at Camp
Pendelton in northern San
Diego County, discovered that
arroyo toads can be present in a
habitat without being seen.

“If you only go out and stand
on the bridge and listen for the
arroyo toad, that’s not how to

-search for them,” Holland said.

“You may not find them even if
they are there.”

Temperature, available food,
water flow and the time of year
can either drive toads into the
open or keep them buried in the
sand along river banks. Usually,
adults only come out at night.

The toad lives in rivers that
have shallow pools adjacent to
sandy terraces, and breeding
occurs on large streams with
persistent water from late
March until mid-June, officials
said. :

The toad has lost about 75
percent of its historical habitat
because of urbanization, dam
construction beginning in the
late 1900s and other activities,
officials said. Because of habitat
destruction, only eight drainages
remain where they will live. The

Santa Clara River

SIX SIGHTINGS

Chronology: Biologists have decumented six sightings since
1994 of the endangered arroyo southwestern toad.

Date Location observed Biclogist
_ 1994 East of qudéh State (5) lfreeway Louis Courtcis
. 1-996 Wesf of_MéB-eén Pérkway' aﬁd
upper San Francisquito Creek Unidentified
1998 Sé_n Frgnc_is‘quii'd 'Cfgek'  Frank Hovore
2000 East. of -5 a’; Castai;: Junction Louis Couﬁcis
: 2001 : Crmcal hgbit_avt‘gs{a‘tﬁl'ishea; ’ o
2001 Saﬁ. .f;'rancivsq.uito Creek and the

Nancy Sandburg

Sources: U.S. Fish & Wildiife Service, The Newhall Land and
Farming Company’s environmental impact reports.

toad became a federally endan-
gered species in January 1995.

While developers insist the
river management plan will pro-
tect the toad, Holland said con-
struction can disrupt habitat
areas in several ways.

Building homes in the upland

areas increases predators, such
as raccoons, and eliminates hab-
itat around the river where the
toads travel,
- Concrete sail river bank stabi-
lization ‘can 'suffocate buried
toads, off-road vehicles or
pedestrians following trails can
squash the toads.

Also, a change in water veloc-
ity — which occurs when neigh-
borhoods drain into waterways
— will make the river or creek
bed less suitable for the toad to
lay eggs.

The Army Corps of Engineers
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service are reviewing th
Newhall Land project permit
and the river management plar
a process that will take sever:
months.

Aaron Allen, senior projec
manager for the Army Corp:
said Newhall Land is preparin
a biological assessment of th
management plan that will spe
cifically address the possibl
impacts for the toads. Once tht
assessment is complete, th
Corps and Fish & Wildlife Se:
vice will reinitiate consultatio
on the project.

Until then, Newhall Land ha
stopped construction, ‘Alle
said. : ’

“All the information that i
coming to light is all new infor
mation to us,” he said. “An
that’s why we are reinitiatin
consultation for the species g
this time.”
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] May 30, 2000
Mr. Ross Plstene
Newhall Land & Farming Co.
"23823 W. Valencia Bivd
Valencia , CA 91355

Dear Mr. Pistone, .

over San Francisquito Creek. This Project is covered under Streambed Alteration
Agreement 5-502.97, for projects under the Natural River Management Pian (NRM P) for
the Santa Clara River and jts tributarjies. The following mitigation Mmeasures naed to bg
incorporatad into the document before the we can approve the project.

1. . The Department has received information indicating the presence of Western
Spadefeot toad (Scaphiopus hammondi), a state species of special coneem, within
the project area. This particular specles was not included in the NRMP, possibly
dus to lack of information regarding it’s presenca in the area. This past year hag
provided eptimal conditions for the Waestarn Spadsfoct, and unknewn populations
have been documanted. Thought it will be impessible to survey for Westam
spadefoot during the proper time of ysar (January through May) on phase | of the
project the species sheuld be survayed for prior to phase |}, |f the toad , tadpoles
or 89gs are found suitable measures should be implementsd to salvage them.
Salvaged apacimana should be ralocated ta suitable habitat free from future ptoject
disturbancs, Following mitigation measure BIO-1 (b) and BIO-2 will help minimize
Impacts to Western spadefoat, but the department will work with Valencia to
develop the appropriate measures, and expand the NRMP to include this species,

2. Updataed (Spring 2000) bird survey dates needs to be submitted forthe project area.
Surveys shall be conductad during the appropriate time of year, and include all
3pecles present. The Surveys shall be submitted to the Departrment for review and
approval prior to commencing project activities, In the future the most recent bird
surveys shall be submitted to the Department with the VRL's for project under the

NRMF, :

3. Ifproject activities are Proposed during the breeding season (March 15- September
1) surveys to detect nesting birds (not just listed or otherwise sansitive birds) shall

be conductad as= described in mitigation measure BIO-3(k). This measure was
intended to protact all nesting birds. Section 3503 of the Fish and Game code state

Riverpark FEIR
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Mr. Ross Pistons
30 May 2000

“Itis unlawful to taks, passess or naedlessly dastroy the nest of any bird, except as
atherwise provided by this code or any regulation adaepted pursuant therato.”
Breeding bird surveys shall be completed no earller than 7 days prior to
commencing activitias. This is to ensura birds do not move into the area and begin
nesting between the time survey are completed and construction begina, |f work

~ Is gaing to be complatad outsida the breeding season, then nesting bird surveys wil|

not be required.

If nesting birds are found, tha nest sltes shall be flagged/fencad and no constructon

activities shall occur within 300 feet of the nest(300 faet for raptors) until afer the .

nest has fledged. The results of the Pre-construction surveys including nest
locations shall be submitted to the Betty Courtney of the Department upon survey

-campletion, This informatien should be transmitted by fax to 661-253-8305. Ifbirds

begin nesting in habitat areas adjmcant to the project site following the
commencement of project activities, then work will 09! Be stopped next to the new

- nest site. The stated project approach includad the instafiation and use of

sisctranic dird repeiiing devicas along the northern and southern work limits prior
to the stan! of the breeding/nesting saason . This was intended as a safeguard to
minimize bird activity with the defined work area, The Depariment does nct
approve of the placement of these type of davices.

Projectsquitied underthe NRMP were agproved conceptually by the Department,
zinca detaited CEQA raview was to ba completad by tha |mad agency for each
individual project The CEQA document needs to be submitted with the VRL for

- Department review, in ardar to adequataly assess project impacts. Therefore, on

. Thank

future projscts falling within the NRMP, the Dspartment will require a copy-of the

CZdA document to be submittad with the VRL.

You for you assistance in thesa matters, if you have any further questions pleass

contact Betty Courtney, of my staff at (661) 263-8306.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

Sincerely,
N erpp m———
- C.F. Raysbrock

Regional Manager

Mergen  wugbrhe iz
. C"VJ.LIL ECLL‘Q/ZZ:K

83

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



T s
77 Acorariete cacoret or
e

LOGICAL
IVERSITY

e 100 ¥

G

TOUNDID 1593

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Regulatory Branch — Ventura Field Office

ATTN: CESPL-C0O—2004-00004-A0A

2151 Allesandro Drive, Suite 255

Ventura, California 93001

E: aaron.o.allen@usace army. mil

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIJL AND U.S. MATL
Re: Comments on Public Notice/Application Number 2004-00004-A0A

December 15, 2003

Dear Mr. Allen:

The California Native Plant Society, Center for Biological Diversity,
Environmental Defense Center, Environment Now, Friends of the Santa Clara River,
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (“SCOPE”), San Fernando
Valley Audubon Society, Audubon California, and Santa Clarita Sierra Club Group,
VisualJourneys, and Ventura Coastkeeper (collectively referred to as the “Coalition”) are
all public interest organizations dedicated to water quality, air quality, habitat and open
space conservation, as well and the quality of life for people who value these things. Our
members and staff have long been concerned about the fate of the extremely significant
biological resources of the Santa Clara River watershed. On behalf of our members,
staff, and members of the public with an interest in protecting these resources, the
Coalition submits the following comments on Public Notice/Application Number 2004-
00004-AOA for the issuance of wetlands fill permit under Section 404 of the Clean
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Coalition Comments on Public Notice/Application Number 2004-00004-A0A
12/15/03
Page 2 of 19

Water Act (“the Permit”) for the Tapie and Spring Canyons east of Canyon Country,
California (“Spring Canyon Project” or “Project™).

i. Introduction

The Santa Clara River is southern California’s last truly dynamic big river. It
boasts one of the largest watersheds in the South Coast region at 1,600 miles, is the
longest free-flowing river in Southern California, and is the only one that extends from
the desert to the coast. The river is of critical biological importance linking several major
ecoregions. It is also lined by riparian habitats so rare that they exist in only three to five
percent of their original range in the western United States, and are home to twelve
federally endangered species. Unfortunately, the Santa Clara River and its tributaries are
within one of the most rapidly urbanizing watersheds in the state of California, making
the area a high priority for monitoring and enforcing environmental regulations. Over
twenty United States Army Corps of Engineers (“ACOE” or “Army Corps” or “Corps™)
permits have been issued in the area, paving the way for extensive urbanization and
degradation of this pristine environment. Any alteration of this important area must be
approached with the utmost caution so as not to destroy this ecologically and biologically
important region.

Nevertheless, the Spring Canyon Project application, which proposes to discharge
dredged or fill material into a tributary of the Santa Clara River, is supported by
extremely limited substantive environmental analysis or documentation. Specificaily, the
application lacks an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), a Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternatives (“LEDPA”) analysis, or a Cumulative Impacts (“CI”)
analysis. Furthermore, to the Coalition’s knowledge, the Corps has not granted a hearing
on this Permit application, or any other Section 404 permit application since at least
1998. As such, the Coalition strongly urges the Corps to extend or reopen the comment
period once the necessary EIS, LEDPA, and CI analyses are completed and circulated to
the public. Furthermore, the Coalition requests that the Corps grant a hearing to discuss
the significant impacts associated with the Spring Canyon Project Permit and other
proposed projects along the Santa Clara River.

IL Since the Application Materials Contain Insufficient Information for
Meaningfu! Public Comment, the Public Comment Period Should be
Extended and a Hearing Should be Granted

As discussed herein in further detail, there is insufficient information contained in
the Public Notice/Application for the public to comment meaningfully on every aspect of
the proposed Project. Environmental assessment documents referred to in the Permit
application, which will eventually be submitted in support of the application, are not
current, completed, or available for review. Specifically, the Permit application lacks an
Environmental Assessment (“EA”), and a LEDPA analysis. Clearly the environmental
impacts of the proposed Project and its alternatives need to be considered by the Army
Corps, as well as commenting agencies and members of the affected public. In fact, the
purpose of the public comment period is to provide the Corps with feedback on those

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Coalition Comments on Public Notice/Application Number 2004-00004-A0A
12/15/03
Page 3 of 19

very assessments. Without the EA and LEDPA, the Corps’ sister agencies and the public
have little factual information about the Project on which to base substantive comments,
and the comment period is rendered meaningless. Please note that while these and other
deficiencies will be addressed in further detail below, it is impossible for the public to
comment fu/ly upon these issues at this point, given the incomplete information supplied
by the application materials.

A. The Environmental Assessment is not Complete or Available for Review
and Public Comment

Army Corps staff has indicated that an Environmental Assessment will be

-prepared for this Project pursuant to National Environmental Policy Act, 42U S.C. §§

4321 et seq. (“NEPA”) requirements. The EA will address more specific environmental
impacts than those covered in the application. The Coalition asserts that an EA is
insufficient for a project of this size-and location, and that a full Environmental Impact
Statement is required (see Section II below). Nevertheless, even the EA being conducted
pursuant to this Permit application will not be completed during the comment period nor
released to the public. As a result, no comments will be received on the Project’s
environmental impacts identified therein. The Corps has essentially denied the public
any opportunity to provide feedback on the Project’s environmental effects. If the Corps
is to provide a meaningful chance for the public to comment on the entire Permit
application, the EA must be made available for public comment when it is completed and
incorporated into the Permit application.

Currently, the Permit application is incomplete; it contains virtually no
assessment of the environmental effects of the proposed Project, provides no meaningful
information on which to submit substantive comments, and fails to comply with the
applicable laws. The application therefore must be denied.

B. The Required LEDPA Analysis is not Complete or Available for Review
and Public Comment

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq. (“Clean Water
Act” or “CWA”), requires each applicant for a Section 404 permit to conduct a LEDPA
analysis. 33 US.C. 1344(b)(1); 40 C.F.R. 230.10(a); see Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material, 40 C.FR. Part 230.
Specifically, the CWA prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material, and also the
issuance of a Section 404 permit, if there is “a practicable alternative to the proposed
discharge which would have a less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as
the alternative does not have other significant adverse impacts.” 40 CF.R. 230.10(a).
The LEDPA analysis is a critical portion of the application process, which serves as a
good faith attempt to find ways to reduce the Project’s impacts. In order to receive a
Section 404 permit, the applicant must “demonstrate that the proposed project design is
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.” PN, p. 4.
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However, while ACOE staff has indicated that the Permit applicant is currently
drafting a LEDPA analysis, that document, like the EA. will not be completed or made
available to the public during the public comment period. The Permit application merely
states, “less damaging alternative designs include a smaller development that reduces
impacts to waters of the United States, alternative location for the proposed development
and the no federal action alternative (environmental baseline).” PN, p. 4 These
alternatives are sweeping generalizations that provide the public with virtually no specific
information. As such, it is impossible to evaluate the impacts of these alternatives.

Because no LEDPA analysis is available for review, no comments can be
received or considered on any proposed alternatives identified therein. The Corps has
essentially denied the public any opportunity to provide feedback on the environmental
effects of the proposed alternatives to determine whether they are less damaging than the
initial proposal and/or do not have other significant impacts themselves. If the Corps is
to provide 2 meaningful chance for the public to comment on the entire Permit issuance,
the LEDPA, as part of the Project application, must be made available for public
comment when it is completed. Until then, the current Permit application is incomplete;
it contains virtually no assessment of the proposed Project’s alternatives and their
environmental effects, provides no meaningful information on which to submit
substantive comments, and the application must be denied.

C. The Public Comment Period Must be Reopened and a Hearine Granted in

order to Allow for Meaningful Public Comment

Public participation in the CWA permitting process is of primary importance.
“Congress enacted public participation rules understanding that ‘these regulations would
do more than pay lip service to public participation; instead 'the public must have a
genuine opportunity to speak on the issue of protection of its waters' on federal, state and
local levels.”” Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. U.S. EPA, 859 F.2d 156, 177
(D.C. Cir. 1988). By failing to release the LEDPA and EA for public comment, the
Corps denies the public a genuine opportunity to submit substantive comments on the
Permit application and the Project’s potential environmental impacts. The public must
therefore be afforded the opportunity to comment on the EA and LEDPA analysis
submitted in support of the Project’s Section 404 application. Without these analyses, the
public cannot sufficiently comment on the protections of its waters, and the public
participation requirements are rendered meaningless.

Furthermore, the Spring Canyon Project is proposed in an area where numerous
other development projects are proposed or occurring. Based on information available to
the Coalition, at least twenty (20) ACOE permitted projects are proposed or exist along
the Santa Clara River or its tributaries. These projets affect well over 3,000 acres of
land, 12 acres of waters of the U.S., and 2.25 acres of wetlands, Nevertheless, the Corps
has not conducted a cumulative impacts analysis for the Spring Canyon Project or the
Santa Clara River region as a whole. Instead of requiring a complete EIS with a detailed
(I analysis, the Corps consistently determines that EAs are sufficient for each individual
project. However, EAs lack the detailed CI analysis. Asa result, cumulative impacts are
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not initially identified as significant, and are essentially ignored throughout the remainder
of the Permit process.

Moreover, it is the Coalition’s understanding that despite evident public coneern,
the Corps has not granted a single hearing on any of these permits issued in the Santa
Clara River region since the August 1998 EIS drafted for the Valencia Company’s
Natural River Management Plan (“NRMP”) project. By failing to conduct sufficient
environmental review and/or release it to the public, as well as failing to hold hearings,
the Corps has consistently excluded the public from participating in the Permit process in
any meaningful way.

Therefore, the Coalition urges the Army Corps to extend or reopen the comment
period on this Project once the required analyses have been completed, made available to
the public, and other application deficiencies have been corrected. Furthermore, the
Coalition requests that the Army Corps grant a hearing on this Permit to address the
significant public concern regarding this Project.

IIi. The Army Corps Must Prepare an EIS on the Issuance of the Permit

The Public Notice of the Permit application states that a “preliminary
determination has been made that an environmental impact statement [“EIS”] is not
required for the proposed work.” PN, p.2. The cursory conclusion that this massive 548-
acre/542-unit Project will not have a significant impact on the environment is
nonsensical. It is clear at this juncture that the ACOE must prepare an EIS on the
issuance of this Permit.

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that an EIS be prepared for all
"major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment." 42
U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C). Whether a significant effect on the environment exists at a project
site requires the consideration of two broad factors: "context and intensity.” See 40
CFR §1508.27;42 US.C. § 4332(2)(C). These factors are discussed in turn below.

A. Context

In determining whether a federal action is “significant,” NEPA’s implementing
regulations require the Corps to analyze the significance of an action “in several contexts
such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests,
and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of the proposed action. For
instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance would usually depend upon the
effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole. Both short- and long-term effects
are relevant.” 40 CFR 1508.27(a).

It is indisputable that the issuance of a 404 Permit for this Project mandates the
preparation of an EIS when viewed in the context of Los Angeles County, Ventura
County, the Southern California region, and/or nationally. This Project, when combined
with the other projects either permitted or completed, will turn one of the last pristine
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areas in Southern California into dense urban development destroying one of the most
important areas for the preservation of biological diversity and protection of water quality
in the region. Additionally, the growth inducing and cumulative impacts of this Project,
which will be discussed in further detail below, will be devastating to the environment
and have not been adequately disclosed by the PN,

The Santa Clara River is southern California’s last truly dynamic big river. It
boasts one of the largest watersheds in the South Coast region at 1,600 miles, is the
longest free-flowing river in Southern California, and is the only one that extends from
the desert to the coast. The river is of critical biological importance linking several major
ecoregions: Coastal Plain, Coast Ranges, Traverse Ranges, and Mojave Desert. The 116
mile-long river rises on the northern slope of the San Gabriel Mountains in Los Angeles
County, traverses Ventura County, lined by riparian habitat featuring willow, mulefat,
and cottonwood forests — habitats so rare that they exist in only three to five percent of
their original range in the western United States. These streamside habitats are home to
twelve (12) federally endangered species among other sensitive wildlife habitat,
Unfortunately, the Santa Clara River and its tributaries are within one of the most rapidly
urbanizing watersheds in the state making the area a high priority for monitoring and
enforcing environmental regulations.

In the context of both the Southern California region as well as nationally, any
alternation of this important area, including the discharge dredged or fill material into a
tributary of the Santa Clara River, must be approached with the utmost caution so as not
to destroy this ecologically and biologically important area. The preparation of an EIS is
therefore required to prevent further loss of important natural resources in Los Angeles
County, benefiting both the Southern California region and the nation as a whole.

B. Intensity

An EIS is required for actions that threaten a severe or intense impact on the
environment. 40 C.F.R. 1508.27 (b). The factors the Corps must consider in determining
the intensity of the action are set forth at 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b). These include whether
the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively
significant impacts; the degree to which the proposed action affects public health or
safety; unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or
cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or
ecologically critical areas; the degree to which the effects on the quality of the human
environment are likely to be highly controversial; the degree to which the possible effects
on the human environment are highly uncertain; the degree to which the action may
adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat that has been
determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act, and; other factors.

Furthermore, the Corps must consider the effects of the Permit over the entire
project area, because it is clear that the project could not occur but for the issuance of
this 404 Permit by the Corps. 33 CF.R. § 325, Appendix B 7(b)(2). The factors the
ACOE should consider in its determination to prepare an EIS are discussed below.
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1. The Issuance of the Section 404 Permit is “Significant” and Requires an
LIS because the Proposed Project will have Significant Cumulative
Impacts on the Santa Clara River

A federal action is considered significant and thus requires an EIS when it is
“reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on ths environment.” 40
C.F.R. 1580.27(b)(7). NEPA regulations define cumulative impact as “the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.” 40 CFR § 1508.7.

Based on the information contained in the PN, the environmental impact of this
Project can only be considered to be extremely intense. The Spring Canyon Project is
proposed in an area where numerous other urbanization projects exist. While NEPA even
recognizes the cumulative impact of numerous but minor actions, the projects proposed
along the Santa Clara River are more than minor — they are large-scale housing
developments. Furthermore, the impact of the 548-acre Spring Canyon Project combined
with the other projects along the Santa Clara River is anything but minor. Together these
urbanization projects constitute a major impact on the river — one that threatens to
devastate the entire watershed. As noted above, collectively, the projects along the Santa
Clara River affect well over 3,000 acres of land, 12 acres of waters of the U.S., and 2.25
acres of wetlands. However, the Project proposal virtually ignores any direct, indirect
and cumulative effects.

The Army Corps is fully aware of the potential cumulative impacts of extensive
development along the Santa Clara River as evidenced by their EIS for the NRMP
project. That EIS identifies the following environmental impacts as unavoidable:
degradation of ambient air quality, loss of native habitats and adverse effects on flora and
fauna; potential reduction in the quality of natural surface and groundwaters, reduction in
natural vistas and visual amenities. Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report, 404 Permit and 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement for
Portions of the Santa Clara River and its Tributaries, applicant: Valencia Company,
December 1997 (“Valencia Co. EIS”), Ch. 4, p. 4-2. However, the Corps also concludes
that that project’s impacts “could combine with the similar impacts associated with the
continued development of the region outside land owned by Valencia Company. The
combination of these impacts may elevate smaller, less significant impacts (e.g. impacts
to water quality and habitat) to potentially significant cumulative impacts.” Id. at Ch. 4,
p.4-3. Specifically, the Corps asserts that

potentially significant cumulative impacts could occur due to the
combined impacts of the proposed 404 permit/1603 Agreement and the
following nearby projects: Tesoro del Valle, Newhall Ranch Specific
plan; Valencia Commerce Coalition, South Fork Channel Clearing;
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Circulation Element Amendment, and LA County Pre-EL Nino Channel
Clearing. Impacts of grater concern include loss of riparian wildlife
habitat due to nearby stormwater runoff, water quality changes due to
urban stormwater runoff, and effects on habitat for the unarmored three-
spined stickleback and least Bell’s vireo.

Id. at Ch. ES p. ES-11. The ACOE further states that the issuance of a Section
404 permit “would facilitate, in part, the occurrence of these impacts, because
the permit would allow the installation of the necessary infrastructure for
continual development.” Id. at Ch 4-3. Despite their clear awareness of the
potential cumulative effects caused by their issuance of the 404 Permit, the
Corps failed to require a cumulative impacts analysis for the Spring Canyon
Project.

(a) The Effects of Urbanization on the Santa Clara River are
Significant

The impacts of urbanization resulting from large-scale development such as that
occurring along the Santa Clara River are devastating. The Spring Canyon Project
proposes to temporarily or permanently disturb “265.6 acres of the upland habitat,”
almost fifty percent of the total 548-acre site. PN, p 3. Turning natural vegetated areas
into impervious surfaces such as houses, driveways, sidewalks, and roads will cause
rauch of this “disturbance” thus generating increased stormwater runoff

Studies and research conducted by “Regional agencies, academic institutions, and
universities have identified storm water and urban runoff as significant sources of
pollutants to surface waters in Southern California. .. Development and urbanization
increase pollutant load, volume, and discharge velocity” by converting natural pervious
ground, which has the ability to absorb rainwater runoff and remove pollutants, to
impervious surfaces such as roadways, which act as pollution highways. California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, Order No. 01-182, NPDES
Permit No. CAS004001, Waste Discharge Requirements Jor Municipal Storm Water and
Urban Runoff Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles, December | 3, 2007 (“LA
County MSWP”), p. 4.

Furthermore, the “increased volume, increased velocity, and discharge duration of
storm water runoff from developed areas has the potential to greatly accelerate
downstream erosion and impair stream habitat in natural drainages. Studies have
demonstrated a direct correlation between the degree of imperviousness of an area and
the degradation of its receiving waters. Significant declines in the biological integrity
and physical habitat of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with
as little as 10 percent conversion from natural to impervious surfaces. Percentage
impervious cover is a reliable indicator and predictor of potential water quality
degradation expected from new development.” LA County MSWP, p.5
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Alone, this Project virtually guarantees watershed and water quality degradation
of the Santa Clara River. However, when the Spring Canyon Project is considered
together with the numerous other projects on the river, the fate of the river is set in stone.
As a result of the combined development pressure along its edges, the last free-flowing
pristine river in Southern California will suffer intense habitat and water quality
degradation from urban and stormwater runoff Therefore, the Corps must prepare an
EIS to assess the cumulative impact of the Spring Canyon Project, combined with the
other development projects in the area, on the Santa Clara River and the surrounding
habitats. Additionally, it is notable that the Corps has never undertaken an assessment of
the cumulative impacts of a// development projects and proposals on Santa Clara River
and its tributaries. The Coalition recommends the Corps conduct a region-wide
cumulative impacts analysis. Such an analysis would better inform the Corps about the
potential effects along the river, and reduce the amount repetitive analysis required by
individual cumulative impact analyses.

ii. The Issuance of the Section 404 Permit without Considering Cumulative
Impacts or Conducting a Hearing is a “Significant” Action and
Requires an EIS because it May Establish a Precedent of Lenient
Environmental Review for Future Permits.

A federal action is considered significant and thus requires an EIS when it “may
establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects” 40 CFR.
1580.27(b)(6). Issuing the Spring Canyon Permit without considering the cumulative
impacts of the Project or conducting a hearing on the environmental effects and Project
alternatives threatens to set a precedent of lenient environmental review for future 404
permits.

The Corps’ Section 404 permitting process is defective. Despite their clear
awareness of the cumulative impacts of each additional project that proceeds as a result
of their permitting authority, the Corps has failed to require EISs for most projects. With
the sole exception of the NRMP project, the Corps habitually relies on less intensive EAs
to assess project impacts; the Coalition understands that the Corps will utilize this same
flawed process for the Spring Canyon Project. However, Environmental Assessments
fail to adequately analyze cumulative impacts. Based on the EA’s inadequate cumulative
impact analysis, analyzers conclude that an EIS is unnecessary.

Furthermore, as noted above, the Coalition believes that the Corps has not granted
a single hearing on any of the permits issued in the Santa Clara River region. When the
Corps fails to conduct the appropriate environmental review, the public is unable to fully
comment on substantive environmental concerns. A public hearing is their only recourse,
their only opportunity to voice their concerns about the Project and the Corps’ permitting
process. As a result of consistently failing to conduct the appropriate environmental
review or grant public hearings, the Corps continually ignores cumulative impacts in
direct violation of NEPA.
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The Corps has already established a precedent of conducting lenient EAs instead
of the more comprehensive EIS, which includes a cumulative impacts analysis. By
issuing Spring Canyon’s Section 404 Permit, again without conducting the appropriate
environmental review or a hearing, the Corps legitimates their flawed process and
establishes a precedent for future permit applications. Therefore, they must break this
pattern by conducting an EIS for this and future projects that adequately assess the
cumulative impacts of each projects combined with other projects along the river.

ii. The Issuance of the Section 404 Permit is “Significant” and Requires an
EIS because the Proposed Project will have Significant Impacts on the
Wild and Scenic Santa Clara River

In determining whether an action is significant and an EIS is necessary, NEPA
requires that the Corps consider the unique characteristics of the geographic area in
which the action is proposed, including its proximity to wetlands, wild and scenic rivers,
and ecologically critical areas. 40 C.F.R. 1508.27(b)(3). As noted above (Section II(A)),
the Santa Clara River is Southern California’s last truly wild river. Its watershed contains
rare and important wetland and other habitats found in few other places in the nation.
Furthermore, the river is on the edge of the vast urban metropolis of the City of Los
Angeles, and provides one of the last natural scenic areas in the county. The river is lined
by hiking trails enjoyed by California residents and visitors. The proposed Project will
result in massive urbanization of this natural area thereby significantly affecting this
unique geographic region. Therefore, the Corps must prepare an EIS to consider the
impacts of the Project on this unique geographic area with its wild and scenic river.

iv. The Issuance of the Section 404 Permit is “Significant” and Requires an
EIS because the Proposed Project May Jeopardize Federally Listed
Endangered or Threatened Species

In order to legally issue the Permit, the Army Corps must make a finding that the
Project will not jeopardize the continued existence or adversely modify the critical habitat
of any federally listed species. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(b). The Army Corps has an
independent duty under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) to insure that
any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification
of critical habitat (16 U.S.C. § 1536).

Based on a 2001 survey for the San Fernando Valley spineflower and the slender-
horned spineflower, the Corps determined that the Project would not impact these two
federally listed endangered or threatened species. This single and outdated survey is a
woefully inadequate basis on which to determine the non-existence of the spineflowers.

Furthermore, the application makes a general claim that no other federally listed
endangered or threatened species would be affected by the Project, but fails to indicate
the basis, if any, for this determination. It fails to acknowledge that a significant number
of other federally listed endangered or threatened species exist in the Santa Clara River
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watershed, such as the endangered southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailii
extimus) and least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), the threatened Santa Ana sucker
(Catostomus santaanae), the endangered arroyo toad (Bufo microscaphus californicus).
Thus, the application does not address the effect of the proposed Project on those species.

The Corps has a duty to make diligent efforts to identify any endangered or
threatened species affected by the issuance of the 404 Permit, and they have failed. They
must prepare an EIS to ensure the proposed Project will not affect the spineflowers or any
other endangered or threatened species, including but not limited to those mentioned in
this letter.

(a) The Application Failed to Analyze the Potentially Significant
Effects of the Spring Canyon Project on the Unarmored threespine
stickleback

The proposed Project will result in the complete dest:uction of 265 acres of
extremely valuable and sensitive wildlife habitat. Nevertheless, it lacks any discussion of
the Project’s effects on the endangered Unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus
aculeatus williamsoni) (“stickleback” or “UTS”), which is present only in northwestern
Los Angeles County and western Santa Barbara County. This fish subspecies was listed
as Endangered on October 13, 1970 (35 FR 16047), and is protected under the provisions
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended. The likelihood that the Spring
Canyon Project will jeopardize the continued existence of this listed species alone
necessitates the preparation of an EIS.

Unarmored threespine sticklebacks are small fish (up to 6 centimeters) inhabiting
slow moving reaches or quiet water microhabitats of streams and rivers. Favorable
habitats usually are shaded by dense and abundant vegetation but in more open reaches
algal mats or barriers, such as rock- or fallen wood, may provide refuge for the species.
Sticklebacks feed on insects, small crustaceans, and snails, and to a lesser degree, on flat
worms and nematodes. Sticklebacks reproduce throughout the year with a minimum of
breeding activity occurring from October to January. Reproduction occurs in areas with
adequate aquatic vegetation and gentle flow of water where males establish and
vigorously defend territories. The male builds the nest of fine plant debris and algal
strands and courts all females that enter his territory; a single nest may contain the eggs
of several females. Following spawning, the male defends the nest and, after
approximately six days, the newly hatched fry. Sticklebacks are believed to live for only
one year.

The UTS is a highly imperiled species whose decline has been well documented
for the past several decades. The 1980 proposed rule designating critical habitat for the
species states the following “Research commissioned or conducted by the Unarmored
Threespine Stickleback Recovery Team indicates that the present status of this fish is
precarious. Negative impacts resulting in or contributing to complete elimination of
populations in various river systems are documented from large-scale impoundments,
stream channelization, increased water turbidity, introduction of non-native competitors
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and predators, and from water pollution of several kinds. Many of these impacts are
corollary to increased urbanization in the Los Angeles Basin area.” Proposed critical
habitat designation, 45 Federal Register 76012,

Pollutants contained from any runoff or wastewater discharge from the Project,
including polluted storm water would cause a negative impact on any stickleback
population present downstream from the Project, possibly resulting in death or injury to
one or many individual fish. UTS are documented to be extremely sensitive to pollution
impacts associated with the effects of urbanization as noted in the 1980 proposed rule
designating critical habitat, “Their survival would be affected adversely by activities
greatly modifying water current, depth or vegetation, such as large scale impoundment,
and by any activities resulting in serious increase of turbidity or even moderate increase
of chemical burden, such as the addition of chlorinated water or chemicals for the control
of algae or weeds.” /d.

As stated in the proposed critical habitat designation, the stickleback requires
clear water for its mating rituals, any introduction of silt or other debris that would
discolor the water, or increase its opacity, would interfere with, or even completely
disrupt the stickleback’s successful reproduction. Such debris discharge is essentizily
guaranteed if the Corps issues the applicants Section 404 Permit. Furthermore,
continuous modification of the river channel and banks, introduction of pollutants
associated with urbanization, such as chlorine from water treatment facilities, and
pesticides and fertilizer from landscaping will have severe detrimental affect on the
stickleback.

Accordingly, the discharge of dredged or fill material pursuant to the proposed
404 Permit, as well as the highly polluted runoff that can be expected from the Spring
Canyon Project are likely to harm any stickleback in the Santa Clara River in the vicinity
of the Project. Alone, the fact that the Corps failed to analyze the potential impacts of the
Permit and the proposed Project on this species necessitates an EIS to conduct this critical
analysis.

v. The Issuance of the Section 404 Permit is “Significant” and Requires an
LIS because the Effects of the Proposed  Project Are Highly
Controversial

Much controversy exists in the Santa Clara River watershed over the extensive
development as evidenced by the numerous comments letters submitted on various
development projects in the area. Comments have been submitted on the Spring Canyon
Project by numerous other organizations, including South Coast Wildlands and Santa
Clarita Sierra Club Group, and members of the Coalition have submitted comments on
the majority of the other projects along the Santa Clara River. Additionally, even
litigation has surrounded the following projects: Newhall Ranch, West Creek, and Pony
League Fields. It is clear that from the numerous comments and lawsuits that
development projects along the Santa Clara River are highly contested and controversial.
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As such, the Corps is required to prepare an EIS prior to determining whether to issue or
deny this Section 404 Permit application. :

vi.  The Issuance of the Section 404 Permit is “Significant” and Requires
an EIS because the Effects of the Proposed Project Are Uncertain

As discussed in detail in Section II, the Permit application is incomplete. The
Corps has failed to provide the public with adequate documentation of the environmental
impacts of this Project, including the LEDPA analysis, and the EA. Further, the
application lacks the required endangered species and cumulative impacts analysis. As
such, it is clear that the effects of the proposed Project remain uncertain. Because the
impacts are the subject of disagreement and uncertainty, the ACOE must prepare an EIS
and make it publicly available for comment prior to determining whether to issue or deny
this Section 404 Permit application.

IV.  The 404 Permit Must Be Denied Because The Proposed Project is
Insufficient to Document Compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines

The ACOE’s level of environmental review of direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts to waters of the U.S. and biological resources is grossly insufficient to satisfy the
requirements of the CWA’s 404 (b)(1) Guidelines. It has not been demonstrated that the
Project is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative as required by the
CWA implementing regulations, nor has it been demonstrated that the Project will not
cause or contribute to the violation of applicable water quality standards, violate any
toxic effluent standard under 33 C.F.R. § 1317, or jeopardize the continued existence of
any federally listed species or adversely modify critical habitat under 40 C.F.R. §
230.10(a-b). It also has not been demonstrated that the Project will not cause significant
degradation to waters of the U.S. as required by 40 C.F.R, § 230.10(c). The specific and
extensive factual findings required to make these determinations have not been made as
required by 40 C.F.R. § 230.11. Therefore the Permit application must be denied.

A. The Proposed Project is Not the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable

Alternative (40 C.F.R. 230.10(2))

As discussed above, the application lacks a LEDPA analysis as required by the
404(b)(1) Guidelines. 40 C.F.R. 230.10(a). Nevertheless, it is clear that the proposed
Project is clearly not the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.
Practicable alternatives include “activities that do not involve a discharge of dredged or
fill material into the waters of the United States” or discharges “of dredged or fill
material at other location in waters of the United States or ocean waters.” 40 C F.R.
230.10(a)(1).

The Spring Canyon Permit applicant has the option to build its Project in a less
ecologically sensitive area, reduce the size of the Project and increase the amount of open
space, increase mitigation measures, or forgo building altogether. Until these options are
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considered, the Corps cannot make a determination that the proposed Project is the
LEDPA, and therefore must deny the Permit.

i. Environmental Impacts have not been Avoided, Minimized and
Mitigated to the Maximum Extent Practicable

No serious effort has been made by the applicant to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
the impacts of the Project to wetlands and wildlife '

(a) Wetlands

Although the application addresses wetland mitigation, the applicant has not
adequately described the proposed wetland mitigation plan. The application merely
states that “to compensate for permanent impacts to 2.39 acres of waters of the United
States that supports alluvial scrub habitat, the applicant proposes to restore and enhance
approximately 4.78 acres of waters of the United States and adjacent upland habitat in the
proposed preservation areas in the project area.” PN, p. 4. No further description is
offered for how this mitigation measure was determined or why additional avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation has not been required, especially in light of the applicant’s
planned effect on the waters of the United States. Such restoration efforts may be
inadequate in size and/or location. Furthermore, the proposal to “restore and enhance
approximately 4.78 acres of waters of the United States and adjacent upland habitat in the
proposed preservation areas in the project area” provides no assurance that any mitigation
will in fact be accomplished.

In 1994, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS”) completed a report evaluating
thirty wetland creation projects authorized through the Corps section 404 program
(DeWeese 1994).! Twenty-two of these projects ranged in age from three to five years
old, and eight projects were greater than five years old at the time of the study. FWS$
found that the value of the habitat created, which included the local wildlife species that
would be expected to use the habitat, was low. This was especially the case for seasonal
wetlands that had a habitat value of only 40 percent of what existed previously. The
study concluded that, of the 600 acres of proposed mitigation, half were meeting less than
75 percent of the mitigation conditions. Thus, the evidence suggests that creating healthy
and productive wetlands is not as facile and straightforward as the applicant asserts.

In 2001, the National Research Council released a report entitled “Compensatin%
for Wetland Losses Under the Clean Water Act” (National Research Council 2001).
This study concludes that the goal of no net loss has not been achieved through the Corps

! DeWeese, J. 1994. An evaluation of selected wetland creation projects authorized through the Corps of
Engineers section 404 program. U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, Califcrmia. 90 pp. plus
appendices.

* National Research Counci 2001. Compensating for wetlands under the Clean Water Act. National
Academy Press. Available at http://wwi.nap.edw/. This study is hereby incorporated by reference and a
copy will be provided to the Army Corps upon request.
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regulatory program. The study points out that created wetlands are almost universally
less valuable as wildlife habitat than naturally occurring wetlands. Finally, the study
concludes that wetlands restoration and mitigation proposals often fail or are never
carried out because the Army Corps lacks any enforcement or monitoring mechanism, so
applicants often do not follow through on promised mitigation packages. Between 1936
and 1997, the nation continued to lose approximately 60,000 acres of wetlands per year.’

In light of these disturbing facts, if the Army Corps is to even consider permitting
the destruction of some of the most valuable remaining streams, drainages, and wetlands
in the Santa Clara River basin, it must increase mitigation ratios. Equally as important,
the Army Corps must specify an enforceable mitigation-monitoring plan, which will
ensure compliance, and that success criteria are met. Until this occurs, the 404 Permit
must not be issued because impacts have in fact not been avoided, minimized, and
mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. In the alternative, if the Corps does not
deny the Permit application outright, it must prepare an EIS on the effect of the Permit
issuance.

(b) Wildlife

The Permit application addresses impacts to wildlife in 2 cursory and conclusory
fashion. There is no analysis of or mitigation for proposed for impacts to wildlife. The
Santa Clara River is an extremely important habitat for numerous plant and animal
species, and analysis of the projects effects on the wildlife is crucial.

The Santa Clara River is a key wildlife corridor that connects the Los Padres and
Angeles National Forests and the San Gabriel and Sierra Pelona Mountains. Continued
and uncontrolled development in the area will result in habitat loss and fragmentation
causing the disturbance or even decimation of numerous native species. Habitat
fragmentation disturbs the natural movement of animals through the habitat corridors
affecting the food chain as well as the herbivore-plant interactions.

The habitat along the Santa Clara River supports the largest community of
riparian-obligate birds between the Santa Ynez River in Santa Barbara County and the
Prado Basin in Riverside County. The Audubon Society designated this area as an
Important Bird Area. Some of the sensitive bird species that occur within this stretch of
the Santa Clara River include: least Bell's vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-
billed cuckoo, Cooper's hawk, sharp shin hawk, merlin, prairie falcon, yellow breasted
chat, yellow warbler, common yellowthroat, mountain plover, western burrowing owl,
long-eared owl, ferruginous hawk, white-tailed kite, tri-colored blackbirds, and many
other sensitive raptors and songbirds.

Additionally, the Santa Clara River basin supports a diverse mammal population.
Mammals observed or expected to inhabit in this area include: California leaf-nosed bat,
small-footed myotis, long-eared myotis, fringed myotis, long-legged myotis, Yuma
myotis, pale Townsend's big-eared bat, spotted bat, pallid bat, California mastiff bat, San

'Id.

Riverpark FEIR
Impact Sciences, Inc. December 2004
112-16



Coalition Comments on Public Notice/Application Number 2004-00004-A0A
12/15/03
Page 16 of 19

Diego black-tailed jack rabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, Los Angeles pocket mouse,
ringtail, mountain lion, bobcat, coyote, gray fox, American badger, and deer. Reptiles
include: western pond turtle, San Diego horned lizard, California horned lizard, coastal
western whiptail, silvery legless lizard, rosy boa, San Bernadino ringneck snake, and two-
striped garter snake. Insects include: riverside fairy shrimp, and San Emigdio blue.

The river, itself, is home to various aquatic species including unarmored
threespined stickleback, arroyo chub, Santa Ana sucker, and steelhead trout. Amphibians
occurring include: arroyo toad, western spade-foot toad, and California red-legged frog.
Many California native and rare plants are also present in the river habitat. The Santa
Clara River area supports many plant communities that are recognized as “rare and
worthy of consideration” (California Natural Diversity Database, 2002). They include:
southern willow scrub, southern sycamore alder riparian woodland, southern cottonwood
willow riparian forest, southern riparian scrub, southern coast live oak riparian forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan scrub. Additionally other rare plant species that have the
potential to be present within the Santa Clara River floodplain include: Nevins barberry
(Berberis nevinii) a federally and state listed endangered shrub and a California Native
Plant Society list 1B species, the slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), a
federally and state listed endangered annual species and a CNPS list 1B species, and a
potentially new taxa of sunflower (Helianthus sp. nova) has been discovered on the
Newhall Ranch property along the Santa Clara River, but the species has yet to be
described. The slender mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis), and Mason’s
neststraw (Stylocline masonii) are all CNPS list 1B plants that have the potential to be
present in the floodplain. Amphibians present in the river include: arroyo toad, western
spade-foot toad, and the California red-legged frog. Many California native and rare
plants are also present in the river habitat.

While the above list is not exhaustive of the incredible wildlife that inhabits the
Santa Clara River area, it exhibits the rich diversity and importance of preserving habitat
for these-species. Nevertheless, despite the diverse wildlife populations present in the
Project area and surrounding areas, apparently no comprehensive and current wildlife
surveys have even been conducted. Surveys must be conducted according to USFWS or
CDFG or other scientifically accepted protocols for all special-status species that may
inhabit the Project area. This should be done pursuant to an EIS on the Army Corps’
issuance of the Permit. However, this information should be part of the 404 application
package, as the Army Corps has an independent duty to insure that impacts to wildlife
have been ave 'ded, minimized and mitigated to the maximum possible, and the public
has a right and an interest in commenting upon the proposal. The comment period should
be extended and/or reopened so that the public has a chance to comment upon the
impacts to wildlife. Additionally, further mitigation must be proposed once additional
information on impacts has been supplied through the EIS processes.

C. _The Proposed Project has not Demonstrated that it will not Cause or Contribute to
Violations of Water Qualitv Standards or Toxic Effluent Standards (40 CF.R.

230.10(g)(1-2)
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Section 404(b) Guidelines prohibit discharges from the proposed Project that
cause or contribute to violations of water quality standards or toxic effluent standards. 40
C.F.R. 230.10(g)(1-2). However, the Permit application wholly fails to address proposed
or potential discharges from the Project.

The Santa Clara River is listed as an impaired water body on the Clean Water Act
303(d) list for the following pollutants: (1) Ammonia, (2) Chloride, (3) Coliform, (4)
Nitrate/Nitrite, and (5) Organic enrichment. The River i not achieving water quality
standards for these pollutants, and thus, by definition, is not supporting its designated
beneficial uses. Nevertheless, the Permit application fails to mention the river’s 303(d)
listing or analyze the Project’s impact on water quality standards. These are pollutants
that are potentially discharged from storm water runoff associated with industrial
activities. The Corps’ Permit may not legally authorize the discharge of these impairing
pollutants above water quality standards and therefore the Permit application must assess
the impacts of the Project on water quality. 40 CFR §131.12. '

While the Corps or the applicant may argue that compliance with California’s
Construction General Permit (“CGP”) will insure the Project will not impair water
quality, the 2003 CGP Guidance Document (attached hereto as Appendix 1) clearly states
that “the best assurance of complying with receiving water limits is to prevent or limit
runoff of all polluting substances from constriction sites through effective BMPs [Best
Management Practices].” State Water Resources Control Board, Construction Storm
Water Sampling and Analysis Guidance Document, August 2003 (“CGP Guidance
Document™), Section 3.5, What are the Applicable Water Quality Standards.
Furthermore, the State Water Resources Control Board notes that the monitoring program
in the CGP cannot insure compliance with water quality standards at an individual site,
The Guidance Documents states that “[wlhile sampling and analysis as required by the
CGP may be a useful tool in pointing to areas of concern, it is also important to recognize
the limitations of sampling in the storm water context and to use it as a diagnostic tool
rather than as conclusive evidence of compliance or non-compliance with the CGP.” 4
at Section 1.3, Purpose of Sampling and Analysis. Therefore the Army Corps cannot rely
on a Section 404 permitees’ compliance with the CGP to insure compliance with water
quality standards. As demonstrated in Section ITI, extensive stormwater and urban runoff
can be expected from the completed Project, which will almost certainly contribute to the
violation of water quality standards and/or toxic effluent limits. (See Section OI(B)(1)).
Therefore, the application does not comply with 401(b)(1) Guidelines and must be
denied.

D. The Proposed Project has not Demonstrated that it will not Impact the
Endangered Unarmored Three Spine Stickleback or other Federally Endancered
or Listed Species (40 C.F.R. 230. 10(2)(3))

As discussed above in Section III, the application fails to analyze the Project’s
effects on the endangered stickleback or other federally listed endangered or threatened
species as required by NEPA. The CWA requires a similar analysis of the effects on
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endangered species. Specifically, the Corps is prohibited from issuing a permit that
jeopardizes threatened or endangered species. 40 C.FR. 230.10(g)(3). The Corps has
not demonstrated that the Project will not impact these species. Therefore, the
application does not comply with 401(b)(1) Guidelines and must be denied.

E. The Proposed Project has not Demonstrated that its Discharees will not Cause or
Contribute to  Significant Degradation of the Waters of the US
(40 C.F.R. 230.10(e))

Just as the application fails to include a LEDPA analysis, a discussion of water
quality impacts, or impacts on numerous endangered or threatened species, it also fails to
demonstrate that the Project’s discharge of dredged or fill material will not cause or
contribute to degradation of waters of the United States. CWA implementing regulations
prohibit the Corps from issuing a permit where such degradation will occur. 40 C.F.R.
230.10(¢). Until the applicant can demonstrate that the Project’s discharges will not
result in water quality degradation, the Corps may not issue this Section 404 Permit.

Furthermore, as discussed in the previous section, the impacts of urbanization are
severe. If approved, this Section 404 Permit will essentially authorize the development
of over two hundred acres of natural area and significantly increase the amount of
impervious surfaces (streets, homes, driveways, etc.), and ultimately storm water and
urban runoff into the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. This runoff, especially when
combined with the runoff from other development projects along the river, has the
potential to significantly degrade the Santa Clara River and/or its tributaries, all waters of
the United States. Therefore, because they have not demonstrated the Project will not
contribute to river degradation, the application does not comply with 401(b)(1)
Guidelines and must be denied.

VI.  The Proposed Project is Not in the Public Interest

In order to issue the Permit, the Army Corps must make a finding pursuant 33
C.FR. § 320.4 that the issuance of a permit for this Project is in the public interest. Even
if issuance of the Permit were otherwise lawful, which it is not, it is clear that the
issuance this Permit is not in the public interest. The proposed Project would destroy one
of the most important ecological areas in Los Angeles County, and essentially insure the
build-out of the region. The applicant will profit economically, but the public will bear
the burden of the destruction of our precious natural heritage. '

Ona more fundamental level, this Project represents suburban sprawl at its worst.
Some may argue that growth is inevitable. Even so, the growth permitted by the Corps
should be “smart growth” centered in already developed areas, where the environmental
impacts are less severe and where public transportation and other public services can be
provided. At any rate, the Corps cannot and should not rubber stamp permit applications
that are inadequate, as is the case here. The ACOE as a trustee agency has discretionary
permitting authority over the land and resources that are the subject of the 404 permit
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application. The ACOE should exercise that authority in the public interest and deny the
requested Permit.

VII. Conclusion

The Coalition thanks you for the opportunity to comment on this Permit and
strongly urges the Corps to extend or reopen the comment period once the necessary EIS,
LEDPA, and cumulative impacts analysis are completed and circulated to the public.
Furthermore, the Coalition requests that the Corps grant a hearing to discuss the
significant impacts associated with the Spring Canyon Permit and other proposed projects
along the Santa Clara River.

Sincerely yours,
s/ s/
Illene Anderson Lynne Plambeck
California Native Plant Society SCOPE
/sl Is/
Peter Galvin Daniel Cooper
Center for Biological Diversity Audubon California
/s/ /s/
John Buse Henry Schutz
Environmental Defense Center Santa Clarita Sierra Club Group
Is/ /sl
Dave Myerson Kris Ohlenkamp
Environment Now San Fernando Valley Audubon Society
/s/ . /s/
Ron Bottoroff ~ Damon Wing
Friends of the Santa Clara River Ventura Coastkeeper
/sl
Andrew Harvey
VisualJourney

Ap:endix 1:  State Water Resources Control Board, Construction Storm Water
Sampling and Analysis Guidance Document, August 2003,
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Section 5 - Code Citations
Step One: Documenting wholesale water supplies

Water Code section 10910

(d)(1) The assessment required by this section shall include an identification of any existing water supply
entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the identified water Sup
project, and a description of the quantities of water received in prior years by the public water system, or the
cily or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), under the existing water

. Supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts. )

(2) An identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts held by the
public water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision
(b). shall be demonstrated by providing information related to all of the following:

(4) Written contracts or other proof of entitlement to an identified water supply. '
(B) Copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply that has been adopted by
the public water system.

(C) Federal, state, and local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure associated with delivering
the water supply. .

(D) Any necessary regulato approvals that are required in order to be able to convey or deliver the water
supply. -

(e) Ifno water has been received in prior years by the public water System, or the city or county if either is required to
comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (%), under the existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water
service contracts, the public water system, or the city or county if either s required to comply with this part pursuant
10 subdivision (b}, shall also include in its water assessment pursuant to subdivision (c), an identification of the other

entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts, to the same source of water as the public water system, or the
city or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), has identified as a source of

October 8, 2003 g Page12
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Section 5 - Code Citations .
Step One: Documenting wholesale water supplies

Water Code section 10910

(d)(1) The assessment required by this section shall include an identification of any existing water supply
entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed
project, and a description of the quantities of water received in prior years by the public water System, or the
city or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), under the existing water
supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts. .

(2) An identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts held by the
public water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuan 1o subdivision
(0), shall be demonstrated by providing information related to all of the following:

(4) Written contracts or other proof of entitlement to an {dentified water supply.

(B) Copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply that has been adopted by
the public water system.

(C) Federal state, and local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure associated with delivering
the water supply.

(D) Any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to convey or deliver the water

supply. .

(e) If no water has been received in prior years by the public water System, or the city or county if either is required to
comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (B), under the existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water
service contracts, the public water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuant
to subdivision (b), shall also include in its water assessment pursuant to subdivision (c), an identification of the other
public water systems.or water service contract holders that receive a water supply or have existing water supply
entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts, to the same source of water as the public water System, or the
city or'county if either is required to comply with this part Ppursuant to subdivision (b), has identified as a source of
water supply within its water assessments.

October 8, 2003 3 Page 12’
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‘Slow progress
On site cleanup

" BERMITE Frem Page 1

chemical pas leaked into the
ground and contaminated Saneg
Cl_ari_ta's backup supply for

¢ 200d news is we've done
a lot of work,” Sievers said.
“We're beginning 1o assemble our
conceptual mode).”

Sara Amir of the state Depart-
ment of Toxjc Substances Control
agreed that the Army Corps has
taken the project far enough so
that other agencies can take over,
She said the pace of the invest;.
gations and testing has been
encouraging,

“The Army Corps has donealot
of work already,” she said,
“Whittaker wijl be doing 2 lot of . .
groundwatermonitoringand well contaminated Droperties, would
installatjop. What (the Army come and bugld 2 mix of homes
Corps) had planned wag to instaj] andcommercia] developmentson
some very deep monitoring wels, the land. Lo
and it would have been good, byt However, Cherokee's bld, for
if they don't get it now, they can the_lan.d bas stalled beqause ot'the
get to it later op.” $65 million worth of liens on the

The Santa Clarita City Counci] property. The company has been
has said the city’s beg chance of  unable to come to terms with all
qujckjy cleaning up Bermjte and “.'le lien hOl(_ierS, Chﬂ'okce offi-
the city’s water supply was if cials have said,

Cherokee Investment Partners, 3
North Carolina-based firm that Susan Abram, (661) 257-5257
Specializes ip working with Susan.abram@dailynews, cam

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16



20p-a[payog dfy ueal) NO DSLsFunsay .ﬁo=om5<u_mm<gm_u2<>ﬂ</wmn?.m

sn3neg
0107 ‘Sny 00T 30V | S00zunf | 00z 9o P00T 2ung 00T "uer __€00Z AIng LNo
wniAnfy
010T ‘Sny 00T ‘3ny | 500z dunf | 00T 9o ¥00c sung ¥00T "uer £00¢C [ung LNO
L00T AN S00Z ABN | S00T "N | $00Z 90 | ooz 1des v00T Ae]y £00¢ 22 sNo
900C "AON 00Z 1d3s | 500z AInf | S00T P §00¢ "uey ¥00Z AIng ¥00T "uef 10
L00T BN $00C TPIN | S00Zuef | 00z 1deS | 00T AeN 00T "uer £00€ Ang £N0
900Z AON ¥00T 'AON | +00Z1dag | +00T Aoy £00¢ "9 £€00T Sny ap[dwoy onNo/CnNo
$00¢ sung YOOZ FBIN | . #00Z UBf | €£00T "3 £00C "2 appduro) a19[dwoy 110
NOLLYDIAILLIAD a€na anda
JO HLVA dNddvi | 4NddVYd | LIOJHd | LIOdAyu LIOdHT anda {LINM
UILI)IIXH TYNIA LAIViad S4 TVNI | T 'TVNIJ | NOLLVOLLSAANI NVIDNOM | ATAVIAIO

(aInpaydg 1euISHQ DSLA Wwoy psonpoiday)
£00T J9qUIdAON

VLIAVTI) VINYS
AVOd NOANYVD AVAATOS LSAM 91177
AL VA ALTANAI-II VLLIHM Y304 THL Y04 TINATHDS LINQ ATIVIAIO

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



uwrAuvre: momw:@m_m>m_w v AlieT

686¢" va rm
m5>m_

€00Z ‘01 ._mnEmoom

APy 1e3EMpUNOID
Ewmn_g:m m._m_um,ﬁ:mm ulajses

VO ‘ejueln ﬁcmw jo a_o
uo m”_,m._un:,.. |
dnous ?ow;_@,ﬁ suaziiy

Riverpark FEIR

December 2004



AN =D,
33 E ﬂ::.—:_:g._ﬁ:— :::>::/\ CC_) :::—:JP_

R T R T B e

: wsnjeys .;:,:f.:_ 1uo 3:55:

AOOZ N R ey e [——

T

AN =D
€0 = IO sndnueg Ly 1 LE-DON

el =10,
A1 = DJeIopta, sndneg IV Z-snineg
Ve = LD, .
m—...n:_:._:__E.:i m:x:cn :c‘_

_.n:mzzz

8e =Dl
T = 0JLIONYIA ] snineg r10°C

S m ~ @)\y Lo ﬁ,@ i t 0.1 ﬁm _. n 66 1/4661 u‘:w 5 J:\_.m:-_w

Amwmm,i?.:c.::ﬂJu:cU poILIogan g () ydagy [T o

mu m”w.o m[. Q ;m m :::M: XCN :.,v::c_:.:i t.mmr.,u jerog, OM

{

AT

»2

by,

<

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



CIN 99 (R 6
PARIRDION = (IN |
anea pajeuIn sy = (¢ WA VAT

[swogoay ur uonrado aod g = Ao | o

1 /9 ur poodar uenenunouon anN CIN ¢l /

B09’ce/
{oor'c | 29T 10T aN (97 Col 9

60C sy AN 9c¢ | AN

(907,
608 | AN | 966 | 489 | (N (c | ocr v

GQF 12ThL U0r’1T 48 6'6¢ 6'VI a9 t

00971 CI. L6
AN | e8| [ooTer | oos'es | 468 /611, /U6 | S8 | T
(N
/s¢ Te0r | T00sp9 | 00T’ss | 1011 L€ 60T Suo |l

N I I L' | A | ¢ NI | T Py | Aap
,. T ‘\.y T T T em T e :Umﬂ_um
- .M.M.J._ —4 B ﬁ...:\/m r..A:Z

SHEM dIN ~ @12I0[Yy240d

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



Paidaop uoh.z = (N
anfea pajuwysy = |
20eJms punoid mofaq yeaj ur = yidacy
1/3 w1 payrodon - U0
- - aN 95 [9¢ LL jall
o - an 9% 6CL 95 2
o - dnN 95 9V/6'Y 99 )
o - (N o 8'8 9 e
- - anN 9z - - Al
TIe IS aN 95 (o2 18 Al
0°81/9°4T v anN Ww . 69 95 Al
6'8€ L¥ foz o5 | (2 99 |
;-!m.cm o [eC 97 9°¢ 95 I
]r.w:cU ) nidagg D0 yidagg nlilolg pdeg Jurog
61V STV 1V Juntduwes |

U029y Y - mwm“_c_cu._mn_

So

.um.:% .n.n3|_ _

"t ,.—

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



p() ug e ul
mede porduwes

I TTAA

SUOIICI0TT [I9 AN
SULI0)IUOA]
zosey

wniAngy

>5_.u<u ENTOELE, N
.zo:éo%ou UINVLUHMN

Hun egerado

Palgasoo eraym
panop 'sjeunxosdde
a18Um paysep Jne.y

aU07 I ne [aLice

D ueg

1B Buopuory g

s)ulog Buydiieg @dULSSILULIODaY v
uojjeoso m:_:to wniAn|y z sseyy

f1aAA Bupojuow winiany )

Ham uojanpold snineg

laps uolonpold wnany ¢
uonesoT [|op Bupsixg

N

‘g

1

Riverpark FEIR

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

December 2004



P uep ur urede
pajduwes oq praa

SUONIEIOT] [[9AA
 SULIOJIUOTA|
T ISUIJ

U0 BULIO |
sngney

NG EETITTEL: I
", NOILYYOJHOD YIANY.LLIHM Tee

pajjop 'sjewrxoldde
a1sl|m paysep yney

auoy ey jalqes ueg

N 9qesado
PoIEa2U0D BsBUyM

“Wem Buouoy

-llep Duroyowy @

N - o Bunoyuoyy @
2077 Buifg snbneg z aseyy

Q

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Hod adnaw - jppn Budoyuopy
uaang sIbulg - [jap Bunopuopy
jan\ Lononpoly snbneg

NSfA UONONPOI L

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



€002 ‘0T JoquisneQ

TTIH WZHD/oj90404 uyor
Aq pajuasaid

~ 9NwIRg-ISREMIYM JeaN
soliddng Jayep papedw buLioysay

uiseq JaAly ese|) eyues Jaddn o,
SisAjeuy buiepoly Jajempunols

I e . T P

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



N

lopow moyy Jerempunob Aidde pue dopasq

S||om juaipebumop buipdajoid —

JA/4V 000°T-00Z wniAn|ly -
JA/4v 000 :snbneg -
sallddns ia3em 1s0] Buliolsay —

S|eob Ji10ads 193w ey S|jem
ps1oedwl oy saibejes Buidwind ayenjery -

A2
-

SPOLIS pue SaAR3(dQ *

©

9...,)))I,)\y99).P3.)93.’l.l.)3)39)9’3)33””’3””.5

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



12

(U9

(v

~ O

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

FREDERIC A. FUDACZ (SBN 050546)

ANDREW J. YAMAMOTO (SBN 138884)

BYRON P. GEE (SBN 180919)

Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP ‘

445 S. Figueroa Street, 31st Floor yz /‘%)

Los Angeles, California 90071-1602 ; N
Telephone: (213) 612-7800 o,
Facsimile: (213) 612-7801 VA BN

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and Counter-Defendants ) N
Castaic Lake Water Agency; Newhall County Water o Y R
District; Santa Clarita Water Company; and Valencia p -

Water Company d

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CASTAIC LAKE WATER AGENCY;
NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT;
SANTA CLARITA WATER COMPANY;

) Case No.: 00-12613AHM(RZx)

)

)
and VALENCIA WATER COMPANY, )

)

)

PLAINTIFFS’ AND.COUNTER-
DEFENDANTS’‘CASE MANAGEMENT
PROPOSAL; DECLARATION OF
PROFESSOR E. JOHN LISTIN
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ AND
COUNTER-DEFENDANTS’ CASE
MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL; and
DECLARATION OF ANDREW J.
YAMAMOTO IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ AND COUNTER-
DEFENDANTS’ CASE MANAGEMENT
PROPOSAL ATTACHED

Plaintiffs,
Vs,
WHITTAKER CORPORATION; SANTA
CLARITA LLC; REMEDIATION

FINANCIAL, INC.: and DOES 1-10,
Inclusive,

Defendants.

SANTA CLARITA, L.L.C,,
Counter-Claimant,
VS.

CASTAIC LAKE WATER AGENCY;
NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT;
SANTA CLARITA WATER COMPANY;
and VALENCIA WATER COMPANY

Counter-Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)\
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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I || WHITTAKER CORPORATION, 3
2 Counter-Claimant, ;
3 vs. ;
: )
_ || CASTAIC LAKE WATER AGENCY:; )
0 [[NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT; )
SANTA CLARITA WATER COMPANY; )
6 |land VALENCIA WATER COMPANY )
7 Counter-Defendants. g
; )
9 I. E. John List. Ph.D.. P.E.. declare as follows:
10 l. Ireceived a Masters in Engineering from the University ot Auckland. New Zealand. |
11 || received a Ph.D. in Applied Mechanics and Mathematics from of the California Institute of Technology.
12 2. Atfter completing my doctorate. [ spent three years on the faculty of the University of
153 || Auckland. In 1969. I moved to Caltech. serving as Professor of Environmental Engineering Science
I4 1l from 1978 to 1997 and as Executive Officer for Environmental Engineering Science from 1980 to 1983.
15 §| Presently. [ am Professor Emeritus of Environmental Engineering Science at Caltech. am also
16 {| President of Flow Science Incorporated and Principal Consultant of Environmental Defense Sciences.
17 3. Thave consulted with more than 400 industrial organizations. consulting engineers.
18 || and government agencies. [ have co-authored three books. including the award winning Handbook of
19 || Groundwater Development. and published over forty articles on {luid dynamics and environmental
20 |} sciences. [have provided written. verbal or deposition testimony as an expert witness in over 10 cases.
21 |l am currently serving as a jointly designatedﬁependem peer review expert in the case entitled U.S.
22 |} Environmental Protection Agency v. General Electric. A true and correct copy of my resume is attached
23 |]as Exhibit "A" hereto.
24 4. [have reviewed many scientific reports and other documents related to the Whittaker
23 || Bermite Facility and the perchlorate problem in the groundwater found in the Saugus Formation in the
26 |} Santa Clarita Valley. The documents that [ reviewed inctude public documents on the former Whittaker
27 || Bermite Facility from the Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Glendale Otfice and technical
28 || reports prepared by consultants hired by Santa Clarita LLC and/or the Whittaker Corporation. This
22351 DOC 2
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I || Bermite Facility from the Department of Toxic Substances Control's Glendale Office and technical

2 || reports prepared by consultants hired by Santa Clarita LLC and/or the Whittaker Corporation. This

3 |} declaration is based on my review of the scientific evidence regarding the Whittaker Bermiie Facility.

4 ||and if called to testify as an expert witness in this action. [ would and could competently testify to the

5 || following. |

6 5. Reports on the Whittaker Bermite Facility prepared by consultants hired by Santa

7 || Clarita LLC and/or the *hittaker Corporation indicate that explosive products and rocket fuels were

8 1| blended or used at the facility from 1934 to 1987. The explosive products and/or rocket fuels contained

9 |} ammonium perchlorate and potassium perchlorate.
10 6. The available data show that the groundwater elevation in Saugus Formation at the
i1 || former Whittaker Bermite Facility is higher than at the locations of Plaintiffs” impacted Saugus
12 || Formation groundwater wells: NC-11, Saugus I and 2. and VWC-157 (collectively, "Impacted Wells™).
13 || The Impacted Wells are located about one mile from the Whittaker Bermite Property.
14 7. Various reports, the majority prepared by consultants hired by Santa Clarita LLC or !
15 1Y Whittaker Corporation. contirm that perchlorate is present in the soil, groundwater. and surfuce-water
16 |{ runoff at the former Whittaker Bermite Fucility.
17 ! 8. Subsurfuce water generally tlows from regions of higher groundwater elevation to
I8 || regions of lower groundwater elevation. The groundwater elevation at the former Whittaker Bermite
19 || Facility is higher than at the Impacted Wells muking the Impacted Wells down gradient of the former
20 || Whittaker Bermite Facility. Water quality tests have also found perchlorate in the Impacted Wells west
21 || of the facility. R 5 -
22 9. Large-scale use of perchlorate is generally associated with the manufacture or use of
23 || explosives and solid fuel propellants. T an aware of no evidence suggesting that the property between
24 |} the former Whittaker Bermite Fucility and the Plaintitfs” impacted wells was used to manufacture or use
25 |explosive or solid propulsion fuels.
26 10. Perchlorate is not a naturally occurring chemical in California. Perchlorate is very
27 I mobile in aqueous svstems and can persist for many decades under tvpical groundwater and surface
28 |} water conditions because it does not react in low concentrations with other availuble constituents.

223500 1 e 3
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I'1. Based on my review of the reports prepared by consultants hired by Santa Clarita
LLC or Whittaker Corporation. it appears clear that perchlorate from the former Whittaker Bermite
Facility is the source of the perchlorate found at the Plaintifts” groundwater wells. Although I am aware
that one might hypothesize that there are alternate sources ol the perchlorate reaching the Impacted
Wells, I am aware of no plausible source of the perchlorate in the Impacted Wells besides the Whittaker
Bermite Facility.

12. Perchlorate naturally will contin:e its down-gradient migration and may spread to
other groundwater wells until response actions are implemented to abate the spread of perchiorate.

13. It is my professional judgment that the pumping of groundwater from the Impacted
Wells, and treatment of the water to remove perchlorate. should be implemented promptly to help retard
the spread of the perchlorate plume(s) emanating from the Whittaker Bermite Facility. Delaying such a
groundwater treatment program will likely allow the plume(s) to spread.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed within the United States og%"‘ /; Zﬂ@/

E John List. Ph.D.. P.E.

233800 1 e 4
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ERICSON JOHN LIST
President, Flow Science Incorporated
Professor Emeritus of Environmental Engineering Science
California Institute of Technology
Pasadena, California 91125
TEL: (626) 304-1134 FAX: (626) 304-9427
e-mail: ejlist@flowscience.com

PERSONAL

Citizenship: U.S.A. Passport No. 031734111

Birthdate: March 27, 1939

Place of Birth: Whakatane, New Zealand

Home Address: 251 South Orange Grove Blvd., Pasadena, CA
EDUCATION

1965 Ph.D. California Institute of Technology

(Applied Mechanics and Mathematics)
1962 M.E. (Civil Eng.) University of Auckland, N.Z.
1962 B.Sc. (Mathematics) University of Auckland, N.Z.
1961 B.E. (First Class) University of Auckland, N.Z.

POSITIONS HELD

Dr. List is currently President of Flow Science Incorporated and Principal Consultant
at Environmental Defense Sciences. He was Professor of Environmental Engineering
Science at the California Institute of Technology from 1978-1997. He joined the faculty
at Caltech in 1969 as an Assistant Professor, after spending three years as a lecturer and
senior lecturer at the University of Auckland. For the period 1980-1985, he was
Executive Officer for Environmental Engineering Science at Caltech.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE i -
— )
Fluid mechanics, turbulent diffusion, density-stratified flow, flow in porous media,
introductory oceanography and meteorology, classical applied mathematics, singufar
perturbations, non-linear waves, mathematical programming and simulation, probability
and statistics, solid mechanics, hydroiogic transport pfocesses, environmental fluid
mechanics.

RESEARCH INTERESTS

Turbulent diffusion, buoyancy-modified flows, particle coagulation, coastal ocean and
estuarine processes, transient flows, flow in porous media.

EYHIBITA _
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INSTITUTE AFFAIRS

Professor List has served on sixteen different administrative and faculty committees,
including a term as Vice-Chair of the Faculty (1979-81), and chair of the following Faculty
Committees: ~ Athletics and Physical Education (1975-79), Curriculum (1981-84),
Membership and Bylaws (1979-81), and Nominating (1978-79). He served on the JPL
Classified Research Oversight Committee for a period of six years.

EDITOR
Journal of Hydraulic Engineering, American Society of Civil Engineers, 1984-1989
MEMBERSHIP

Fellow of American Society of Civil Engineers

Chair, Hydrologic Transport and Dispersion Committee, 1983-84
Chair, Awards Committee, Hydraulics Division, 1994

Co-Chair, Third International Symposium on Stratified Flows, 1987
Consulting Engineers Association of California

Chair, Engineering Excellence Committee, 1989

AWARDS AND RECOGNITION

Fulbright Scholar, 1962

National Science Foundation Award for Special Creativity, 1982
Who's Who in America

Who's Who in Engineering

Who's Who in the West

REGISTRATION

Professivnal Civil Engineer No. 36791, State of California
Professional Engineer No. 20646, S[ate__Qf South Carolina .

oy

VISITING COMMITTEES

University of California, Irvine, School ¢f Engineering, 1983, 1989
Stanford University, Palo Alto, Department of Civil Engineering, 1984
University of British Columbia, School of Engineering. 1990

BOARDS

Flow Science Incorporated, Pasadena, California (Chair) 1982-Present
City of Pasadena, Blue Ribbon Commission 1976-1978 ‘
Environmental Defense Sciences, Pasadena, California 1997-Present
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CONSULTING

Professor List has consulted with more than 400 industrial organizations, consulting
engineers and governmental agencies, including PetroBras, Southern California Edison,
Chevron, IBM Corporation, Exxon, Cargill Corporation, City and County of San
Francisco, City of Seartle, City of San Diego, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County,
Sacramento County, U.S. Corps of Engineers, U.S. Navy, Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California, City and County of Honolulu, Southern Nevada Water Agency.
He has authored reports in the following areas of work: geothermal flows, river control
modeling, power plant cooling systems, brine and wastewater diffusers, dredge spoil
disposal, river dispersion, solar heat storage systems, reservoir destratification and mixing,
well testing and failure, pulsation control and water hammer, pipeline failure, groundwater
mass balance, ocean current and temperature analysis, acoustic resonance in piping
systems, gas transfer, ocean dispersion, and biodegradation of organo-chlorines.

PUBLICATIONS

Professor List is co-author of the texts Mixing in Inland and Coastal Waters (Academic
Press, 1979), Turbulent Buoyan: Jets and Plumes (Pergamon Press, 1983), and Handbook
of Groundwater Development (Wiley, 1990). In addition, he is the author or co-author of
the following refereed publications :

{1 "Steady flow of precipitation to an infinite series of tile drains above an impervious
layer," J. Geophys. Res., 29: 3371-3381, 1964.

(2] "A quasi-stable density-stratified flow in a saturated porous medium," Proc. 2nd
Aus. Conf. Fluid Mech., Auckland, N.Z., December 1965.

(3] "Lateral dispersion in saturated porous media,” J. Geophys. Res., 72: 2531-2541,
1967 (with N.H. Brooks).

4] "A two-dimensional sink in a density-éifaiiﬁed__ porous medium," J. Fluid Mech,,
33: 529-543, 1968. '

[5] "An exact solution for a diffusive flow in a porous medium." J. Fluid Mech., 36:
17-19. 1969,

[6] "Laminar momenwm jets in a stratifted fluid,” J. Fluid Mech., 45: 461-574, 1971.

(7] "A teehnigue for smoothing river flows during hy dro-electric power production,”
Water Resources Research, 7(6): 1437-1447, 1971 rwith R.B. Tattle).

[8] "Energy and the environment in Southern California,” Engineering and Science,
3502): 14-17, 1971,
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(9]

(10]

(11]

(i2]

[13]

[14]

[15]

(16]

(17}

(191

(20]

(21]

"A study on disposal of brine in an estuary," J. Warer Polln. Cont. Fed., 45(11):
2335-2344, 1973 (with A.B. Pincince).

“Turbulent entrainment in buoyant jets and plumes," J. Hyd. Div., ASCE,
99(HY9):1461-1474, September 1973 (with J. Imberger).

"Turbulence measurements in a two-dimensional buoyant jet using laser-Doppler
velocimetry," Proc. LDA Symposium, Tech. Univ. of Denmark, Copenhagen,
August 1975 (with N.E. Kotsovinos).

"Hydraulic modeling of thermal outfall diffusers - Interpretation of results," Proc.
XVI IAHR Congress, Sao Paulo, Brazil, July 1975 (with R.C.Y. Koh).

“Variations in coastal temperatures on the Southern and Central California coast,"
J. Geophys. Res., 81(12):1971-1979, April 1976 (with R.C.Y. Koh).

"Spreading of buoyant discharges,” Proc. 9th Intern. Conf. Heat and Mass
Transfer, Int. Centre for Heat and Mass Transfer, Dubrovnik, Yugoslavia,
171-182, September 4, 1976 (with J.-C Chen).

"Plane turbulent buoyant jets - Part 1: Integral properties,” J. Fluid Mech., 81(1):
25-44, June 9, 1977 (with N.E. Kotsovinos).

“Turbulent jets and plumes,” Ann. Rev. of Fluid Mech., 14:189-212, :1982.

“"Formation of frontal waves in density-induced fluid spreading,” Symposium on
Flows in Stratified Fluids, ASME Winter Annual Meeting, Boston, MA,1983.

“Monte Carlo simulation of particle coagulation in continuous size distributions,
I: Brownian motion and fluid shearing,” J. Fluid Mech., 143: 367-385, 1984 (with
H.J. Pearson and [.A. Valioulis). ~

"Monte Carlo simulation of particle coagulation in continuous size distributions,
I: Interparticle forces and the quasi-equilibrium hypothesis,” J. Fluid Mech., 143:
387-411, 1984 (with [.LA. Valioulis and H.J. Pearson). -~

"Numerical simulation of a sedimentation basin, I: Model development,” Env. Sci.
Tech., 18: 242-247, 1984 (with [LA. Valioulis).

"Numerical simulution of a sedimentation basin, II: Design application,” Env.
Sci. Tech., 18:248-253, 1984 (with [LA. Valioulis).
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(25]

[26]

27

(28]

(29]

[30]

(31]

32

“Collision efficiencies of diffusing spherical particles acc ounting for hydrodynamic,
van der Waal's and electrostatic forces," Adv. Colloid and Interf. Sci., 20:1-20,
1984 (with I.A. Valioulis).

"A numerical evaluation of the stochastic completeness of the kinetic coagulation
equation,” J. Atmos. Sci., 41(16):2516-2529, 1984 (with I.A. Valioulis).

“Statistical and spectral properties of tracer concentration in round buoyant jets,"
Int. J. Hear and Mass Trans., 30( 10):2059-2071, 1987 (with P.N. Papanicolaou).

"Turbulence structure near a sharp density interface," J. Fluid Mech., 189:
189-209, 1988 (with I.A. Hannoun and H.J.S. Fernando).

"Turbulent mixing at a shear-free density interface," J. Fluid Mech.,189:211-234,
1988 (with I.A. Hannoun).

"Investigations of round vertical turbulent buoyant jets," J. Fluid Mech., 195:
341-391, 1988 (with P.N. Papanicolaou).

"The Third International Symposium on Density-Stratified Flows," J. Hydr. Eng.,
Proc. ASCE, 114(2):125-133, 1988 (with G. Jirka).

“Large-scale structure in the far field of buoyant jets,” J. Fluid Mech., 209:
151-190, 1989 (with D. Papantoniou). ’

“Diffusion and dispersion in coastal waters," J. Hydr.Eng., 116(10):1158-1179,
1990 (with G. Gartrell and C.D. Winant).

“Kinetic analysis of virus adsorption and inactivation in batch experiments”, Warer
Resources Research, 29(7):2067-2085, 1993 (with S. Grant and M. Lidstrom).

"An experimental investigation of vertical mixing in two-layer density- stratified
shear flows," Oceans and Atmospheres, 19:143-174, 1993 (with G. Sutlivan).

"Transition from jet plume dilution to ambient turbulent mixing," Recent Res.
Advances in the Fluid Mechanics of Turbutent Jets and Plumés, 1-11, 1994 Kluwer
Publishers (with Regina Dugan).

"On mixing and transport at a sheared density intertuce ", J. Fluid Mech. 273:213-
239, 1994 (with G. Sullivan).

"Sudden pressure drop and pipeline failure - Case studies. " Hydraulics of Pipelines,
ASCE, pp.339-353, 1794
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Crouncdwata- flcws frem eszs+
luevivm in tha rTiver vallay,; app:
all-time wata I o h
Sents the all-tina watar 1 1
luvium. <0 general, 1$33 wata
feet lowar tha s
Castaic Juncticn have. r
Period of reco

Groundwater in storage in the alluvium has ranged
from a nigh in April 19435 of 201,000 ac-ft, to a law
of 107,000 ac-f+ in November 1885; at opresent (Fall
18835) groundwater in storage is apPreximately 178,400
ac-It. Because the theorstical maximum storage
capacity in the alluvium is 239,900 ac-£t, thera is a
theoretically available storage capacity of 63,500 ac-
ft between the 1983 storage and the thecretically
maximum possible storage.

Though historic groundwater éXtraction data are
somewhat centradictory, groundwater production for
1985 was: 24,103 ac-ft from the alluvium, using 859
active wells; and 4892 ac-ft frop the underlying
Saugus Formation, using 8 active wells, The numbers,
locations, and annual production from wells actively
used by Private heomecwners, Industries and/or
coumercial establishments are not known; it is
probable that total annual productien frem  these
sources does not Presantly exceed 3 few hundred ac-
ft/yr.

For our base pericd of study of 1¢57-358 through
1924-85, we calculats @ practical perennial vield for
the alluvium of 31,600 to 32,800 ac-ft per vear,

Alluvial groundwater quality ranges from a natu-
ral calcium-bicarbonate character gp the east npnear
Lang to a degraded sodium-sulfate character west of
Castaic Junction. Generally, TDS increases in the
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Friocr +qo 1834, alluvian Groundwatax freductica ac-
Countad fon a2lncst 1zq Eercent oz the total watar pr:a;cticn
in the study araz fowevar, in le3y, this Pe&TCantaca da-
Creasad tq g2BrCxinately €3 fcant ka Alsge in taas Y2axr
Hawhal: County Water Tirst ¢s six
wells which tap tha Satgug Formaticn fox demeszic use, By
1333, prcduction from the Saugus Formation qDPreachag 13 per.
€ent of tota: groundwatax 8xXtracticns (refar also tg Tabls Y.

t 2
there have teen Savaral shifts in the
supply/demand UsSage of ¥atar in +tha

In Tecant Years,
Teglicen., Groundwate: e~
Tactions from tha Saugus Ferma+tieon

to about 15 barcent gz

have §radually increased
the teta:z local Preductien, while tetal
(alluviug plus Saugus Fcrmaticn)

extractions‘
s Watexr usaga has sniftagd toward a greatenr

declined

for urban uses, with a reduction for agricultursa) uses I
T&glicn hag be;ome urbanizad,
that locaz alluviunm Droducticn will remain Telatival,
waiter
Phased cut,
the Saugug Formation,

Urbanization has hag 2 rather startling impact op the
availability 0f areas for racharga, All T2charge +q
the aguirfen SYsten dges ROt occur ip the lew-flow channelg of
the rivar and iitsg tributaries,

howaver,

but infiltratas evanr
the alluviated &reas which are not within tx
of the Santa Clara River systanm,

much o2
e flocd Channels

Paving of these araag has,
and will continue tgo reduce the Ret effectiva aresa for natural
Techarge +g the underlying groundwatar sSystenm,
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are conly estimatzs basad on tha number of persons using the

2
water. Regardless, during the 28-vear btase period 1557-53 to

1984-33, we estimate the average annual groundwater production
from the alluvial sediments in the Santa Clarita valley tn
have been approximately in the range of 31,000 to 32,000 acre-
faet ver year.

In addition, at the beginning of the base perieod, the
quantity of groundwater stored in the alliuvial sadimants was
calculiated to be approximately 159,888 acre-feet, By 1985,
the quantity of grcundwater in storage Iin +the alluvium had
been increased to 176,409 acre-Fse+ (see Table 8). The in-
crezase in the gquantity of water in storage in the alluvium is
thus 16,721 acre-fest. This increase is the total quantity of
groundwater added to storage during the 28-year Base Periocd as
a result of excess precipitation. Eence, the average annual
net change in groundwater in storage was datermined by divid-
ing the total quantity of water added to storage by the length
of the Base Period, or +597 acre-faet per vear,

The perennial vyield is the quantity of groundwatar
what can be pumped annually without any change in grcundwazar
levels or net change in groundwater in stcrage cver the Base
Period. This may bte computaed by determining the average
annual pumping during the Base Pariod (31,000 to 32,000 acre-
feet), and adding or subtracting froem this value, that amount:
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| HATER-RESDURCES INVESTICAT 0N
| USING ANALOG MODEL TECHMIQUES

IN THE SAUGUS- -NEWHALL AREA
3 ANGELES (COU INTY, CALIFORNIA

LO

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE IN
3 GECLOGICAL SURVEY
% WATER RESOURCES DIVISION

TERIOR

OPEN-FILE REPORT

Menle Park, California

1972
PREPARED IN COOPERATION WITH THE NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
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scen of the assumed Steady-state potentiometric surface (
potenticmetric surface (pl. 7) shows that in the model tha
r has undergene a decline in head over most of the area o
uifer. This decline is dus to pumping from the Saugus aguifsr and to
water-level declinss in the overlying alluvial aquifer, The model-generarad

hydrographs on place 7 indi
been similar to those trat
aquifer. This suggests that future pumping from or artificial recharge to one
of the aquifers will have en effect cn the head in the cther aquifer, Haad
changes in the Saugus aquifer, however, are generally less thap the
corrasponding changes in the alluvial aquifer, This is due to the low
vertical component of permeability between the two aquifers and lesser
quantities of pumpinz from the Saugus aquifer than from the alluvial aquifer,

cate that the declimes in the Saugus aquifar have
occurred at adjacent points in the alluvial

VATER BUDGET

Table 5 shows the water budgets for the steady-state and the nen-staady-
state model. All quantities ¢f inflow and outflow used in the model ars
shown. Under steady-state conditions the quantity of inflow to the model must
equal the quantity of outflow., As stown, the total inflow and total outfloyw
ara both equal to abour 25,000 acra-feat per year. Suriace-watar recharge and
underflow are the major sources of inflow, and ground-water discharge is the

principal outflow,
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model wag run for the 1945

aquifer rag
the effectg
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Xtended drought

pond to varia
of an e

67

model dig Not exceed Steady-stata

)} Will cauge large

he quantity of §round-watar

astaic Junction, This ground-watar
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Seginnin o)

S=aning

4 a
11 € basin wers not at steady-star L at the tesinning of
s2t. The benefit the 5asin receives frop floodiley [echarge can pa
Comparing the acrograpas producsd b7 the modal Ier the alluvial
tnder 1945-57 historie cenditions with tha hydrogragng for the

1ooéfloy condition,

Thes loss of floodflgy rechargs in rhe alluvial aquifar Causes heag

ceclines in the Saugus aquifar, As shown by the hydrographs i, figurs 10,
after 23 years the ne-{loodfloy condition producas declines in the Saugug
gquifer about 109 feet below those of the normal condition, These declines ¢e
ot produce complets dewatering of the aguifer hecause of its largs saturatszd
thickness,

The Upper Santa Clara Valley Water Agency has contracted wien the Stata
of California for delivery of northern California WaLter to meet future water
Tequirements ip the Study area. The quantities of importag Watar tentatively
will range frog 1,600 acre-feet PeT y2ar in 1971 & 41,500 aCre-fest par year

2 1990 but courd be increased somewhar 1f requirad (table ¢), One manzgement
rocadure unday consideration Proposas that 2ll warer imported batyasn 1971

Re)

‘ and 1980 be artificially recharged to defar the cost of treatment faciiirsas.
The channel of the Santa Clara River between Solemint and Saugus 124 chosan as
2 Possible site fop artificial recharge on rps basis of ths nydrology of this
&rea and the Proposad alinement of a 36-inch diameter pipeliine, The analog
model was ysed ag &n aid inp decarmining the effacts of the r2charge on the
aguifers .
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CONCLUSTONS

On the basis of the study of the hyérology of the ars
from the analeg model the following conclusions have bae

1. The alluvial aguifer has been the Source of most of the ground watary
i1

pumped in the area, The quality of wvater in thig aquifer is readi v affected
by small quantities of inflew of either better or poorer quality water because
of the relatively small quantity of groungd Water in storags in the aquifer,

The water in thig aquifer can in turn affect the chemical quality of the watar
in the Saugus aquifer. Urbanization will place additional stress on both
aquifers by increasing the quantity of poor-quality sewage effluent zpd good-
quality imported water available for recharge into the alluvial zquifar, 1In
addition, heavy pumping from the Saugus aquifer to meet futurs water demands
could drastically reduce the ground-water discharge from tha basin. This
could result in the buildup‘of.salts within the basin because of the lost
flushing action of the ground-water discharga, ' '

These conditions substantizta the beliaf thz
Management program must be establishad within the
the initiation ang Operation of a systematice veri
program. These data cap then be used to evaluate
the above water-quality considerationsg,

1

21s saculd inecluce
-quality sanpling
acts on the basin of

t a propar water-quality
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a the 3 l2 reach
S T the lack ¢f storaga in
&1 estimatad n L2 to 1990 ig

&4, Cn the basis ¢f teadouts from rhe analog modal jir seems that tha
®maximum quantirieg of bumping that might be demanded of the alluvia] aquifer
to 1990 cannot be Suppliad by thar aquifer, 7Tq W2t the maximunm water
requirements of the arsa, either mors water must be imported thaa was used ig
the model rypg or PUumping from the Saugus aquifer mus:t be increasad, chaver,
the model indicates that inereased burping from the Saugus aquifar causes
large heag declines in that aquifer apd induces declines in the alluvial
aquifer, In the model declines wera large enough o graatly diminish the
ground-watar discharge from the alluvial aquifay and to eliminate a11 naturzl
outflow from the Saugus aguifer. If this condirioq were allowed to continue
unchecked, vater-quality problems could develop in the basin because of the
imbalance of saltg being carried ip and out of the basin,

As a result, Pumping in tha Saugus aquifar cannot be increased
indiscriminately ithout broducing detrimental effects in both 2quifers, 4
Proper choice of Pumping patterns ip the Saugus and alluvial aquifers could
ninimize the adverse effects of increased Pumpage, However, further
interrogation of the model is raquirad to determiie whether or not tha Saugus
aquifer can SUpPport the bprcposed rate of Pumping without dewatering the
elluvial aquifer,

5. The Saugus aquif is a potentially large source of ground water y:rh
21 estimated maximup 0f 6 million acre-feat of Tecoverabla water in Storage,
Further study of thig aquifer ig required to delineata tha areas of pcor water
quaiitr and to determine more accurately the transmissibility and storaga
coefficisnts of the aquifer, Furure Studies of the Saugus aquifer should give
Prime consideration Lo the area north of Castaic Junction and the San Gabriel
fault because fey hydrologic data 2re available for rhig area. With greatsrp
knowledze of thig 2quifar the ground-water bagip rodel could be updated to
give more pracise information abour the responsa of this aquifer to various
ground-watsr management Practices and to more éccurataly determipa the
potential for furure utilization of the aquifer,
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STUDY CCNE NO. 1610

State of California
The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RES0URCES
Southern District
Water Projects Branch

PRELIMINARY EYALUATION OF
STATE #ATER PROJECT GROUND #ATER STORAGE PROGAAM:
SANTA CLARA RIVER VALLEY BASINS

-by-

Evelyn Tompkins
Graduate Student Assistant

This Technical Information Record (TIR) was prepared o decument information
developed during 3 reconnaissance-leval investigation of the Santa Clara
River Valley Greund Water Basins to determine if inclusion of thess

basins in the State Water Project Future Supply Program is feasible.
Therefore, it should be considerad as prelim inary and subject to revision.
This is primarily an internal office document with distribution limited to

the cocperating agencies only,

February 1979
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bpasins. Ground watar i lassed maimle . .
18 classed mainly ag desirable for domestic and frog
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1ses. T “cencraei g2 fr 8
use IDS corncentrations tangs frem 280 mg/l to 500 mg/1,

Grournd Water Use

. . e .. . .
The volime of ground water {in s:oragze is reduced bv:

se of water by phrazrqmies - : z
use of vater by phraazop Ytes, aad the outflow of rising warer

Currencly, water demand i toentiraley : .
b ad 1s me: enfirely DY puaped ax:ract:ons; however’ by 1330

inpor: ter will t d - 3 ; '
‘aported water will pas nesded to mest the Projectad demands of an increasins pooul i
noi: Sing pooula-
0y N 1 p e ) - -
ticn. Annual extractions were astimated to be 14,8 cubic hectometras (12,000 e
53 2 <, ECr 2~

feet) per year.

Storage Capacity

Ground water in Storage betweep hizh and low water levels was estci

mated to be 19,7

Tt ase

cubic hectometres (16,000 acre-feet), Specific yield is approximately 20 percen
PUTOXImat net.

The ground water levs] is of rf :
g ten at or near the Suriace during stornm flows. There-

tore, the river channel alluvium hag liccle capacity for further reachares immed*a*ely !!
S= - ~a L

after heavy rains,

FASTERN BASTIN ! E
LASTERN BASIN

Description
LEseIlibtion

Lastern Basin is downstreap from Acton Basin ang lies almose entirely within ’

Los Angeles County. The basin is separated from Acton Basin by an impermeable beq- !

rock comstriction. Eastern Basin is composed of water-bearing deposits occurring
- o

along the Santa Clara River between the towns of Lang apg Blue Cut and in the ;ll

numerous canyous tributary o this area. The Water-bearing deposits cover an ‘
| i

approximate surface area of | 655 hectares (29,000 acres),
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The major aquifers in the basip are the Saugus Formation and the river c;

f&nnel

alluvium. Culy 1 067 metrag (3,500 feet) af tha Saugus Formation contribure »

[We)
ground water development. Thig formation has bezn faulted, folded, ang
The rivar channel alluviim ranges from a few petras in thickness tg

(200 feet) thick near the town of Saugus.

'

Newnall-Saugus is the lazgast population center for the basin as wall as for rhe

wiole Santa Clarz River Valley,

Ground Water Occurrence

Ground water in the alluvium is unconfined, while ground water in the Saugus Forma-
tion is ceonfined. Ground water moves westward. Tha San Gabriel and Holser Faulcs
cross the water-bearing sediments and cause a water level differential of approx-

" imately 3 to 6 metres (10 to 20 feer).

No measurable subsurface inflow occurs from Acton Basin; inflow from Acton Basin
occurs as rising water only. Ouzflow occurs either as subsurfgce outflow or as
rising water. Rising water outflow was estimated to average 13 cubic hectomerres
(10,600 acre-faet) Per year. The subsurface outrflow was estimated to be 0.3 cubic

hectometre (240 acre-feet) per year.

‘ Percolation of precipitation, streamflow and the return flows of irrigation water

'\t recharge the basin. To a minor extent, inflow is derived from rhe semi-permeable
\ )

. formations which flank the main ground water basin, Other sources of recharge

% water for the basin aras sewage and industrial waste effluents.
L

.

dely ranging ground water conditions in this basin way cause localized variations
m the favorable water quality of the basin. Ground water quality for domestic
ranges from suitable in most areas of the basin to unsuitable in the western

ion. Ground water is generally suitable for irrigation of all but the most

tive crops. - 73
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TDS ranges from 600 mg/l to 1 800 wg/l. The concencrgtion of mineral constituentg
in the ground water increases westward along the basin. Concentrations of

chlorides and nitrates are generally lower than 100 mg/l and 45 mg/1 reSpecﬁiVely,

Ground Water Use

Wells tapping the alluvium are very productive with yields up to 7 570.8 Htres
(2,000 gallons) Per minute. Well extractions from both the alluvium and the Saugus
Formation average 28.7 cubice hectometres (23,300 acre~-feet) per year, Near Blue

Cut, the Newhall Land and Farming Company pumps and exports from 4.9 to 8 cubic

purposes.

Storage Capacity

No data is available for the total storage capacity of the basin or the current
volume in storage; however, data does indicate the basin ha- an available capacity
of 24.7 cubic hectometres (20,000 acre-feet). The safe yield was estimated at

28.5 cubic hectcmetres (23.100 acre-feet) per year.

PIRU BASIN

Description

Piru Basin is the easternmost basin lying entirely within Ventura County between
the towns of Blue Cut and Fillmore. The ground water basin covers a surface area

of about 2 843 hectares (7,025 acres).

Piru Basin is comprised of two principal agquifers: alluvium beneath the flood-
plains and permeable freshwater—bearing zones in the San Pedro Formation. Over
most of the basin the thickness of the alluvial aquifer ranges from 26 to 70 metres

(85 to 200 feet). The alluvium consists of fluvial sand and gravel of Recent and

Th
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Conjunciive Use of ihe Saugus Agquifer

Castaic Lake Water Agsancy

January 1990
K/7J/C 884605.00

j Hennedy/d-enks,-"@hiimﬂ
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CLWA. Consequent]y, the water is currently utilized for agricultural
lease operations within the Devil’s Den Water District.

The SW? release pattesrn frem its storage reservoirs is based on main-
taining a supply of watar to satisfy demand in a drought. Consequent-

17, SWP entitlements are subject to cutbacks at times. To assass

potential future reductions, Raiter created 2 modz] of the SWP supoly
available for releasa using a Monte-Carla iteration. a random analysis.

to project pracipitaticn. Historical hydrologic data are Tncorporated |
into the analysis. Bzcaus2 the State plans to dsvelop acditional :
sources of water in the future, the Reiter model incliudes scenarios For
each projected yield increzase. The expscted increases are 80,000 acre-
fest/year in 1961, 300,000 acra-fest/year in 1955 and 300,000 acre-
azt/year in 2000. Based on the method of datzrmining reductions

iscussed in Chapter 3, the potential reductions to CLWA’s deliveries
assuming full 2ntitlement amounts were requested), and thus the

projacted water available for CLWA’s usz, are calculated for each

scenario.

d
(

The sources of groundwater available to users within CLWA’s boundaries
in the future will continus to be the alluvial and Saugus aquifers.
From the alluvial aquifer the safe yield is anticipated to bs 32,500
acre-feet/year, a portion of which will be used for agricultd?aT—""
purposes and, thersfore, is not available for M&I use. The Saugus
aquifer production is anticipated to be 11,000 to 22,000 a.re-feet/year
of which the assumption is made that 10,000 acre-feet/year is allocated
for use by the water purveyars and 2,000 acre-feet/year is utilized by
other water users.

In addition to groundwater and imported water, raclaimed water will be
availabie for CLWA's use. A reclaimed water sysitem with a maximum
capacity of 8,600 acre-fest/year is planned for construction in a
phased program. It is anticipa®ad that reclamation will begin in 1992
and will increase until reachine the maximum in 1999. The reclaimed
water will be used for landscape irrigation, and, therefore, will most
Tikely be utilized from May through September.

From Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1, it can be seen that, based on Reiter’s
analysis, the supply does not meet the demand every year. The remain-
ing 1,000 to 10,000 acre-feet/year of unused Saugus water is available
for development by CLWA for use in the years of shortfall. Development
of additional supplies in the Saugus aquifer will be considered in the
following chapters. ‘

884505.00 4.3
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Final Report

Reclaimead Water System
Master Plan

Castaic Lake Water Agency

September 1993
K/J 894012.00

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants
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CHAPTER 3

EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY aND DEMAND

In order to evalyzra the nesd for reclaimed Water, watzsr Supplies ang demands

were projected inig the futyre, This chaptar describes ths gXisting zng futurs Watar
supplies, dernan{is, &nd facijitizs within the Castaic Lake Warar Agency (ClLwa:
servics araa.

EXISTING WATER SUPPLY, DEMAND AND FACILITIES
Water Supply

Water demands in the Santa Clarita Valley are Currently met by two Sources: the
State Watar Project (SWF).and local groundwater supclies. The estimatad average
total supply available for Municipal and industrial (M&I) and agricultural ysag is
88,000 1o 108,000 acre-feet per vear, depending on the yielg available from the
local groundwater aquifers. CLwa purchases State watsr and wholesales jt 1o four
domestic watar Purveyors, thega being the Los Angeles County Waterworks District -

are shown on Figure 3.1, CLWA has SWp entitlements of 41,500 acre-feat per
vear for M&! uses. | addition, Swp agricultural entitlements of 12,700 acre-feet
Per year have been transferred tq CLWA from the Devil’s Den Water District in Kern
and Kings Counties, To date, the Devil's Den entitlements have not been useq
within the CLWA service areg.

The alluvial aquifer lies above the Saugus aquifer and jg Comprised of the alluvial
sediments along the river and jrg major tributaries, The maximum thickness of the

and, historically, most water extracted from the groundwater basin hag been from
the alluvial aquifer, The Perennial yield of the aquifer js Considered to pe 32,500

acre-feet, a portjon of which s used for agricultural Purposes and js increasingly
available for Mg uses as agricultural |angd is developed for urban usa,

Much less information is known about the Saugus aquifar, Historically, few wellg
Penetrated the Saugus aquifer, Howaver,vas water demandy in the valley have
increased, more wells have been drilled into the aquifer. The anticipated annual

3.1 8394012.00
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TABLE II-]

WATER SOURCES TOR SANTA CLARTTA VALLEY

SOURCE

Acre-Feet per Year |

Santa Claré. River Alluvium
Saugus Formatica Normal Pumping
Saugus Short Term Overdraft
State Project Water

CLWA Table A Entitlement!
TOTAL CURRENT RESOURCES
Reclaimed Water Potential
TOTAL WATER RESOURCES AVAILABLE
NON DOMESTIC & OTHER
Agricultural uses

Pitchess Honor Rancho

NET WATER RESOURCES FORM & I

Minimum
31,600
11,000
20,300
43,360

106,260
10,000
116,260
12,000
2,000°

102,260

! Entitlements are subject to drought related cutbacks, Maximum

cutback on Table A is estimated to be 20%. CLWA plans a conjunctive use program
to mitigate the effects of State Project Water cutbacks which are shown
in the column designated as minimum. This requires Saugus Short Term Overdraft.

? Estimated current use.

* Estimated future use.

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

Maximum
32,600
22,000

None

118,860

5,000°
3,000°

110,800
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integrated Water Resources Plan
Water Demand and Supply Evaluation .

Febru‘ary-1998
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Section 3 - Existing Watar Suoplies

Pumping from the Savgus Aquifer has varied from about 2,900 acre-fv/vt up 10 14,200 acra-ft/vr,
In 1996, Saugus pumping was about 8,200 acre-f/yr. Installed puemping cazcacity can sradycs
15,000 to 16,000 zcre-fi/yr from the Saugus Aquifer.

deficiencies and ths cos: of water was less than tu
moving groundwater from areas of acequaia

lecal water community illusirazzd a major elemen

Estimated Dry Period Groundwatsr Production Capability

Slade (1984) regoned that the rerennial yvield of the Alluvial Aquifer is zbour 32,000 acre-ivyr.
This yield is the historical annyal preduction adjusted for a minor changs in storage. Because of
he limited storage cagacity in the Alluvium, this groundwater source may be limitad in dry
periods. Wells in the Alluvium near the eastern reaches of the Santa Clara River ara kaown w0
have groundwater levels which deciige during consecutive dry years by as much as 100 feer,
reducing pumping capacity. A series of winter storms recharge the aquifer and result in water
level recovery.

The data reviewed for the Pardes area (located near Bouquet Canyon Road and the Santa Clara
River) shows that in 1990 and 1951, groundwater levels did not decline as much as those in the
easterly areas. In 1991, the Valencia Water Company increased irs pumping to offset limired
SWP water supplies. Valencia Water Company reported delivery of abcut 5,000 acre-fuyr into
the CLWA distribution system. Toral pumping from the Alluvium by Valencia Water Company
in 1991 was about 9,900 acre-ft/yr, as reported to the State Water Resources Control Board.

-
Based on historical data, the Alluvia] Aquifer east of Castaic Junction can support production of /
at least 20,4C0 acre-f/yr as shown in Table 3.2, R
-/
s
Table 3-2 p.:-w- LA

1891 Alluvial Groundwater Production .
East of Castaic Junction -

Annual '
Water Purveyor Production ) . y
: (acre-ft/yr) i

Newhall CWD 1,900
Santa Clarita WC 3,900
Valencia W' 10,400
Wayside Honor Rarcho 2,200

" Total 20,400

L. Includes 5C0 acre-fr pumped in 1991 by Newhall Land & Farming Co. east of
Casuic Junction,

MONTGOMERY WATSON ' Page 3-7
BOCKMAN-EDMONSTON ENGINEZRING - DRAFT 02/13/98
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1 32 SURFACE WATER, WATER USF, GROUNDWATER

8=

2 Swrface Water. The primary drainags course in the CLWA araz is the Santa Clarz p:

U

3 Principal Tibutariss o the Sarta Clara River include Mins Canvon, Bouaqust Canron

10 o I ‘ever, water in Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake, and Bouquet Raservoir is
11 suitable for municipal use, Primary flced hazard areas occur in and along natural drainaga
12 channels, such as the Santa Clara River and its ributaries, and in areas where sheetflow mav

13 occur during high intensity rainfall (CLWA 1988, 1598; Slade 198¢).

14 Water Supplies. The existing local water supply in the CLWA servica area is groundwater
15 extracted from the alluvial aquifer and from the underlying Saugus Formation aquifer.
16 Historically, groundwater has been the primary source of water in the Santa Clarita Valley.
17 Since 1980, local groundwater supplies have been supplemented with imported water from the
18 SWP. From 1984 to 1996, historic SWP entitlement has averaged 24,568 acre-fest per year (AFY)
19 (including deliveries to Devil's Den in Kern County and Kings County), which is 45 percent of

20 the existing 54,200 AFY entitlement.

21 Groundwater. Large quantities of water are pumped from relatively shallow wells in the highly

22 permeable alluvial aquifer. Although this alluvial aquifer is the smaller of the bwe-aguifer

3 systems, as measured by storage capacity, most water wells within CLWA are drilled into the
24 alluvial aquifer. Slade (1986) estimated the pereMaI yield of the alluvial aquifer to be from
25 31,600 AFY to 52,600 AFY. The maximum hisfon'c quantity of water stored in the alluvium has
26 besn estimated to be approximately 201,000 acre-feet, following substantial rairfall in 1945
27 (CLwa 1998). Recharge amounts are highly variable, depending on annual precipitation with
28 decumented annual water level recoveries of 70 feet of more. Dry years have resultad in water
29

level drops of approximately 100 fest, particularly in Soledad Canyon. However, groundwater

- . - . oL . . . N 1
30 levels have remained near the ground surface in the Vicinity of Castaic Junction, due to the east-

CLwA Supplemental Statze Water Project Entitlement 3-2
Proposed Final EIR
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S —&i\TA CLARITA VALLEY WATER REPORT
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Castaic Lake Water Agency

Los Angeles County Waterworks District 236

Newhall County Water District

L0450

AR

SC\_A}C Santa Clarita Water Company

g
£

Valencia Water Company

Prepared by: The Upper Santa Clara VaIley Water Committee
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Executive Summary

Santa Clarita Valley Water Report

1998
This annuzl raco orovides fagiug infcrmation ahou: the currant
within th laritz Vallzy, T ra Vail
(Cemmi & members ars r -
have z safs, acequate and reliable

The Santz Clzarita Valley is sarvad by four retail watar PUr/eyers: Los Ancsl:
County Watsrworks Oistrict 38, Newnall County Water District, Santa C
Water Compeny and Valencia Water Company. The Castaic Lake Watar Agency
(CLWA) provides impertad water from California’s Stats Water Project to the four
purveyors for cistribution. Thesa five entities meet regularly as the Upper Santa
Clara Vealley Water Committes to coordinate the benaficial use of water in tha
Valley.

This report provides information about the area’s geology, the local groundwats
basin, imported watar supplies, water quality, precipitation, recycled watsr,
existing and projected water demand and an overall outlcok of water supply and
demand.

In 1888, the Committea reports a total water Supply of approximately 107.000
acre-fest per year and an ex.sting water demand of 48,858 acre-feet. The Santz
Clarita Valley currently has g surplus of supply of about 58,142 acre-fest over
existing demand. The Committee projects this condition to continue for the
foreseeable future given the overall availability of local and imported water
supplies, the levels of precipitation both locally and regionally, the faverzple

Operating condition of tha groundwater basin and the existing facilities in place to
deliver water throughout the valley.

underlying deeper Saugus Fermation. and imported water fram the State Water
Project. The following summarizes the water resources of the Valley in 1998:

Alluvial Aquifer

* The annual perennial yield for the Alluvial Aquifer is 32,500 acre-feet per
year. This quantity of water répresents an amount of water that can be
pumped annually from the aquifer on a long-term basis znd during dry year
conditions without causing an undssirable result.

Riverpark FEIR

December 2004
Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16



Section ]

.- L
A

: Introduction
secticn LA Sackground
For most resicents of the Santz Clarita Valley (Valley), demestic water sarvics is
prgvided by icur retail watsr purveyers.  Thev ars Los Argeles County

Waterworks District 38, Newha!l County Watar District, Santz Clarita Watsr
Cempany, énd Valencia Water Comgpany. The Castaic Lake Waiar Agency
(CLWA) s & wholesaler that cbtains water from California's State Water P

CLWA draws waler from Castzic Laks where it is filtered and disinfacted at two
treatment planis befora distributiorj to the purveyors. These five entities mest
regularly as the Upper Santa Clara Valley Water Committes (Committee) to
coordinate the beneficial use of water in the Valley. Their respective service

areas are shown in Figure 11,

The Committee was officially formed in 1967 when its members requested the
United States Geological Survay (USGS) to prepare a joint water resources
study of the Santa Clara River Watarshed. The purpose of the Commitiee was to
consult with the USGS regarding the study, to assist with the accumulation of
data, and to continue working toward coordinating water management programs
for the area. The study was completed in 1972 by S. G. Robson of the USGS
and provides the initial baseline informaticn of the valley's groundwater
4 resources.

Over the years, the Committee has contiriued to review and document the
availability of water resources in the region. Past studies have assessed the
condition of the local groundwater aquifers, their hydro-geologic character,
— aqQuifer storage capacity, perennial yield and recharge rate and the potential for

Conjunctive use of bath groundwater and imported water resources.

Other eficrts have included developing drought contingency plans, evaluating the

'MPact of landfills on the groundwater basin, coordinating emergency response

-1
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Histerically, local grouncwater extracted from the Alluvial ard Saugus Acuifzrs

has been the Primary scurss of water in the Szn:z Clarita Valley. However, leczl
groundwater Supplies since 1230 have Cesn supclementsd with imperied watar
from the State Water Project. This Saction describes the gsologic sekting of the
Santa Clzritz Valley, the [ocal ard imperted water supolies, watzr cuelity,

precipitation fecords and recycied water programs.

Section II.A Eastern Groundwatzsr Basin

Figure ll-1 shows the approximate boundaries of the Eastemn Groundwater
Basin, which is the largest and most developed groundwater bedy of the Upper
Santa Clara River HA. Itis an alluvial-valley aquifer-siream sysiem. The basin
censisis of Holocene Alluvium, Pleistccene terrace deposits, and the Plio~

Pleistocene Saugus Formation,

Information on the hydrologic conditions of the groundwater basin comes from
three previous studies. Robson (1972) evaluated the availability, quantity, and
potential for development of the groundwater resources of the Saugus-Newhall
area. Slade (198€) conducted an evaluation of the hydrolegic conditions of the
Alluvial Aquifer underlying the Santg Clarita Valley ana its potential for artificial
recharge. In 1988, Slade conducted g hydrologic eveluation of the Saugus

Formation, its quantity, and potentia] for development.

Section Il.A.1.a. Alluvial Aquifer - General

The Holocene Alluvium exists extensively on the valley floor and becomes
restricted at the narrow channels of the fiver's-tributaries in the upper reaches.
The Alluvium is deepest along the center of the present river channel, with a

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004
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velues where the zlluvium is thickest in the center of the valle
west of Bouquet Canyon,

Y and generally

Tne amount of groundwatsr in storage in the Alluvium can vary considerably
because of the sfizcts of rscharge and discharge from the aguifer. Based on zn
Alluvial area of 18,410 &cres, variable trickness, and 3peciiic yield of 9 to 18
percent, it has teen estimated that the thecretical maximum amcunt of
groundwater‘that could be held and retrievad in usable storage is 240.000 acre-
feet. Based on historical fluctuations in groundwater levsls, calculated volumes
cf groundwater in storage in the Alluvium have ranged from a high of 201,000

acre-fest in April 1845 to g low of 107,000 acre-faet in November 1965

Three of the four water companies pump local groundwater in addition to
purchasing imported water from CLWA. The Los Angeles County Waterworks
District 36 presently has no operating groundwater extraction facilities. Also, the
County of Los Angeles and the Newhall Land and Farming Company pump from
the Alluvial Aquifer to sarvice their own lands.

In 1988, the Committes hired Richard C. Slade and Asscciates to study the
Alluvial Aquifer and determine, among other things, the aquifers hydrogeolegic

*condition, perennial yleld, storage capacity and potential for arificial recharge.

Based on historical Pumpage and hydrologic conditions over a 28 year base
period (1957-58 through 1984-85), Slade estimated that the annual perennial
yield for the Alluvial Aquifer is 31,600 acre-ft to 32,600 acre-ft per year (one acre-
Rtis +/- 325,000 galiens). Based on the results of that hydrogealogic report and
the operating experience of its members, the Committee has adopted a perennial
Yield of 32,500 acre-it per year. This Guantity represents the amount of watsr that
can be Pumped annually from the aquifer on a long-term basis,J including
fluctuations above and below the perennial yield amount during wet and dry year
Conditions, without causing an undesirable resuit. Undesirable results could
include long-term  groundwater level decline (and associated decline in
Sroundwater storage), degradation of water quality in the aquifer, or land

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16
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SANTA CLARITA VALLEY WATER REPORT
2002

PREPARED BY:

Castaic Lake Water Agency Los Angeles County Waterworks District #36

NCWD ..é
Newhall County Water District Valencia Water Company

April 2003
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Table lI-7
Total Water Supplies
(Acre-Feet)
Sources of Supply
Agriculture, Irrigation, Total Per
“Water Retailors & Miscellaneous Uses Total Per Source . Year
TTuvial | >augus Alluvial| Saugus Alluvial | Saugus All
Year | Aquifer| Form. SWP | Aquifer| Form. SWP | Aquifer | Form. SWP | Sources
1980 16,625 4569 |1,125| 14,831 20 0 31,456 4,589 1,125 37,170
1981 14,056 4,950 15816 16737 20 0 30,793 4,970 5,816 41,579
1982 8.684 3589 | 9.659 | 13,184 521 0 21,868 4,090 9,659 35,617
1983 8,803 3,398 |9,185| 11,483 454 0 20,286 3,852 9,185 33,323
1984 12,581 3,809 }10,996| 14.737 640 0 27,318 4,449 10,996 42,763
1985 12,519 4140 |11,823] 12,828 575 0 25,347 4,715 11,823 41,385
1986 12,418 4975 (13,759| 11,787 510 0 24,205 5,485 13,759 43,449
1987 12,630 4962 |16,285] 10,012 599 0 22,642 5,561 16,285 44,488
1988 12,197 6.404 [19,033] 9,451 524 0 21,648 6,928 19,033 47,609
1989 13,978 7217 |21,618] 9,743 542 0 23,721 7,759 21,618 53,098
1990 13,151 8302 |21,813] 10725 559 0 23,876 8,861 21,613 54,350
1991 | 17.408 | 14417 7,968 | 9,779 500 0 27,187 14,917 7,968 50,072
1992 16,897 10,458 |13,911] 10,694 466 087 | 27,591 10,924 14,898 53,413
1993 19,808 | 10,151 |13,393] 10318 459 443 | 30,126 10,610 13,836 54,572
1994 | 20068 | 11531 |14389] 13,065 494 311 33,133 12,025 14,700 59,858
1995 20,590 8,087 }16,996| 13,874 473 6 34,464 8,560 17,002 60,026
© 1996 | 24,681 7,373 ]18,093| 13,757 813 780 | 38,438 8,186 18,873 65,497
1997 | 25273 6,752 |22,148] 14,326 993 1,067 | 39,599 7,745 23,215 70,559
~1998 23,898 4,706 |20,254] 12,750 849 12 36,648 5,555 20,266 62,469
1999 | 27,240 2,728 |27,282| 16,168 988 20 43,406 3,716 27,302 74,424
2000 | 25216 3,193 |32,579] 14,433 887 3 39,649 4,080 32,582 75,311
2001 22,055 3,267 |35,369( 15.218 873 0 37,273 4,140 35,369 76,782
2002 22,097 4,360 |41,768| 16,008 800 0 38,103 5,160 41,768 85,031
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1986-87

Oct 0.68
Nov 1.55
Dec 0.24
Jan 2.1
Feb 0.62
Mar 1.69
Apr 0.14
May 0.10
Jun 0.00
Jul 0.09
Aug 0.02
Sep 0.00

TOTAL 7.24

1987-38

3.47
1.25
4.80
3.37
349
1.16
3.88
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.10

21.71

NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

Summary of Annuaj Rainfa)
October 1st Thry September 30th
(Totals in inches)

79588-39

SP2roooo
W o . QO —~y O o
S O oW O nory (]

b}
[t
[w]

U.

1983-90

0886
037
0.00
2.85
4.23
0.22
0.48
0.8
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1990-g7

0.00
0.53
0.01
11
5.72
11.33
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

5
e}
-

057
0.75
1.
0.

I

w »

NG
L )
NG X

0.00
0.00
0.60
0.00

0.00

Oct . . . 0.22 0.00 1.10
Nov . . 1.39 0.00 0.00 3.18 3.01 0.63
Dec 2.33 8.70 6.72 1.39 0.05 0.00 1.30 5.85 2.57
Jan 297 6.64 3.49 2.08 1.21 5.84 1.55 0.00
Feb 6.73 0.23 22.00 0.65 9.43 10.76 0.51 9.03
'/{JMar 2.08 0.00 5.15 3.00 3.15 3.38 0.38 2.38
Y Apr 0.13 0.c0 2.23 3.78 210 2.56 0.05 235
May 0.68 0.00 5.50 0.co 0.00 0.00 0.12 1.70
Jun 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.48 C.00 0.00 0.61 0.00
Jul 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02
Aug 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.co 0.31 0.00 .00 0.00
Sep 0.00 0.53 0.21 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.60
TOTAL 14.92 18.51 49.14 13.11 16.25 23.67 7.34 24.24 4.30

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Valencia Water Company )
(U342-W) seeking approval of its updated )
Water Management Program as ordered in )
Commission Resolution W-4154 dated )

August 5, 1999 )  Application No. A-99-12-025

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
STEVEN B. BACHMAN
IN SUPPORT OF THE PROTEST BY VENTURA
COUNTY TO APPLICATION OF YALENCIA WATER

COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF ITS UPDATED
WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

DUE: April 10, 2000
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TESTIMONY OF STEVEN B. BACHMAN
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.
I am Steven B. Bachman.

DR. BACHMAN, WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL
BACKGROUND?

I have a doctor of philosophy degree from the University of California, Davis in
geological sciences. Prior to that, I earned a masters degree in geological sciences
from the University of California, Los Angeles and a bachelor of science degree in
aeronautical engineering from the University of Washington. I have worked
professionally as a geologist for 26 years and am a registered geologist in
California. After my Ph.D., I was an assistant professor at Cornell University for
four years. I then formed a consulting group in San Diego for Nekton, Inc. and
two years later started my own consulting company, Crouch, Bachman, and
Associates, Inc. in Santa Barbara. In 1990 I joined Integrated Water Technologies,
Inc. (“IWT”) as vice president, where I subsequently became president.

I began working for myself four years ago, while continuing to consult for IWT.
As part of my consulting, in 1993 I became Groundwater Manager for United
Water Conservation District (“United Water”) in Ventura County, a position I
continue to hold. United Water oversees groundwater management for most of the
groundwater basins of Ventura County. Last year. I was retained as groundwater
consultant to Calleguas Municipal Water District (“Calleguas™), the major
wholesaler of State Water Project water (“State water”) to Ventura County. For
Calleguas, I oversee groundwater management issues, including effects of their
joint Aquifer Storage and Recovery program with the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California. As part of this work for United Water and Calleguas, I
maintain and operate the U.S. Geological Survey numeric groundwater model used
by Ventura County agencies to detenine potential effects of future surface xvater
and groundwater management strategies. in 2000, I became a director for
Montecito Water District.

My experience in groundwater projects in California, Nevada, and Arizona
includes artificial recharge planning and implementation, groundwater
management, groundwater quality studies, aquifer studies, groundwater modeling,
groundwater recharge studies, wetlands treatment, and expert witness on
groundwater. I have authored/co-authored over 50 geologic articles, including the
recent book California Groundwater Management, funded by the U.S.

1
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Environmental Protection Agency (“U.S. EPA”) and published by the
Groundwater Resources Association, and [ lecture statewide on groundwater
management. I have been president of the Society of Sedimentary Geologists
(SEPM) - Pacific Section, associate editor of the journal Geology of the
Geological Society of America, and chair of the Subcommittee on Groundwater
Management of the Association of California Water Agencies (“ACWA”). Iam
presently chair of ACWA's Groundwatcr Committee, for which I have been
testifying and providing technical guidance to the California State Water
Resources Control Board on differentiating surface water from groundwater.

My recent projects include planning new artificial recharge projects for the Oxnard
Plain, working on solving the overdraft of the Las Posas basin, characterizing
nitrate contamination in the Oxnard Plain Forebay, cooperating in a long-range
weather prediction study by United States Geological Survey, National
Oceanographic Atmospheric Administration and Scripps, providing technical
guidance to Orange County Water District on implementing a new groundwater
model, and providing expert testimony on groundwater issues.

Q.: HAVEYOU EVALUATED WHETHER THERE IS AN ADEQUATE WATER
SUPPLY FOR USE BY VALENCIA WATER COMPANY IN THE FUTURE?

A.:  Yes. I have taken demand projections used by Castaic Lake Water Agency
(“CLWA?), the State Water Project Contractor for Valencia Water Company’s
(“Valencia”) service area, and compared those projections to available supplies of
local groundwater and imported State water.

HOW HAVE YOU DETERMINED FUTURE DEMAND?

A.:  Tused the mid-range demand curve that is in the CLWA Draft Integrated Water
Resources Plan Water Demand and Supply Evaluation, dated February 1998
(“TWRP”), that shows steadily increasing demand for urban uses and decreasing
demand for agricultural water. (Attached to this testimony, as Exhibit 1, is a true
and correct copy of Figure 2-1 from the TWRP'.)

Q.:  WHAT VALUES ARE YOU USING FOR FUTURE SUPPLY"?

-

Only excerpts of the relevant pages from various reports are attached. Full
reports are available upon request.
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The supply consists of State water from CLWA and local groundwater from both
the Alluvial (shallower) Aquifer and the Saugus Aquifer. This includes:

1. for State water, a supply of CLWA's full entitlement of 95,200 acre-feet per
year (“AFY”) during wet and normal periods and a 50 percent entitlement
0f 47,600 AFY during dry years. (Exhibit 2, Valencia’s Water
Management Program, dated December 16, 1999 (“VWMP”), Figures III-1
and II1-2.);

2. for the Alluvial Aquifer, 32,600 AFY of perennial yield (Exhibit 3,
Hydrogeologic Investigation Perennial Yield and Artificial Recharge
Potential of the Alluvial Sediments in the Santa Clarita River Valley of Los
Angeles County, California, December 1986, published by hydrologist
Richard Slade (“1986 Slade Report”), p. 91), with a maximum yield of
25,000 AFY in dry years (Exhibit 4, IWRP, pp. 3-7 and 3-8) and 40,000
AFY in wet or normal years. (Exhibit 2, VWMP, Figure [1I-2.) This dry
year yield varies from Valencia’s dry year yield of 32,500 AFY (Exhibit 2,
VWMP, Figure III-2), because pumping of 40,000 AFY in wet years and
32,500 AFY in dry years exceeds the perennial yield, which must average
32,600 AFY. In addition, CLWA’s IWRP reported Slade as saying that
“the entire Alluvial Aquifer has the capability of yielding about 25,000
acre-f/yr for multiple dry years.” (Exhibit 4, IWRP, p. 3-8.);

3. 1,700 AFY of reclaimed water (Exhibit 2, VWMP, Figure I1I-2);

4. no State Drought Water Bank supply, as supported by Wallace
G. Spinarski’s testimony filed herein; and

5. the Saugus Aquifer supplies the remaining demand, as it is the only
additional source.

ARE THE PROPOSED AQUIFER PUMPING LEVELS IN VWMP’S FIGURE
[I-2 REALISTIC?

As stated in the previous answer, the pumping levels proposed in the Alluvial
Aquifer of 40,000 AFY in wet years and 32,500 AFY in dry years exceed both the
perennial yield and the capacity of the aquifer to supply water during dry years.
Therefore, I believe that these pumping levels are too high. In my analysis, I used
the rates of 